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Executive Summary 
 

The FY 2012 ς 2016 Consolidated Housing and Community Development (HCD) Plan (also known as the 

ά/ƻƴǎƻƭƛŘŀǘŜŘ tƭŀƴέύ is intended to guide the City of Grand Rapids in its actions and funding decisions 

related to the federal Community Development Block Grant (CDBG), HOME Investment Partnerships 

(HOME), and Emergency Solutions/Shelter Grants (ESG) programs over the next five years.  This Plan will 

also be used to guide the Justice Assistance Grant (JAG) program from the U.S. Department of Justice.  

The Consolidated Plan is in effect from July 1, 2011 through June 30, 2016.  

 

Sources for the HCD Plan 
In establishing the strategic goals for this Plan, the City analyzed available data sources on population, 

income and housing; sought public input on the plan and reviewed other sources of recent public input; 

incorporated City and community values; and rŜǾƛŜǿŜŘ I¦5Ωǎ tǊƛƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ ŀnd Livability Principles, the 

/ƛǘȅΩǎ aŀǎǘŜǊ tƭŀƴ ŀƴŘ {ǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƛƭƛǘȅ tƭŀƴΣ and other relevant City and community plans.  Although the 

input covered a wide array of issues, there was considerable consistency among community priorities, 

as well as harmony witƘ I¦5Ωǎ ƭƻƴƎǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ Ǝƻŀƭǎ ƻŦ ǇǊƻǾƛŘƛƴƎ ŘŜŎŜƴǘ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎΣ ŀ ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ƭƛǾƛƴƎ 

environment, and economic opportunities for low- and moderate-income people. 

 

Data Summary.  Unfortunately, the 2010 Census data was not available prior to the 

submission date for the HCD Plan.  The City used 2000 Census data, 2005-09 American Community 

Survey (ACS) data, and 2009 CHAS data (a special run of 2005-07 ACS data), and local sources.  The data 

show that Grand Rapids has an older housing stock, particularly in the part of the city known as the 

General Target Area (GTA).  The cost of housing increased over 10% in the last five years, although 

income only increased 1.6%.  As a result, the number of families with housing cost burdens increased 

significantly since 2000.  For example, 56.5% of renters have a housing cost burden, meaning they pay 

more than 30% of their income on shelter costs.  Black and Hispanic families are more likely to be low-

income and have cost burdens than White families.  Furthermore, housing foreclosures hit the Grand 

Rapids hard ς 15.3% of city homes experienced foreclosure between 2004 and 2010.  Eight 

neighborhoods within the GTA experienced foreclosure rates over 25% in this same period, with nine 

others exceeding the City average.  Housing vacancies rose to 12.5% in the GTA and to 9.3% city wide.   

 

 City and Community Values.  The HCD Plan is guided by a number of organizational and 

community values.  These values are strongly held beliefs or ways of doing things that influence how this 

Plan is implemented.  Organizational values include making government accessible and supporting civic 

engagement, being accountable through performance measurement, collaborations and partnerships to 

achieve mutual goals, diversity and inclusion to promote a strong and enriched community, integrity and 

honesty in all actions and decisions, organizational excellence, quality customer service, and using a 

άǘǊƛǇƭŜ ōƻǘǘƻƳ ƭƛƴŜέ approach to ensure sustainability.   

 

Community values and themes include, but are not limited to, promoting the revitalization of 

neighborhoods, providing opportunities for citizen empowerment, de-concentrating poverty, 
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guaranteeing fair housing rights, making housing more accessible to persons with disabilities, ensuring 

the quality of the built environment and sound land use practices, providing a balance between owner 

and renter housing, enhancing public safety, protecting environmental resources, and moving the 

community forward in a sustainable way.   

 

 Public Input.  Public input focused on maintaining the quality and affordability of the existing 

housing stock, with attention to both homeowners and renters.  Homeless service providers recognize 

that the lack of affordable housing is the single largest contributor to homelessness.  Housing 

rehabilitation, code enforcement, and rental assistance programs are in high demand.  Neighborhood 

stability, crime prevention and community policing are also top priorities.  Support for high quality 

mixed-use development and mixed-income neighborhoods was also voiced, along with strong business 

districts and streetscape improvements.  The development of parks and preservation of the tree canopy 

were also identified. 

 

 City and Community Plans.  As part of its citizen input effort, a number of City and 

community plans were reviewed.  The /ƛǘȅΩǎ 2002 Master Plan, 2010 Green Grand Rapids update, and 

2010 Sustainability Plan were reviewed to ensure that the HCD Plan was consistent with, and supportive 

of, these efforts.  Other plans reviewed include the 2010 Parks and Recreation Master Plan, 2010 

Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing, 2010 Grand Rapids Housing Commission (PHA) Plan, 2010 

Grand Rapids Youth Master Plan, 2009 Foreclosure Response Plan, 2009 Grand Rapids Urban Forestry 

Plan, 2007 Get the Lead Out!/Healthy Homes Coalition Plan, 2005 Vision to End Homelessness, 2002 21st 

Century Infrastructure Task Force Report, and a number of specific neighborhood plans.   

 

Neighborhood Investment (NI) Plan 

The strategic goals for the HCD Plan are found in the Neighborhood Investment (NI) Plan.  The NI Plan 

combines diverse community needs identified in the planning process into seven key outcomes for 

Grand Rapids neighborhoods.  Progress toward meeting these outcomes is measured by a set of pre-

determined indicators of success.  

 

¶ Improve the condition of existing housing 

¶ Increase the supply of affordable housing 

¶ Increase opportunities for housing stability 

¶ Increase public safety 

¶ Build neighborhood leadership and civic engagement 

¶ Enhance neighborhood Infrastructure 

¶ Increase economic opportunities 

 

Not every issue identified through community input is funded under the HCD Plan.  Priorities were 

established that best fit the goals of decent housing, suitable living environment, and economic 

opportunities as well as the shrinking funding levels of federal programs.  Likewise, activities that are 

best supported by other government or private sector sources are not included.    
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Managing the Process 
 

Lead Agency 
The Consolidated Housing and Community Development (HCD) Plan is a five-year plan required by the 

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) for participation in certain federally-funded 

housing and community development programs.  These programs are designed to provide decent 

housing, a suitable living environment and economic opportunities, principally for low- and moderate-

income persons.  The City of Grand Rapids Community Development Department is the lead agency for 

this planning process, and is responsible for administering the funding sources covered under this Plan.  

The effective period of the HCD Plan is July 1, 2011 through June 30, 2016.   

 

The entitlement programs covered under this plan include the Community Development Block Grant 

(CDBG), HOME Investment Partnerships (HOME), and Emergency Solutions/Shelter Grants (ESG) 

programs.  Programs are administered through the City of Grand Rapids Community Development 

Department and activities are primarily carried out by City departments and contracted nonprofit 

organizations. 

 

Process for Plan Development 
The HCD Plan was developed with an outcomes-based focus and integrates I¦5Ωǎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘƻǎŜ 

of the City of Grand Rapids in response to the needs, priorities and values of the community.   

 

Components of Plan Development.  The development of the Plan included the following steps:  

¶ Analysis of 2000 U.S. Census data, 2005-09 American Community Survey data, 2009 CHAS 

Data, and other pertinent data sources 

¶ Public hearing and comment period on community needs, priorities and values 

¶ Focus group with neighborhood associations 

¶ Analysis of relevant City and community planning documents 

¶ Modifications to the FY 2006 ς FY 2011 Neighborhood Investment Plan 

¶ Public hearing and comment period on draft HCD Plan 

¶ City Commission review and approval of the HCD Plan 

 

Data Sources 
2000 U.S. Census Data.  Census 2000 was the 22nd decennial census of the United States.  

Information was gathered about the 115.9 million housing units and 281.4 million people.  One hundred 

(100) percent of the population was asked to respond to key questions regarding household 

relationships, race, Hispanic/Latino origin, age, sex, tenure (owner or renter), and housing vacancies.  A 

scientific sample of the population was asked additional questions regarding education, employment, 

income, disability, home value, and housing costs.  While this data is over 10 years old at this time, it 

remains the best source of information on comparing population and housing data between the General 
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Target Area (GTA) and the non-GTA.  For more information on the GTA, Specific Target Areas (STAs), and 

the non-GTA, see the Geographic Targeting Section of this Plan.  

 

 2005-09 American Community Survey Data.  The American Community Survey (ACS) is a 

nationwide survey conducted by the U.S. Census Bureau designed to provide communities with a fresh 

look at how they are changing.  Using scientific sampling methods, the ACS collects and produces 

population and housing information every year on items such as age, race, income, home value, and 

other important data.  In late 2010, the Census Bureau released its 5-year estimates based on ACS data 

collected from 2005 through 2009.  The 2005-09 ACS data is used in this Plan whenever possible and is 

identified as such. 

 

 2009 American Community Survey Data.  Where data is not available for 2005-09, single year 

data for 2009 data is used.   

 

 2009 Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) Data.  The CHAS data, provided by 

HUD, is the primary source of data used to assess housing needs and priorities.  The data was derived 

from a special tabulation of American Community Survey data generated by the U.S. Census Bureau for 

the period from 2005 - 2007.  CHAS data are comprised of a number of housing needs variables split by 

HUD-defined income groupings (30, 50, and 80 percent of area median income) and HUD-specified 

household types.  The numbers and income data are based on data in existence at the time of the 2000 

Census.  It should be noted that the Census Bureau used a special rounding scheme on this tabulation 

data.  As a result, readers may observe a small discrepancy between the data reported here and the 

data reported in other sections of this Plan.  Where this data is used, it is identified as such. 
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Consultations 
 

Adjacent Units of Government 
The following units of government and other public entities were invited to comment on the HCD Plan.  

No comments were received. 

 

City of East Grand Rapids Grand Rapids Housing Commission 
City of Kentwood Kent County Health Department 
City of Grandville Kent County Community Development Department 
City of Walker Grand Valley Metropolitan Council 
City of Wyoming West Michigan Regional Planning Commission 
Grand Rapids Charter Township Michigan State Housing Development Authority 
Plainfield Charter Township  

 

Grand Rapids Housing Commission (GRHC) 
The Grand Rapids Housing Commission and the City of Grand Rapids consulted with each other 

regarding its respective Five-¸ŜŀǊ tƭŀƴǎΦ  ¢ƘŜ IƻǳǎƛƴƎ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ǘŀǊƎŜǘ 

families with children, seniors, and persons with disabilities.  Refer to the Public Housing section and the 

City and Community Plans Summary section of this plan for more information.  As appropriate, the HCD 

Plan incorporates ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŜǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ DwI/Ωǎ !ƎŜƴŎȅ tƭŀƴΦ 

 

Grand Rapids Area Coalition to End Homelessness (CTEH) 
The Grand Rapids Area Coalition to End Homelessness and the City of Grand Rapids consulted with each 

other regarding its strategic plans, specifically identifying homeless needs, priorities, and the use of 

Emergency Solutions/Shelter Grants funds.  The City of Grand Rapids is actively involved with the CTEH, 

and has a representative on the Steering Committee and other committees.  The CTEH, which serves as 

the Continuum of Care planning body for Grand Rapids/Kent County area, was very helpful in providing 

information for this Plan.  Refer to the Homelessness section and the City and Community Plans 

Summary section of this Plan for more information.  As appropriate, the HCD Plan incorporated 

strategies from the CTEHΩǎ ±ƛǎƛƻƴ ǘƻ 9ƴŘ IƻƳŜƭŜǎǎƴŜǎǎΣ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ ǘŜƴ ȅŜŀǊ Ǉƭŀƴ to end 

homelessness.  
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Citizen Participation 
 

Public Hearing and Public Comment Period on Needs 
For the FY 2012 ς FY 2016 HCD Plan, a public hearing on housing and community development needs 

was held before the City Commission on August 10, 2010.  In addition to public notices in the Grand 

Rapids Press (daily general circulation paper), The Grand Rapids Times (an African-American weekly 

paper), and El Vocero Hispano (a Hispanic weekly paper), an email invitation for comment was extended 

to all current City subrecipients/contractors and to other City partners.  Residents of public housing 

facilities and users of community centers were also invited via posted notices.   

 

Twelve people spoke at the public hearing and an additional five provided written comment.  Comments 

are summarized below. 

 

Housing Needs 

¶ Affordable housing, as the solution to end homelessness 

¶ Housing for disabled people who do not yet qualify as elderly 

¶ More home repair resources for homeowners 

¶ Maintain and improve the quality of the rental housing stock 

¶ Certification of single-family rental houses 

¶ Permanent Supportive Housing for the chronically homeless 

 

Neighborhood Leadership Needs 

¶ Support for Neighborhood Associations, neighborhood organizing and crime prevention 

¶ Creative alternatives for crime prevention activities, and increased flexibility of 

Neighborhood Associations 

¶ Increase neighborhood-based leadership 

¶ Limit the detrimental impact of foreclosures on neighborhoods 

¶ Mixed-use, mixed income development 

¶ Continue to use the NRSA model as a means of leveraging federal funds 

¶ Kent County Land Bank 

 

Neighborhood Infrastructure Needs 

¶ Bike paths 

¶ Urban neighborhood character 

¶ Building improvement and façade program for neighborhood business districts 

¶ Streetscape and infrastructure improvements to improve the appearance of neighborhood 

business districts 
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Economic Opportunity Needs 

¶ Neighborhood businesses to prosper through information sharing and open communication 

¶ Improve the number and capacity of microenterprises 

¶ Job creation 

¶ Comprehensive business recruitment and retention program 

¶ Better take advantage of the buying power contained in the GTA (LISC/MicroEdge study 

showed $544,000,000 of potential product and services sales not captured in the GTA) 

¶ Sustainable development and local business 

 

Youth Development Needs 

¶ Educational achievement 

 

Data and Planning Needs 

¶ Need data for planning and public policy development 

¶ Use data to determine needs for Neighborhood Association funding 

¶ Update Local Initiatives Support Corporation (LISC) MicroEdge data annually to better 

understand buying trends 

¶ Neighborhood planning 

¶ Robust community planning process 

¶ Technical assistance 

 

Neighborhood Association Focus Group 
On September 23, 2010, the Community Development Department conducted a focus group with 

neighborhood associations funded with CDBG and JAG funds.  Twenty four (24) representatives from 

eleven (11) neighborhood associations attended.  The discussion centered on four questions. 

 

What are the greatest Neighborhood Association needs at this time?  Two major issues were identified 

ς housing and public safety.   

 

 Housing 

¶ Vacant foreclosed homes that are bank-owned and poorly maintained 

¶ Foreclosed homes that have been purchased by investors for rental use (resulting in poor 

property management and substandard housing, increased need for code enforcement) 

¶ Doubling up and overcrowding in housing due to the economy (leading to more cars on the 

street and more noise) 

¶ Insufficient Housing and Zoning Code enforcement (due to City budget cuts) 

¶ Unregistered single-family rental properties 

¶ Outdated property ownership data (may occur when a transfer is not recorded) 

¶ Barriers to accessing homeowner repair financing for major repairs (e.g. no home insurance) 

¶ Lack of group volunteer efforts for minor repairs and neighborhood cleanup 
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¶ Lack of housing education and awareness for renters in particular 

¶ Some Section 8 landlords do not properly maintain their rental homes 

 

Public Safety 

¶ Increase in violence and home break-ins 

¶ Lack of a Crime Prevention Coordinator (due to City budget cuts, results in lack of timely 

crime info and reduced ability to attain successful outcomes) 

¶ ά¢ǊǳŜέ Ŏommunity policing approach is diminished (due to City budget cuts, not a reflection 

on the assigned police offers) 

 

Other 

¶ Commercial façade improvement program 

¶ Street maintenance 

¶ Public schools 

¶ Sidewalk snowplowing of vacant houses 

¶ Private haulers parking on residential streets 

 

What can neighborhoods do to improve the housing market?  A number of ideas were offered, 

ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ άǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭέ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊƛƴƎ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ƳƻǊǘƎŀƎŜ ŦƻǊŜŎƭƻǎǳǊŜ ǇǊŜǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎΦ 

 

¶ Conduct neighborhood promotional campaigns 

¶ Continue to focus on neighborhood appearance issues (e.g. a good appearance = positive 

perceptions of the neighborhood) 

¶ Beautification projects such as flower plantings 

¶ Rely less on City services and try to do more on its own (e.g. Friends of GR Parks) 

¶ Promote tree preservation and planting of new trees 

¶ Continue to help people access foreclosure prevention services 

¶ Continue to ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ άŜȅŜǎ ǿƛŘŜ ƻǇŜƴέ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴ ǘƻ ǿŀǘŎƘ ƻǾŜǊ ǾŀŎŀƴǘ ƘƻǳǎŜǎ ŀƴŘ 

help keep the grass mowed and the sidewalk shoveled 

 

Is the City Outcome Measurement Framework working for your organization?  If you could, how 

would you change it?  What would work better?  A considerable amount of discussion occurred on this 

topic.  The consensus was that, in general, the framework was adequate.  However, some adjustments 

to the outputs and indicators may be appropriate.  There was some interest in adjusting the language to 

be more pro-active and preventative and less reactive. 

 

Where can efficiencies be achieved?  Where do opportunities for coordination and collaboration 

among Neighborhood Associations exist?  The comments focused on how the City could support the 

work of neighborhood associations. 

¶ Continue to have dedicated City staff work with neighborhoods (e.g. code compliance 

inspectors assigned to specific neighborhoods) 
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¶ City should align other community initiatives with neighborhood activities to better leverage 

limited resources 

¶ City should be more proactive in sharing information with neighborhood associations in 

advance (recent examples include changes in yard waste disposal, and the new My GRCity 

Points program to reward volunteerism) 

¶ City (or someone else) should coordinate neighborhood association fund raising and grant 

writing efforts 

 

Other 

It was suggested the City revisit its demolition policies to determine whether greenspace and land 

banking can be considered acceptable redevelopment actions following demolition.  As policies 

currently exist, a structure cannot be demolished unless an approved redevelopment plan is in place - 

except where required for health and safety reasons under the Housing or Building Codes.   

 

Other Community Input on Needs 
Leadership Grand Rapids Service Project.  In 2009, six Leadership Grand Rapids participants 

conducted a community service project at the request of the Community Development Department in 

2009, specifically to provide input for the upcoming Consolidated Plan.  The group interviewed 29 

stakeholders and identified 25 issues challenging Grand Rapids neighborhoods.  The group also attended 

3 City budget meetings where citizen input was solicited on funding priorities.  Community needs and 

challenges identified in this study are summarized below.   

 

¶ Housing.  Housing for special needs populations in transition (e.g. unemployed, veterans, 

ex-offenders); homeownership and neighborhood stability; property deterioration resulting 

from certain absentee landlords; and high utility costs for low-income renters. 

¶ Safety/Crime.  Crime-prone population living in rental properties not maintained by 

absentee landlords; cut-backs in police officers assigned to community policing; and youth 

involvement in gangs, drug trafficking; graffiti, speeding, etc.  

¶ Employment/Employability.  Stable jobs with benefits; employment skills training; language 

and disability barriers in the workplace; and public infrastructure support for neighborhood 

business districts. 

¶ Childhood/Youth Development.  Educational development programs; difficult family 

environments; cultural and language barriers among children within the same schools and 

neighborhoods; teen pregnancy; and insufficient food/nutrition for many children. 

¶ Health Care.  Non-emergency health care for the unemployed, poor, disabled, etc; and 

community health coordinators at all schools. 

¶ Other.  Shortage of affordable mass transit routes; lack of personal finance knowledge; 

desire for more and better parks and preservation of the tree canopy; need for community 

leadership development and support of community organizing; poor road and sidewalk 

maintenance (inhibiting walkability, bikeability, and driveability); trash and cleanliness 

issues; and language barriers (particularly with Hispanic communities). 
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Strategies to Address Housing Quality and Sustainable Neighborhoods.  A group of 24 

nonprofit organizations, primarily neighborhood organizations and nonprofit housing providers, 

presented a position paper to the City Commission on July 27, 2010 entitled άStrategies to Address 

IƻǳǎƛƴƎ vǳŀƭƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ {ǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ bŜƛƎƘōƻǊƘƻƻŘǎΦέ  The position paper recommends four objectives:   

 

¶ Establish a Blue Ribbon Commission on Housing to offer guidance in implementing the 

requested policy objectives; provide oversight, monitoring, and reporting on code compliance activities; 

and create an open forum for discussion of housing related issues. 

¶ Ensure a Minimum Standard of Quality Among All Rental Units by adding single family 

rental units to the inspection and certification program to ensure that all rental housing stock is required 

to adhere to the same standards of quality and safety. 

¶ Limit the Detrimental Effects of Vacant and Blighted Properties on Community Vibrancy by 

redesigning the vacant property program to mitigate the negative effects that the foreclosure crisis has 

had on property values, crime, and neighborhood stability. 

¶ Create a Comprehensive, Accessible, and Accurate Database of Parcel Information to 

continue the positive direction the City has taken to deliver accurate parcel information and improve 

transparency by creating a comprehensive, accurate, and accessible database. 

 

Public Hearing and Comment Period on Draft Neighborhood Investment Plan 
A public hearing on the draft FY 2012 ς FY 2016 Neighborhood Investment (NI) Plan was held before the 

City Commission on October 12, 2010.  The NI Plan is comprised of seven outcomes that identify and 

describe funding priorities for the Consolidated Plan.  This hearing was not required by HUD, and was 

ƘŜƭŘ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ ŘƛǎŎǊŜǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǇŜǊƳƛǘ ƛƴǘŜǊƳŜŘƛŀǘŜ ƛƴǇǳǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ŧǳƭƭ 

Consolidated Plan.  In addition to public notices in the Grand Rapids Press (daily general circulation 

paper), The Grand Rapids Times (an African-American weekly paper), and El Vocero Hispano (a Hispanic 

weekly paper), an email invitation for comment was extended to all current City subrecipients and 

contractors, as well as to other City partners identified in the Institutional Structure section of this Plan.   

 

Three people spoke at the public hearing.  Two of the people commenting were generally supportive of 

the Neighborhood Investment Plan.  The first speaker was particularly pleased with the outcomes 

regarding neighborhood leadership, community infrastructure, and economic opportunities.  The 

second speaker was pleased to see Complete Streets in the Plan, but noted that the Plan needs to 

emphasize accessible housing more strongly.  The third speaker commented on placement of curb cuts 

mid-block. 

 

In addition to the public hearing, a 15-day comment period was held from October 1 to October 15, 

2010.  No written comments were received.  The City Commission adopted the NI Plan on November 16, 

2010.  
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Public Hearing and Comment Period on Draft HCD Plan 
A public hearing on the full draft FY 2012 ς FY 2016 Housing and Community Development Plan was held 

before the City Commission on March 22, 2011.  In addition to public notices in the Grand Rapids Press 

(daily general circulation paper), The Grand Rapids Times (an African-American weekly paper), and El 

Vocero Hispano (a Hispanic weekly paper), an email invitation for comment was extended to all current 

City subrecipients/contractors and to other City partners identified in the Institutional Structure section 

of this Plan.  A 30-day comment period was held from March 8 to April 6, 2011. 

 

A total of twenty one (21) people or organizations provided public comment on the FY 2012 ς FY 2016 

Consolidated Plan and the FY 2012 Annual Plan.  Twelve people spoke at the March 22, 2011 public 

hearing, some of whom also provided written comment.  An additional nine (9) persons or organizations 

provided written comment alone.   

 

¶ One person provided updated information on the role of an organization described in the Anti-

Poverty Strategy.  That information was incorporated into the final FY 2012 ς FY 2016 

Consolidated Plan.   

¶ Two individuals provided testimonials on how each had benefitted from CDBG-funded programs 

in the past.   

¶ The remaining comments were directed to specific funding recommendations in the FY 2012 

Annual Action Plan, and are not addressed here. 
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Grants Administration 
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Grants 
 

Overview of Funds 
Grant Programs.  Following are the anticipated funding sources from the U.S Department of 

Housing and Urban Development (HUD) covered by this Plan.  These programs are considered 

entitlement programs, meaning HUD determines the funding level based on federally-established 

formulas.  The Plan will also be used to guide the allocation of Justice Assistance Grant (JAG) program 

funds from the U.S. Department of Justice. 

 

 Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Program 

 HOME Investment Partnerships (HOME) Program 

 Emergency Solutions/Shelter Grants (ESG) Program 

 

Since the amount of grant funds is expected to vary from year to year, Annual Action Plans will provide 

specific annual allocations for each of these programs. 

 

 Matching Requirements.  There are matching requirements for two of the four programs.  

 

¶ HOME.  The HOME program requires a 25% local match.  The match is based on the annual 

HOME entitlement, less 10% for administration and 5% for CHDO operating support.  The 

match is expected to come from non-cash resources such as property tax abatements 

granted to previously-funded HOME projects. 

¶ ESG.  The ESG program requires a one-for-one match, to be provided by the nonprofit 

organizations receiving the funds. 

 

Purpose and Objectives 
 Community Development Block Grant (CDBG).  The primary purpose of this program is to 

revitalize low- and moderate-income neighborhoods and improve the quality of the life for low- and 

moderate-income persons.  Types of eligible activities include, but are not limited to, housing 

rehabilitation, public services, public infrastructure and facility improvements, code enforcement, 

economic development, and fair housing.   

 

 HOME Investment Partnerships (HOME) Program.  The primary purpose of this program is to 

preserve and increase the supply of affordable housing for low- and moderate-income persons.  Eligible 

activities include housing rehabilitation and new construction for homeownership and rental, 

homebuyer assistance programs, and tenant-based rental assistance. 

 

 Emergency Solutions/Shelter Grants Program (ESG).  The Emergency Solutions Program is the 

successor program to the Emergency Shelter Grants Program, as reauthorized under the 2009 Homeless 

Emergency and Rapid Transition to Housing (HEARTH) Act.  The primary purpose of the revised program 

is to shift the emphasis from shelter operating support to homeless prevention and rapid re-housing.  
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Eligible activities include homeless prevention, rapid re-housing, and street outreach, as well as support 

for homeless shelters.  The funding allocation process for ESG is done through a review, analysis and 

recommendation process using a funding review panel comprised of representatives from City and 

County government, County Department of Human Services, Community Mental Health, the Grand 

Rapids Community Foundation, the Essential Needs Task Force, and the local United Way.  The Coalition 

to End Homelessness coordinates this process. 

 

 Justice Assistance Grant (JAG).  The primary purpose of this program is to reduce crime and 

ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǎŀŦŜǘȅΦ  ¢ƘŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳΩǎ ǎƛȄ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜΥ ƭŀǿ ŜƴŦƻǊŎŜƳŜƴǘΤ ǇǊƻǎŜŎǳǘƛƻƴΤ 

prevention and education; corrections and community corrections; drug treatment; and planning, 

evaluation and technology improvements. 

 

Income Limits 
Two of the three housing and community development entitlement programs, CDBG and HOME, 

operate under federally-established income limits.  These limits are based on median family income for 

the Grand Rapids-Wyoming Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA), currently defined as Allegan, Barry, 

Kent, and Newaygo counties, and are adjusted annually.  The Emergency Solutions/Shelter Grants and 

the Justice Assistance Grant programs are not subject to income requirements. 

 

 Income Groups.  Generally, very-low income refers to incomes at or below 30% of the area 

median income (AMI); low-income refers to incomes at or below 50% of AMI;  moderate-income refers 

to incomes at or below 80% of AMI; all adjusted for family size.  CDBG and HOME programs target low- 

and moderate-income beneficiaries, except that HOME rental activities can benefit those with income 

up to 60% of AMI.  ESG activities are assumed to benefit low- and moderate-income persons.   

 

The following table provides the current income limits subject to annual adjustments by HUD. 

 

HUD Income Limits 
Grand Rapids ς Wyoming Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) 

Household Size 30% of Median 

Very Low Income 

50% of Median 

Low Income 

60% of Median 80% of Median 

Moderate Income 

1 $13,150 $21,900 $26,350 $35,000 

2 15,000 25,000 30,000 40,000 

3 16,900 28,150 33,750 45,000 

4 18,750 31,250 37,500 50,000 

5 20,250 33,750 40,500 54,000 

6 21,750 36,250 43,500 58,000 

7 23,250 38,750 46,500 62,000 

8 24,750 41,250 49,500 66,000 

Source:  U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), effective May 14, 2010 
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Institutional Structure 
 

The HCD Plan will be implemented by City departments and through community collaborations and 

partnerships with neighborhoods, businesses, investors, nonprofit organizations, and private and public 

institutions.  The following list is not inclusive of every organization involved in supporting the HCD Plan, 

but it serves as an overview of the broad community commitment to building great neighborhoods. 

 

City of Grand Rapids 
 Community Development Department.  The Community Development Department is 

responsible for administering federal housing and community development grants, implementing 

housing rehabilitation and lead treatment programs, and providing code compliance services related to 

the Housing Code, Nuisance Code and Zoning hǊŘƛƴŀƴŎŜΦ  Lǘ ŀƭǎƻ ƻǾŜǊǎŜŜǎ άhǳǊ /ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ /ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴ,έ 

a partnership between the City and Grand Rapids Public Schools intended to positively affect the lives of 

children through policy and program development.  The Community Development Department will 

implement the HCD Plan by administering the grants, managing housing rehabilitation and lead 

remediation programs, and providing code enforcement services. 

 

 Public Services Department.  The Public Services Department is responsible for developing and 

managing ǇŀǊƪǎΣ ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘŜǊƛƴƎ ǊŜŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎ ŀƴŘ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘƛŜǎΣ ƳŀƴŀƎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ ǘǊŜŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ 

right-of-way, recycling and refuse collection, and street and alley maintenance.  The Public Services 

Department will carry out park development and public infrastructure improvements in coordination 

with the City Engineering Department.  

 

 Design and Development Services Department.  The Design and Development Services 

Department is responsible for providing economic development services, planning and zoning 

administration; administering the Downtown Development Authority (DDA); overseeing the 

Development Center, which provides coordinated land and building plan review and permits; and 

building inspection services.  The Design and Development Services Department is available to support 

the HCD Plan by promoting the revitalization of neighborhoods, ensuring the quality of the built 

environment, and sustainable land use. 

 

 Grand Rapids Housing Commission.  The Grand Rapids Housing Commission is the local public 

housing authority in Grand Rapids.  It operates two housing sites and numerous scattered-site single-

family houses for families and five sites for the elderly and/or people with disabilities.  It also 

administers nearly 3,000 Housing Choice Vouchers.  The Grand Rapids Housing Commission will carry 

out its Five-Year Plan in a manner consistent with the HCD Plan. 

 

Kent County 
 Health Department.  The City of Grand Rapids does not provide health services and relies on the 

Kent County Health Department.  The Health Department provides an array of health services in the 

community.  Its major role in the HCD Plan is partnering with the City of Grand Rapids in the 
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implementation of lead remediation programs.  The Health Department does lead hazard outreach and 

education, child screening, blood tests, and follow-up health care.   

 

 Land Bank.  Kent County has formed a Land Bank under Michigan Act 258 entiǘƭŜŘ ά[ŀƴŘ .ŀƴƪ 

Fast Track ActΦέ  ¢ƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅ has established its mission and activities.  Among the activities that a land 

bank could perform are:  acquiring properties through tax foreclosure or donation, managing properties 

as vacant lots or buildings or rental units, demolishing buildings as needed, rehabilitating or building 

new structures for sale or lease, and transferring title to other entities for redevelopment.  While still an 

emerging asset, the Kent County Land Bank has the potential to become a major partner with the City 

and housing developers in revitalizing city neighborhoods.   

 

Community Collaboratives 
 Community Research Institute (CRI).  The Grand Rapids Community Foundation and Grand 

Valley State University (GVSU) joined forces to create the Community Research Institute (CRI), which is 

housed in the GVSU Johnson Center for Philanthropy.  CRI monitors changing local and regional social 

conditions and provides this information to local nonprofits and philanthropic organizations and helps 

organizations understand the evolving needs of the community.  This information also helps 

organizations document needs for grant applications and measure success in its programs.  Geographic 

Information Systems (GIS) is used to track data for many of its studies.  CRI will support the HCD Plan by 

providing data on community characteristics and needs. 

 

Essential Needs Task Force (ENTF).  The Kent County Essential Needs Task Force (formerly 

known as the Emergency Needs Task Force) is a broad-based community collaborative in existence since 

1982.  The ENTF consists of local government representatives and nonprofit organizations that support 

the coordination of basic service systems such as food, housing, utilities, transportation, and 

workforce/economic development.  These services ƘŜƭǇ YŜƴǘ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ Ƴƻǎǘ Ǿulnerable citizens obtain 

the basics needed to be self-sufficient.   

 

The ENTF shelter subcommittee assumed the role of the Grand Rapids-Wyoming-Kent County Housing 

Continuum of Care (HCOC), which coordinated a comprehensive community Continuum of Care plan 

that resulted in significant HUD funding for homeless housing and services.  Over time, the HCOC 

evolved into the Grand Rapids Area Coalition to End Homelessness (CTEH), and in 2005, it published the 

άVision to End Homelessness,έ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ ten-year plan to prevent and end systemic 

homelessness.   

 

The other subcommittees of the Task Force are now following similar paths to implement systemic 

change in the areas of energy efficiency and energy conservation, food security, and affordable 

transportation. 

 

 Foreclosure Response.  In response to the growing foreclosure crisis in Grand Rapids and Kent 

County, concerned community members came together in 2008 to better understand the nature of 
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foreclosures and to engage key players in a coordinated response.  The Grand Rapids Community 

Foundation and the Dyer-Ives Foundation provided funds to establish Foreclosure Response, with staff, 

program and administrative support.  Today, the Foreclosure Response includes 70 stakeholders focused 

on building awareness of foreclosure using data and personal stories, advocating policy changes to 

protect housing consumers, facilitating communication across various efforts, connecting residents with 

a variety of high-quality counseling resources, and promoting strategic rebuilding of affected 

neighborhoods.  As an ad hoc group, Foreclosure Response is intended to end in 2011, and is planning 

an exit strategy.  

 

 Healthy Homes Coalition of West Michigan (Get the Lead Out!).  The Healthy Homes Coalition 

is a non-profit organization formed in 2006 to eliminate housing conditions in West Michigan that harm 

children's health.  The Coalition is an outgrowth of the successful Get the Lead Out! campaign, designed 

to sustain the effort to end childhood lead poisoning in Grand Rapids and to apply lessons learned in 

lead to other children's environmental health issues.  The primary focus areas are lead, radon and 

carbon monoxide poisoning.  The Get the Lead Out! Collaborative is facilitated by the Healthy Homes 

Coalition and includes nearly two dozen member organizations.  Members include the City of Grand 

Rapids, Grand Rapids Housing Commission, local nursing education programs, health care providers, 

Child and Family Resource Council, Rental Property Owners Association, and nonprofit housing 

organizations.  The Healthy Homes Coalition will carry out the HCD Plan by coordinating its work with 

ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ ƭŜŀŘ ǊŜƳŜŘƛŀǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎΦ   

 

 Permanent Housing Coordination Council (PHCC).  Representatives from City and County 

community development departments, nonprofit housing developers, the local HUD office, Grand 

Rapids Housing Commission (GRCC), Michigan State Housing Development Authority (MSHDA), and the 

Coalition to End Homelessness (CTEH) participate in the PHCC.  The PHCC meets quarterly to share 

information and strategies on housing issues, including the development of affordable housing rental 

and owner housing in Grand Rapids and adjoining communities.  As a group, the PHCC will support the 

HCD Plan by communicating and coordinating with each other on current housing issues.  See also 

Housing Developers below. 

 

Nonprofit Institutions 
 Fair Housing Center (FHC) of West Michigan.  The Fair Housing Center of West Michigan works 

to ensure equal housing opportunities through a variety of services directed toward education and 

enforcement, including housing testing and investigating complaints of housing discrimination.  The FHC 

works with victims to ensure justice through advocacy, education, and litigation.  The FHC supports the 

HCD Plan by decreasing impediments to obtaining homeownership and rental housing.  The FHC carries 

out the HCD Plan by continuing its education and enforcement activities, as well as identifying emerging 

issues that affect housing rights. 

 

 Foundations and Funding Agencies.  Various foundations and funding agencies in the area 

supply funding and technical assistance to organizations providing housing and social services.  Area 
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foundations include the Grand Rapids Community Foundation, Frey Foundation, Dyer-Ives Foundation, 

Steelcase Foundation, and RDV Foundation.  Funding agencies include but are not limited to the Heart of 

West Michigan United Way, Michigan State Housing Development Authority (MSHDA), local Federal 

Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Board, and the Michigan Department of Human Services (DHS).  

Foundations and other funding agencies support the HCD Plan by funding programs that meet the goals 

of this plan.   

 

Home Repair Services (HRS) of Kent County.  Although Home Repair Services is a single 

organization, it plays the role of being the first point of contact for mortgage foreclosure counseling and 

assistance.  It also provides other programs that support existing lower income homeowners in 

maintaining their homes.  Programs include a tool lending library, minor home repairs, access 

modifications (such as ramps), foreclosure intervention counseling, energy conservation, and home 

repair classes.  HRS carries out the HCD Plan by continuing to provide these basic services to the Grand 

Rapids community.   

 

 Housing Developers.  Grand Rapids has numerous nonprofit housing developers and its 

subsidiaries committed to revitalizing the central city, including but not limited to:  Dwelling Place of 

Grand Rapids, Genesis Non-Profit Housing Corporation, Grand Rapids Housing Commission, Habitat for 

Humanity of Kent County, Inner City Christian Federation (ICCF), LINC Community Revitalization, and 

New Development Corporation.  Recently, as a result of the housing market crisis and the availability of 

Neighborhood Stabilization Program (NSP) funds, a number of for-profit developers have become 

partners with the City to rehabilitate homes. These housing developers carry out the HCD Plan by 

revitalizing neighborhoods through housing rehabilitation and new construction.   

 

 Neighborhood Associations.  The City of Grand Rapids funds neighborhood associations 

operating in the General Target Area.  Primary activities of the neighborhood associations are crime 

prevention and leadership development programs, in partnership with Grand Rapids police and code 

compliance staff.  Neighborhood Associations carry out the HCD Plan by implementing neighborhood 

organizing and crime prevention programs in the Specific Target Areas.  (See Geographic Targeting 

section for more information.) 

 

For Profit Institutions 
 Financial Institutions.  Private mortgage lenders have a wide array of tools to assist first-time 

homebuyers in obtaining affordable financing and homeownership counseling.  Many participate in the 

/ƛǘȅΩǎ IƻƳŜōǳȅŜǊ !ǎǎƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ CǳƴŘ όI!CύΦ  CƻǊ ŀƴ ǳǇ-to-date list of participating lenders, refer to the HAF 

under www.grcd.info.  Financial Institutions support the HCD Plan by partnering with the City to provide 

ƳƻǊǘƎŀƎŜ ƭƻŀƴǎ ŦƻǊ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ ŘƻǿƴǇŀȅƳŜƴǘ ŀǎǎƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳΦ   

 

 Home and Building Association of Greater Grand Rapids (HBAGGR).  The Home and Building 

Association is a professional trade organization supporting the home building industry in the Grand 

Rapids area.  Members volunteer their skills with local nonprofit organizations, particularly Home Repair 

http://www.grcd.info/
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Services, and its foundation provides monetary support to nonprofit housing programs.  The HBAGGR 

supports the HCD Plan by continuing to supply volunteers to provide home repair to low-income 

persons in collaboration with Home Repair Services. 

 

 Rental Property Owners Association (RPOA).  The RPOA equips members with support to 

manage residential rental property and encourages them to provide quality, affordable and safe rental 

housing to tenants.  The RPOA serves as a liaison with governmental entities, and the leadership of the 

RPOA has been an active partner in the Get the Lead Out!/Healthy Homes initiative.  The RPOA supports 

the HCD Plan by working in partnership with the City and others to promote lead safety education and 

remediation programs. 

 

Strengths and Gaps in the HCD Plan Delivery System 
Overall, nonprofit service providers and local government in Grand Rapids have shown its ability to 

identify emerging issues in the community, coalesce around those issues, and commit its energies to 

finding solutions.  Examples have included the Housing Continuum of Care, Get the Lead Out!, and 

Foreclosure Response.  While not a true institutional structure gap, the lack of sufficient public and 

ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ Ǿƛǎƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ŀ ōŜǘǘŜǊ Ŏƛǘȅ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ƎǊŜŀǘŜǎǘ ǎǘǳƳōling block.   

 

Institutional System Strengths 

¶ Essential Needs Task Force.  Under the umbrella of the Kent County Essential Needs Task Force, 

the shelter subcommittee assumed the role of the local Housing Continuum of Care (HCOC), and 

eventually became known as the Coalition to End Homelessness (CTEH).  The CTEH leads the 

way in ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ ǘŜƴ-year plan to end homelessness, specifically the 

άVision to End Homelessness.έ  Other subcommittees of the Task Force are now following similar 

paths to implement systemic change in the areas of energy efficiency and conservation, food 

security, and affordable transportation. 

¶ Permanent Housing Coordination Council (PHCC).  The PHCC ensures nonprofit housing 

developers and other stakeholders meet on a regular basis and share information and strategies 

on housing issues. 

¶ Foreclosure Interventions.  The Foreclosure Response effort has been instrumental in educating 

the community about the impact of foreclosures.  Furthermore, Home Repair Services and other 

nonprofit housing providers have experienced staff trained in mortgage foreclosure counseling. 

¶ Local Foundations.  Local foundations embrace a number of housing and community 

development initiatives, often early in the process, thereby enabling other funding sources to 

come to the table.  A particularly notable contribution of local foundations is its support for 

community-wide (e.g. City Master Plan and Green Grand Rapids) and neighborhood planning.  

¶ Master Plan, Green Grand Rapids, Zoning Ordinance.  ¢ƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ authentic 

citizen participation in the development and update of the Master Plan, as well as the rewrite of 

the Zoning Ordinance, has resulted in a well-educated, committed citizenry.  The public values 

sustainable land use, the quality of the built environment, green infrastructure, and complete 
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streets.  Furthermore, formal and informal groups are in place to help the City implement the 

Green Grand Rapids recommendations. 

¶ Community Research Institute (CRI).  Through the CRI at Grand Valley State University, the 

community has access to a wide variety of data, much of it in GIS form.  This enables the 

community to make better decisions on where to devote its limited resources. 

¶ Kent County Land Bank.  The Kent County Land Bank is an emerging response to the foreclosure 

crisis and collapse of the housing market.  It holds great potential for providing land and building 

resources for redevelopment.   

¶ Job and Employment Skills Training.  The Grand Rapids community has an extensive array of 

programs and services designed to assist people in leaving poverty.  These include education, 

employment skills, job training, microenterprise development, and job placement.  See the Anti-

Poverty Section for more information. 

 

Institutional System Gaps 

¶ Current Economic Crisis.  Housing developers and builders are continuing to experience 

difficulties in obtaining necessary credit to improve and expand the supply of affordable 

housing.  For example, Low Income Housing Tax Credits (LIHTC) are not available unless an 

investor commits to the project in advance; furthermore, the amount a project receives for the 

tax credits is quite low.  

¶ Foreclosure Relief Programs.  While the community has trained staff in place to provide 

mortgage foreclosure counseling, the financial tools currently available to assist homeowners in 

restructuring their debt are difficult to use, and mortgage lenders are not eager to participate.  

¢ƘŜǎŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀŘŀǇǘŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ƴŜŜŘǎΦ 

¶ Financial Education and Credit Counseling.  The community has a cadre of trained financial 

educators and counselors, but it appears there is an unmet demand for these services.  

Programs may need to be expanded or creatively marketed to attract people well in advance of 

buying a home.  This would ensure they are financially ready and capable when the time comes, 

are better able to make good housing choices, and avoid subprime and high cost loans.   

¶ Interpretation and Translation Services for Non-English Speaking People.  While interpretation 

and translation services are available in the community, they are not routinely used for real 

estate transactions.  Neutral, third-party interpreters need to be trained in real estate and fair 

housing laws to ensure information is accurately exchanged between the parties to the 

transaction.   

¶ City Transformation.  Due to the current economic difficulties, the City has significantly reduced 

staff and its ability to provide all the services it previously performed.  As a result, the City has 

developed a five-year plan to transform City service delivery models to achieve efficiencies and 

become fiscally sustainable.  Although the Community Development Department has been an 

organizational leader in service transformation, it is anticipated the department will continue to 

experience challenges of declining federal funding and further staffing cuts that will likely 

reduce its role in the community. 
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Performance Management 
 

The City of Grand Rapids has developed and implemented a performance measurement system.  The 

following depicts the core components of the system for administration of federal funds.   

 

Neighborhood Investment Plan The Neighborhood Investment Plan guides funding decisions 

based on need and priority through seven (7) desired outcomes 

ŦƻǊ DǊŀƴŘ wŀǇƛŘǎΩ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǊƘƻƻŘǎΦ  Various strategies and multiple 

indicators may be used to achieve program results. 
  

Notice of Intent (NOI) A Notice of Intent to apply for funding is used to screen potential 

applicants to ensure the proposed program or service is 

consistent with the Neighborhood Investment Plan.  The 

respondents indicate the outcome they intend to support and 

describe the nature of activities they intend to perform.  An ad 

hoc committee consisting of members of the City Commission 

reviews the Letters of Intent and determines which projects align 

with the Neighborhood Investment Plan.  Those organizations are 

invited to submit full applications for funding. 
  

Request for Specific Proposals  The specific, detailed application includes a complete description 

of the program or service, organizational capacity and experience, 

performance measures, community partners, and budget request. 
  

Proposal Review Proposal review includes an evaluation of submitted performance 

measures along with performance reports from the previous 

funding cycles, where applicable, and the development of funding 

recommendations. 
  

Outcome Measurement 

Framework 

Subrecipient contracts and interdepartmental agreements use an 

outcome measurement framework that includes agreed upon 

outcomes, outputs, and performance indicators expected to be 

accomplished during the contract period. 
  

Performance Reports Subrecipients are required to submit quarterly or semi-annual 

progress reports.  Staff review the reports and provide feedback 

on performance when appropriate.  Subrecipients also submit an 

annual project evaluation report. 
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HUD Performance Measurement Outcome System.  I¦5Ωǎ hǳǘŎƻme System includes the 

following components. 

¶ Goals:  proposed solutions to problems indentified in this Plan. 

¶ Inputs:  resources dedicated to or consumed by the program (e.g. money, staff time, 

equipment, etc.). 

¶ Activities:  what the program does with the inputs to fulfill its mission (e.g. intake, 

inspection, construction specs, etc.). 

¶ Outputs:  the direct products of program activities (e.g. number of customers served, 

number of loans processed, etc.). 

¶ Outcome Indicators:  benefits that result from the program (e.g. number of housing units 

that meet code requirements, people who resolve their housing crisis and remain housed 

for at least six months, microenterprises to expand and increase sales within 12 months, 

etc.). 

 

While I¦5Ωǎ system is not intended to replace existing systems at the local level, it provides a method 

for all participating jurisdictions to report consistent and comparable data to HUD.  As a participating 

jurisdiction, the City of Grand Rapids reports performance data ǳƴŘŜǊ I¦5Ωǎ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǿƘƛƭŜ ƳŀƛƴǘŀƛƴƛƴƎ 

the locally designed outcome measurement framework. 

 

 HUD Objectives.  HUDΩǎ system has three overarching objectives:  1) creating suitable living 

environments, 2) providing decent affordable housing, and 3) creating economic opportunities.  Under 

each objective are three outcomes that relate to availability/accessibility, affordability, and 

sustainability.  Every activity funded under the HCD Plan must meet one or more of the nine 

Outcome/Objective categories.  The Outcome Framework matrix is shown below. 

 

HUD Performance Measurement System 
Outcome Framework 

 
Outcome 1 

Availability/Accessibility 

Outcome 2 

Affordability 

Outcome 3 

Sustainability 

Objective 1 

Suitable Living Environment 

Provide access to a suitable 

living environment 

Support housing 

opportunities in a 

neighborhood or community 

Improve a neighborhood or 

community 

Objective 2 

Decent Housing 

Increase access to housing 

Improve the quality of 

housing 

Improve the affordability of 

housing 

Sustain housing in a 

neighborhood or community 

Improve the quality of a 

neighborhood 

Objective 3 

Economic Opportunity 

Increase the number of jobs, 

or income of people 

Increase access to business 

capital 

Support people in obtaining 

and retaining employment 

Improve a business district 

or neighborhood 

Source:  U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) 
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HUD Definitions.   

¶ ά!Ǿŀƛƭŀōƛƭƛǘȅκ!ŎŎŜǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅέ means activities that make services, infrastructure, public 

facilities, housing or shelter available or accessible to low- and moderate-income people, 

including persons with disabilities.  Accessibility does not refer only to physical barriers, but 

also to making the basics of daily living available and accessible to low- and moderate-

income people where they live.  For housing, this definition also includes improving the 

quality of housing. 

¶ ά!ŦŦƻǊŘŀōƛƭƛǘȅέ means activities that provide affordability in a variety of ways in the lives of 

low- and moderate-income people.  It can include the creation of affordable housing, 

infrastructure improvements that support housing, affordable business financing, or 

services such as transportation or child care that support people in obtaining or maintaining 

a job.   

¶ ά{ǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƛƭƛǘȅέ means activities that promote livable or viable communities.  It applies to 

activities aimed at improving neighborhoods, business districts, or communities, helping to 

make them more livable or viable by providing benefits to persons of low- and moderate-

income.  It can also mean activities that remove or eliminate slums or blighted areas. 
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Monitoring 
 

Monitoring Standards 
The Community Development Department monitors all subrecipients receiving Community 

Development Block Grant (CDBG), Home Investment Partnerships (HOME) Program, Emergency 

Solutions/Shelter Grants Program (ESG), and Justice Assistance Grant (JAG) funds.  Subrecipients are 

certified annually, including review of the articles of incorporation, bylaws, and tax and insurance 

documentation.  When an organization has expended more than $500,000 in federal funds during its 

fiscal year, an agency single audit is also required.  Written agreements between the City and 

subrecipients identify activities to be performed and measures of success, as well as specific federal and 

local program requirements. 

 

 Subrecipient Monitoring Procedures.  Program/Project monitoring is composed of three 

components: financial reporting, performance reporting and an on-site monitoring review.  

 

¶ Financial Reporting.  Financial reports are submitted on a monthly or quarterly basis.  The 

financial reports provide information regarding actual program expenditures.  These 

expenditures are reviewed by the Community Development Department to determine if the 

expenditures are within the approved budget, if they support contractual activities, and if 

costs are eligible.   

 

¶ Performance Reporting.  Performance reports are submitted on an annual, semi-annual, or 

quarterly basis and are used to provide the Community Development Department with a 

ǘƻƻƭ ǘƻ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ŀ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳΩǎ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎ ƛƴ ǇǊƻǾƛŘƛƴƎ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘŜŘ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ.  

 

¶ On-Site Monitoring.  Staff conduct ongoing desk audits of subrecipient contract files.  

Annually, a determination is made whether an expanded monitoring review is necessary.  

This determination is based on prior findings that remain open, closed findings that need to 

be verified, outstanding independent audit, performance reporting issues, fiscal issues, 

and/or other appropriate areas that warrant additional monitoring.  If it is determined that 

an expanded monitoring review is necessary, staff will conduct an on-site review.  An on-site 

monitoring review may include examination of subrecipient programmatic records to 

validate information reported on performance and financial reports.  A review of financial 

records may include an in depth examination of invoices, time sheets and other 

documentation to support expenses charged to the contractual budget.  Documentation for 

program activities is reviewed to corroborate performance reports and to verify that 

program activity costs allocated to the contractual budget are eligible. 

 

After completing the on-site monitoring review, results are provided in writing to the subrecipient 

within 30 days.  If concerns and/or findings were identified during the review the monitoring letter will 

outline identified issues and include recommendations and/or corrective actions for resolution.  If there 
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were no findings or concerns identified during the monitoring visit, the subrecipient is provided with a 

letter stating such. 

 

If concerns and/or findings are identified, the subrecipient is instructed to submit a written response 

ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ол Řŀȅǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŘŀǘŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ ƳƻƴƛǘƻǊƛƴƎ ƭŜǘǘŜǊΦ  ¢ƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ƛǎ ǊŜǾƛŜǿŜŘ ōȅ ǎǘŀŦŦ ǘƻ 

determine if information submitted and/or actions taken are adequate to clear monitoring concerns 

and/or findings.  Staff continues to work with the subrecipient until all issues are resolved.  At such time, 

the subrecipient receives written notification that concerns or findings identified during the monitoring 

visit have been satisfied and the case is closed.  
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Population and Income Characteristics 
 

The City of Grand Rapids has experienced many of the same demographic changes as other communities 

in Michigan over the last several decades.  However, Grand Rapids gained population between 1970 and 

2000.  Since 2000, ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩs population loss has occurred at a slower rate than other Michigan cities, 

from 197,800 per the 2000 Census, to 193,242 per the 2005-09 American Community Survey (ACS). 

 

Age and Sex.  Per the 2005-09 American Community Survey (ACS), the population of Grand 

Rapids was relatively young with 68.5% of the population under age 45.  Persons 62 and over comprise 

12.8% of the population, while children under age 5 comprise 7.9% of the population.  Males (49.3%) 

and females (50.7%) are nearly evenly split among the population.   

 

 Households and Families.  According to the 2005-09 ACS, 73,311 households live in Grand 

Rapids.  An estimated 42,436 households (59.2%) are classified as families.  Of those, 22,508 households 

(30.7%) are families with children under age 18.  Of the 22,508 families with children under age 18, 

12,581 are comprised of married couples and 8,140 are headed by a single-parent.  

 

Per the 2005-09 ACS, an estimated 23,335 householders (31.8% of all households) live alone, of which 

6,993 are people aged 65 years and over (9.5% of all households). 

 

Race and Ethnicity.  The following table shows the distribution of the Grand Rapids population 

by race and ethnicity between the 2000 Census and the 2005-09 ACS.   

 

Population and Race/Ethnicity 
Comparison of 2000 Census and 2005-09 ACS Estimates 

 2000 Census 2005-09 ACS 

White 133,116 67.2% 131,313 68.0% 

Black or African American 40,373 20.4% 38,952 20.2% 

American Indian 1,454 .7% 1,083 0.6% 

Asian 3,195 1.6% 2,987 1.5% 

Pacific Islander 238 0.1% 295 0.2% 

Some Other Race 13,115 6.6% 13,157 6.8% 

Two or More Races 6,309 3.2% 2,504 1.3% 

Total 197,800 100% 193,242 100% 

Hispanic 25,983 13.1% 31,285 16.2% 

Source:  2000 Census, 2005-09 American Community Survey (ACS) Estimates for Grand Rapids, MI 

 

In terms of percentages, racial groups within Grand Rapids have remained fairly consistent between the 

2000 Census and the 2005-09 ACS.  In terms of Hispanic ethnicity however, a significant increase has 

occurred since 2000, although the rate of increase is not as high as that experienced between 1970 and 

2000.   
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The 2005-09 ACS estimate also indicates that 23,168 people (12.0%) living in Grand Rapids were born 

outside of the United States and that 31,929 people (17.9%) spoke a language at home other than 

English.  Foreign-born Grand Rapids Public School students came most frequently from Mexico, 

Guatemala, Kenya, and Puerto Rico.  In the 2009-10 school year, 49 non-English languages were spoken 

in these homes, in most cases Spanish (86%).   

 

 Persons with Disabilities.  The U.S. Census Bureau defines disability as a long-lasting sensory, 

physical, mental, or emotional condition or conditions that make it difficult for a person to perform 

functional or participatory activities, such as seeing, hearing, walking, climbing stairs, learning, 

remembering, concentrating, dressing, bathing, going outside the home, or working at a job.  Per the 

(single year) 2009 ACS, an estimated 20,109 non-institutionalized residents (10.6% ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ 

population) had a disability.  People age 65 and over account for the highest proportion of persons with 

disabilities at 40.4%.  However, adults ages 18 ς 64 have the highest number of persons with disabilities 

at 10,557. 

 

 Employment.  The Michigan economy has been in a recession since 2001.  aƛŎƘƛƎŀƴΩǎ ǎŜŀǎƻƴŀƭƭȅ 

adjusted monthly unemployment rate has consistently exceeded the national rate since September 

2000, with a wide distancing starting in 2003 (U.S. Department of Labor Bureau of Labor Statistics).  

CǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ŜƴŘ ƻŦ нллм ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ Wǳƭȅ нллтΣ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ Ƨƻō ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊǎǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǘ - 4.6% 

(United States Government Accountability Office, Information on Recent Default and Foreclosure Trends 

for Home Mortgages and Associated Economic and Market Developments).  This is due in large part to 

ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ŎƻƴŎŜƴǘǊŀǘƛƻƴ of manufacturing industries.  According to the State of the Cities Data Systems 

(SOCDS), from June 2009 through July, 2010, the monthly unemployment rate for the City ranged from 

15.0% to 16.6%.  From August through December, 2010, the monthly unemployment rate dropped 

steadily, down to 11.8% in December.  However, by March 2011 the unemployment rate had increased 

to 16.7%. 

 

While many people continue to be employed in manufacturing, the Grand Rapids region is investing in a 

knowledge-based economy.  In recent years, Grand Rapids has worked to diversify its economy by 

increasing jobs in health care, higher education, and high-tech manufacturing.   
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The 2005-09 ACS provides unemployment rate by race and ethnicity.  The following table shows the 

disparity in employment among the following racial/ethnic groups. 

 

Employment and Unemployment Rates by Race/Ethnicity 
2005-09 ACS Estimates 

 Employment Rate Unemployment Rate 

White 62.9% 8.5% 

Black/African American 50.1% 18.7% 

American Indian 47.1% 25.9% 

Asian 65.6% 10.0% 

Pacific Islander 72.7% 0% 

Some Other Race 65.5% 12.8% 

Two or More Races 52.8% 24.6% 

Hispanic  63.5% 14.5% 

Source:  2005-09 American Community Survey (ACS) Estimates for Grand Rapids, MI 

 

 Income.  The following chart compares 2000 Census income data with estimated data from the 

2005-09 ACS.  Although median and mean income levels have increased, so have poverty rates.  Nearly 

one out of two female-headed families with children is living in poverty. 

 

Income and Poverty 
Comparison of 2000 Census and 2005-09 ACS Estimates 

 2000 Census 2005-09 ACS Rate of Change 

Family Households:    

 Median Income $44,224 $46,779 5.8% 

 Mean Income $53,453 $59,700 11.7% 

    

Per Capita Income $17,661 $20,196 14.4% 

    

Families Below Poverty 

Level: 

   

All families 11.9% 17.2% 5.3% 

 w/ children under 18 17.3% 27.1% 9.8% 

 w/ children under 5 only 21.3% 22.7% 1.4% 

    

Families with Female Head 

Below Poverty Level: 

   

All female-headed families 29.6% 39.0% 9.4% 

 w/ children under 18 35.7% 47.6% 11.9% 

 w/ children under 5 only 47.3% 52.0% 4.7% 

Source:  2000 Census, 2005-09 American Community Survey (ACS) Estimates for Grand Rapids, MI 
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CHAS 2009 data (taken from the 2005-07 ACS) show the following count of Grand Rapids households 

ǿƛǘƘƛƴ I¦5Ωǎ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ƎǊƻǳǇǎΦ   

 

Note that the numbers below are estimates and may vary slightly from table to table.  For example, the 

total estimated owner households appear as 45,430 in the table below, but may show as 45,435 in 

another table within this plan. 

 

Owner and Renter Families Estimates 
by HUD Income Groups 

 Owners Renters Total 

Very Low Income 

0 - 30% Median Income 

3,080 9,185 12,265 

Low Income 

31 ς 50% Median Income 

4,715 5,905 10,620 

Moderate Income 

51 ς 80% Median Income 

8,875 6,045 14,920 

Middle/High Income 

Over 80% Median Income 

28,760 6,795 35,555 

Total Estimated Households 45,430 27,930 73,360 

Source:  2009 CHAS Data (2005-07 American Community Survey Estimates) for Grand Rapids, MI 
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Crime Characteristics 
 

 Crime Statistics.  While crime is associated with all populations and income levels, it is generally 

accepted that there is a correlation between poverty and crime.  Furthermore, crime is an important 

factor in determining the quality of life in city neighborhoods.  A review of crime statistics in the City 

between 2000 and 2010 reveal a significant decrease in the rate of crime in nearly all categories of Part 

One and Part Two offenses.  Despite this very positive trend, crime is still an issue in Grand Rapids.  A 

recent income tax increase approved by voters indicates a high rate of support for police services.   

 

Crime - Part One Offenses 
2000, 2003, 2006, 2009, and 2010 

 

Part One Offenses 

 

2000 

 

2003 

 

2006 

 

2009 

 

2010 

Change 

2000 - 2010 

Murder 17 11 23 9 9 (47.1%) 

Rape 57 68 73 90 90 57.9% 

Robbery 594 570 719 578 519 (12.6%) 

Agg. Assault 1,446 1,602 1,159 936 1,024 (29.2%) 

Burglary 2,612 2,294 2,566 2,430 2,779 6.4% 

Larceny 7,359 6,681 7,158 6,005 4,611 (37.3%) 

Motor Vehicle Theft 860 638 720 374 382 (55.6%) 

Arson 112 92 126 79 100 (10.7%) 

Neg. Manslaughter 0 0 0 1 0 --- 

Total 13,057 11,956 12,544 10,502 9,514 Ҩ нт.1% 

Source:  Grand Rapids Police Department 

 

Crime ς Selected Part Two Offenses Neighborhood Quality of Life Crimes 
2000, 2003, 2006, 2009 and 2010 

 

Part Two Offenses 

 

2000 

 

2003 

 

2006 

 

2009 

 

2010 

Change 

2000 - 2010 

Non-Agg. Assault 5,312 5,015 4,432 3,812 3,829 (27.9%) 

Stolen Property 104 96 87 72 44 (57.7%) 

Vandalism 3,617 3,360 3,066 2,436 2,045 (43.5%) 

Weapons 173 144 95 110 94 (45.7%) 

Prostitution 315 204 144 107 80 (74.6%) 

Sex Offenses 383 421 358 212 242 (36.8%) 

Narcotic Laws 1,790 1,866 1,551 1,770 1,513 (15.5%) 

Family & Children 622 174 105 101 78 (87.5%) 

DUI (Liquor or Drugs) 876 930 699 650 547 (37.6%) 

Liquor Laws 213 467 324 344 212 (0.5%) 

Disorderly Conduct 651 177 218 339 351 (46.0%) 

Total 13,056 12,854 11,079 9, 953 9,035 Ҩ 30.8% 

Source:  Grand Rapids Police Department 
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Geographic Targeting 
 

Targeting Approach 
At the onset of the Community Development Block Grant program in the mid-1970s, federal regulations 

required that certain activities be geographically concentrated.  Although the requirement has since 

been lifted, the City of Grand Rapids continues its targeting approach to concentrate activities and 

limited resources on areas most in need.   

 

 General Target Area (GTA).  The GTA was selected using income and housing data, and the 

boundaries have been adjusted over time as decennial Census data at the block group level becomes 

available.  Within the GTA, at least fifty (50) percent of the residents have low and moderate incomes.  

Residents of the GTA have access to a broad range of services, including housing programs and legal 

assistance.  As of the 2000 Census, 47.4% of the cƛǘȅΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴΣ ƻǊ фоΣум2 people, lived in the GTA.  A 

map of the GTA can be found on the following page. 

 

Specific Target Area (STA).  Within the GTA are Specific Target Areas.  The STAs are residential 

neighborhoods where at least fifty one (51) percent of the residents are low and moderate income. 

Residents of the STAs have access to major housing rehabilitation programs, street improvements, 

concentrated code enforcement, curb ramps, and support for neighborhood associations.  The majority 

of housing and community development program funds are spent in these neighborhoods.  The GTA 

map also identifies the STAs. 

 

Non-GTA.  The term non-GTA refers to the remaining areas of the city not included in the GTA.  

As of the 2000 Census, 52.6҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴΣ ƻǊ млоΣфуу ǇŜƻǇƭŜΣ ƭƛǾŜŘ outside the GTA. 

 

City-Wide Programming.  City-wide programming is employed for certain programs and 

activities which promote the de-concentration of poverty.  City-wide services are also available to 

income-eligible residents for handicap accessibility, minor home repairs, and mortgage foreclosure 

intervention.  HOME and ESG funds may be used anywhere in the City, provided they benefit income-

eligible persons.   

 

A Tale of Two Cities 
¢ƘŜ Řŀǘŀ ǎƘƻǿ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ǘǿƻ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ άŎƛǘƛŜǎέ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅ ƻŦ DǊŀƴŘ wŀǇƛŘǎΥ ǘƘŜ 

General Target Area (GTA) and the rest of the city known as the non-GTA.  The following discussion 

illustrates the differences between racial concentrations, poverty, housing characteristics, and living 

conditions in the GTA compared to the non-GTA.  Unfortunately, detailed information by block group 

from the 2005-09 ACS is not available for race and poverty.  To the extent housing data from the 2005-

09 ACS is available by block group, it is used in this section.  Otherwise the 2000 Census data has been 

used.  It is recognized that the 2000 Census information is out of date, but it represents the best data 

source to illustrate differences between the GTA and the non-GTA in the City of Grand Rapids.  More 

recent data is available for code compliance and mortgage foreclosures.    
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General Target Area and Specific Target Areas (2000 Census)
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 Racial and Ethnic Concentrations within the GTA.  When GTA and non-GTA areas are 

compared, it is evident that the City is divided racially and ethnically.  While 47.4҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ 

population resides within the GTA, racial and ethnic concentrations are disproportionately higher in this 

area.   

 

¶ Whites.  ²ƘƛƭŜ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ ǘƻǘŀƭ ²ƘƛǘŜ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŎƻƳǇǊƛǎŜŘ ст҈ ƻŦ ŀƭƭ /ƛǘȅ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎ ƛƴ нлллΣ 

Whites were underrepresented in the GTA: only 36% of White residents lived in the GTA. 

¶ Blacks or African Americans.  ²ƘƛƭŜ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ .ƭŀŎƪ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŎƻƳǇǊƛǎŜŘ нл҈ ƻŦ ŀƭƭ /ƛǘȅ 

residents in 2000, Blacks were overrepresented in the GTA: 70% of Black residents lived in 

ǘƘŜ D¢!Φ  LƴŘŜŜŘΣ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ ту҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ .ƭŀŎƪ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǊŜǎƛŘŜŘ ƛƴ мн ŎƻƴǘƛƎǳƻǳǎ 

census tracts within the GTA.   

¶ Asians.  Residents of Asian descent make up a relatively small portion of the population 

base: only 1.6҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴΦ  IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ол҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ !ǎƛŀƴ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƭƛǾŜŘ ƛƴ о 

contiguous census tracts.   

¶ American Indians and Alaska Natives.  ²ƘƛƭŜ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀƴ LƴŘƛŀƴκ!ƭŀǎƪŀ bŀǘƛǾŜ 

population comprised .07% of all City residents in 2000, 74% lived in the GTA.  Indeed, more 

than тп҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀƴ LƴŘƛŀƴκ!ƭŀǎƪŀ bŀǘƛǾŜ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǊŜǎƛŘŜŘ ƛƴ п ŎƻƴǘƛƎǳƻǳǎ 

census tracts within the GTA.   

¶ Native Hawaiians and other Pacific Islanders.  Native Hawaiians and other Pacific Islanders 

ŎƻƳǇǊƛǎŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǎƳŀƭƭŜǎǘ ǇƻǊǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ at 0.1%, or 238 persons.  Of the 

total, 218 (92%) lived in the GTA. 

¶ Some Other Race.  Persons reporting being of a race other than those listed on the 2000 

Census form comprised 7% of ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴΦ  9ƛƎƘǘȅ-six (86) percent of those 

residents lived in the GTA and 14% lived in the non-GTA.   

¶ Two or More Races.  Three (3) percent of thŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ōŜƛƴƎ ōƛ- or multi-

racial.  Of these residents, 63% lived in the GTA and 37% lived in the non-GTA. 

¶ Hispanics.  Eighty-ǘƘǊŜŜ όуоύ ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ нрΣфуо IƛǎǇŀƴƛŎǎ ƭƛǾŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ D¢! ƛƴ нлллΦ   
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Concentration of Racial and Ethnic Groups in the GTA 
2000 Census 

 City Total GTA Non-GTA 

White 

(67.3% of City residents) 
133,116 47,975 36.0% 85,141 64.0% 

Black or African American 

(20.4% of City residents) 
40,373 28,291 70.1% 12,082 29.9% 

Asian 

(1.6% of City residents) 
3,195 966 30.2% 2,229 69.8% 

American Indian and Alaska 

Native 

(0.7% of City residents) 

1,454 1,070 73.6% 384 26.4% 

Native Hawaiian and Other 

Pacific Islander 

(0.1% of City residents) 

238 218 91.6% 20 8.4% 

Some Other Race 

(6.6% of City residents) 
13,115 11,296 86.1% 1,819 13.9% 

Two or More Races 

(3.2% of City residents) 
6,309 3,996 63.3% 2,313 36.7% 

Total 197,800 93,812 47.4% 103,988 52.7% 

Hispanic 

(13.1% of City residents) 
25,983 21,478 82.7% 4,505 17.3% 

Source:  2000 Census for Grand Rapids, MI 

 

 Concentration of Poverty among Families Living in the GTA.  Per the 2000 Census, fifteen (15) 

percent of all city residents in 1999 were living in poverty.  (Note:  Census income date is based on the 

prior year.)  Yet the GTA is the home of the majority of persons in poverty.  In fact, more than three out 

of four children in poverty lived in the GTA.  The following discussion describes the concentration of 

poverty within the GTA for families, families with children, female-headed households with children, and 

children.   

 

¶ Families.  Eleven (11) percent of all families in the City lived in poverty in 1999.  However, 

74% of these families (4,085 persons) lived within the GTA.  Of the 28 census tracts in the 

GTA, 40% of families living in poverty were located in 6 contiguous tracts. 

¶ Families with Children.  Eighty four (84) percent of families living in poverty were families 

with children under the age of 18.  Of these families, 64% lived in the GTA.  Six contiguous 

census tracts contained 37% of families living in poverty.  

¶ Female-Headed Households with Children.  Female-headed households with children 

comprised 55% of families living in poverty, 78% of which lived in the GTA. 
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¶ Children.  The U.S. Census Bureau began counting children in poverty as a category of its 

own in the 2000 Census.  Children living in poverty in 1999 made up 35% of the total 

population in poverty.  Seventy nine (79) percent of children in poverty live in the GTA. 
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Concentration of Poverty in the GTA 
2000 Census 

 City Total GTA Non-GTA 

Families in Poverty 

(11% of all City families) 
5,508 4,085 74.2% 1,423 25.8% 

Families with Children 

(84% of City families in poverty) 
4,611 2,963 64.3% 1,648 35.7% 

Female-Headed Households with 

Children 

(55% of City families in poverty) 

3,021 2,368 78.4% 653 21.6% 

Children 

(35% of City population in poverty) 
10,797 8,537 79.1% 2,260 20.9% 

Source:  2000 Census for Grand Rapids, MI 

 

 Concentration of Poverty in Racial and Ethnic Groups Living in the GTA.  City-wide, minority 

groups, particularly Blacks and Hispanics, had disproportionately higher rates of poverty than Whites, 

Asians, American Indians, and Native Hawaiians in 1999.  Furthermore, the majority of Blacks and 

Hispanics experiencing poverty lived in the GTA. 

 

¶ Whites.  Per the 2000 Census, 10.1% (13,467 persons) of all White residents lived in poverty.  

Of those, 60.0% (8,077 persons) lived in the GTA.  Whites have the lowest rate of poverty 

among all the Census population groups (10.1%), but represent the greatest number of 

people in poverty (13,467). 

¶ Blacks or African Americans.  Twenty eight (28.0) percent (11,311 persons) of all Black 

residents lived in poverty.  Of those, 82.2% (9,294 persons) lived in the GTA. 

¶ Other Races.  ¢ƘŜ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƻŦ άƻǘƘŜǊ ǊŀŎŜǎέ ƭƛǾƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǇƻǾŜǊǘȅ ŀǊŜ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ D¢! 

boundaries.  Of the more than 22,000 residents living in poverty in the GTA in 1999, 21.9% 

reported races other than White or Black/African American. 

¶ Hispanics.  Per the 2000 Census, 26.5% (6,888 persons) of Hispanic residents lived in 

poverty, of which 87.9% (6,057 persons) lived in the GTA. 
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Concentration of Poverty in Grand Rapids (2000 Census)
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The following table shows a comparison of the rate of poverty by race or ŜǘƘƴƛŎƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ 

population living inside and outside the GTA. 

 

Concentration of Poverty and Race/Ethnicity in the GTA 
2000 Census 

 City Total GTA Non-GTA 

White 

10.1% of White residents in poverty 
13,467 8,077 60.0% 5,390 40.0% 

Black or African American 

28.0% of Black residents in poverty 
11,311 9,294 82.2% 2,017 17.8% 

Asian 

10.8% of Asian residents in poverty 
345 190 55.1% 155 44.9% 

American Indian and Alaska Native 

18.9% of Am Indn residents in poverty 
275 220 80.0% 55 20.0% 

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific 

Islander 

15.1% of Pacific Islanders in poverty 

36 36 100.0% 0 0% 

Some Other Race 

27.2% of Other Races in poverty 
3,581 3,115 87.0% 466 13.0% 

Two or More Races 

27.2% of Two or More Races in poverty 
1,719 1,297 75.5% 422 24.5% 

Total 30,734 22,229 72.3% 8,505 27.7% 

Hispanic Ethnicity 

26.5% of Hispanic residents in poverty 
6,888 6,057 87.9% 831 12.1% 

Source:  2000 Census for Grand Rapids, MI 

 

 Concentration of Housing Needs in the GTA.  Housing conditions in the GTA are characterized 

by a number of factors which contribute to the need for a targeted approach toward housing 

rehabilitation and neighborhood revitalization.  The following is a description of how housing conditions 

in the GTA compare to the non-GTA. 

 

¶ Age and Condition of Housing.  The majority of older housing units are concentrated in the 

GTA.  The 2005-09 ACS data indicate that оуΦс҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǎǘƻŎƪ ǿŀǎ ōǳƛƭǘ ǇǊƛƻǊ ǘƻ 

1940.  Within the GTA, 61.2% of the housing units were built prior to 1940.  In contrast, only 

16.3% of the housing units in the non-GTA were built prior to 1940.  As might be expected 

considering the age of the housing stock, a disproportionate number of housing code cases 

were initiated in the GTA in calendar year 2010 ς specifically 77.9% were initiated in the 

GTA, and 22.1% in the non-GTA. 

¶ Type of Housing.  Per the 2005-09 ACS, the majority (65.4҈ύ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǳƴƛǘǎ are 

in single-family (detached and attached) homes.  Within the GTA, single-family homes 

comprised nearly 57.2% of the housing supply.  Duplex units accounted for 20.3% of the 

housing units, and 9.0% were in small multi-family buildings of 3 or 4 units.  Outside the 
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GTA, 74.3% of the housing units were in single-family homes, and 20.1% were in structures 

of five (5) or more units.   

¶ Overcrowding.  While overcrowding (1,775 units or 2.4% of occupied housing) is not a 

significant issue in the City per the 2005-09 ACS, the majority of the units that are 

overcrowded are located in the GTA.  Over seventy one percent (71.3%) of overcrowded 

households and 96.3% of severely overcrowded households are located in the GTA.  Renter 

households in the GTA (61.4%) are more likely to be overcrowded than owner households 

(38.6%). 

¶ Housing Tenure.  2005-09 ACS data indicate the owner-renter ratio for the City as a whole is 

60.6% owner and 39.4% renter.  Within the GTA, the owner-renter ratio is 49.7% owner and 

50.5% renter.  In the non-GTA, the owner-renter ratio is 70.5% owner and 29.5% renter. 

¶ Vacancy Rates.  The overall housing vacancy rate reported in the 2005-09 ACS is 9.3%, with 

the GTA vacancy rate at 12.5% and the non-GTA vacancy rate at 6.1%.   

¶ Mortgage Foreclosures.  Data collected by the Community Research Institute (CRI) from 

January 2004 ς December 2010 indicate mortgage foreclosures are disproportionately 

higher in the GTA than in the non-GTA.  Hardest hit neighborhoods are Baxter (27.5% of 1-4 

unit homes in the neighborhood) were foreclosed, Black Hills (30.6%), Fuller Avenue 

(27.9%), Madison (29.2%), Oakdale (31.7%), Southeast Community Association (25.7%), 

South Hill (29.2%), and South West Area Neighborhood Association (26.1%).  The 

foreclosure rate for the city as a whole was 15.3% during this time period.  (See Housing 

Market section for more information on mortgage foreclosures.) 
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Housing Market Analysis 
 

Housing in Grand Rapids 
¢ƘŜ IƻǳǎƛƴƎ aŀǊƪŜǘ !ƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ŀƴ ƻǾŜǊǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǊƘƻƻŘ ǘȅǇŜǎΣ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ 

characteristics, and market conditions.  (A more detailed analysis of concentrations of race, poverty, and 

substandard housing can be found in the Geographic Targeting section of this Plan.)   

 

Neighborhood Types.  Grand Rapids is a city of neighborhoods, where the nature and quality of 

ƛǘǎ ƭŀƴŘ ǳǎŜǎ ŘŜŦƛƴŜ ŀ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǊƘƻƻŘΩǎ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊΣ ŀƴŘ ǿƘŜǊŜ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǘȅǇŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŀǊŎƘƛǘŜŎǘǳǊŀƭ ǎǘȅƭŜǎ 

identify its personality.  The following is a summary of the four major neighborhood types described in 

the 2002 City of Grand Rapids Master Plan. 

 

¶ Turn of the Century Neighborhoods.  Turn of the Century Neighborhoods were built 

between 1850 and 1900 in and surrounding the central city.  Streets are placed in a grid 

pattern.  Blocks are small (400 feet in length or less) and generally contain alleys and 

sidewalks.  Uses are mixed within the neighborhood and within selected blocks.  Housing, 

commercial, institutional (churches, schools) and factories are integrated (e.g., apartments 

above stores, factories close to homes).  Single- and multi-family housing are also 

integrated with a broad range of multi-family types (duplexes, townhouses, small 

apartment buildings), often located on major streets and at intersections.  Little green 

space (or concentrated in small parks or squares) is found.  These neighborhoods are highly 

walkable. 

 

¶ Early Twentieth Century Neighborhoods.  Early Twentieth Century Neighborhoods were 

built between 1900 and 1945 and developed along street car lines.  Streets are straight and 

interconnected.  Although generally on a grid pattern, curvilinear streets are beginning to 

appear.  Blocks are small to medium sized (400 ς 600 feet in length) and contain sidewalks.  

Uses are mixed within the neighborhood and within selected blocks (apartments/offices 

above stores).  Commercial mixed-use districts located on streetcar routes are within easy 

walking distance of residential.  Single- and multi-family housing types are integrated with 

a range of multi-family types, often located on major streets and at intersections.  Larger 

parks are located ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ŀƴŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ άƻǳǘŜǊέ ŜŘƎŜǎ of neighborhoods.  These neighborhoods 

are highly walkable. 

 

¶ Post War Neighborhoods.  Post War Neighborhoods were built after World War II, from 

approximately 1945 to 1970.  Residential streets are typically curvilinear in nature, with the 

introduction of cul-de-sacs.  Blocks are medium (400 ς 600 feet) to large sized (600 feet or 

longer in length).  There is a substantially reduced integration of residential and non-

residential uses within the neighborhood and/or on selected blocks.  Commercial uses are 

clustered in centers at major intersections and/or in strip commercial format (28th Street) 

or large institutional sites/super blocks.  Some smaller scale multi-family continues to be 
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integrated into single-family residential areas.  These neighborhoods have reduced 

walkability compared to older neighborhoods. 

 

¶ Late Twentieth Century Neighborhoods.  Late Twentieth Century Neighborhoods were 

built from 1970 to the present.  Streets are curvilinear in nature and contain cul-de-sacs.  

Blocks are long (600 feet or greater in length), with few sidewalks.  There is little to no mix 

of uses within a neighborhood or on selected blocks.  Larger multi-family complexes are 

separated from single-family residential areas.  Commercial development is increasingly 

segregated in larger strip centers or major shopping centers.  Institutional and industrial 

ǳǎŜǎ ŀǊŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ƻƴ ƭŀǊƎŜǊ ǘǊŀŎǘǎ ƻǊ ŎŀƳǇǳǎŜǎΦ  [ŀǊƎŜ άƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ŀǊŜŀǎέ are used as green 

space.  Walkability is reduced. 

 

 Number of Housing Units.  The 2005-09 American Community Survey (ACS) identified 80,821 

housing units in Grand Rapids, a net increase of 2,818 units or 3.6% since the 2000 Census.  This is 

consistent with the 1990 ς 2000 trend increase of 4,250 housing units, a net gain of 5.4%.   

 

Number of Housing Units 
Comparison of 2000 Census and 2005-09 ACS Estimates 

 2000 Census 2005-09 ACS Change 

Housing Units 78,003 80,821 + 3.6% 

Source:  2000 Census, 2005-09 American Community Survey (ACS) Estimates for Grand Rapids, MI 

 

 Age of Housing Units.  Per the 2005-09 ACS data, 31,157 housing units were built prior to 1940, 

representing 38.6% of the housing stock.  Another 26.1% of the housing stock was built between 1940 

and 1959, for a total of 64.7% of housing units fifty (50) years or older.  Although 2,969 were built in 

2000 or later, the net gain was 2,818 units, suggesting the loss of approximately 150 housing units to 

conversion or demolition.  However, building permit data for this period indicates 350 ς 400 residential 

demolitions during this time period. 

 

Year Structure Built 
2005-09 ACS Estimates 

Year Built Housing Units % of Total 

Built 1939 or earlier 31,157 38.6% 

Built 1940 to 1959 21,068 26.2% 

Built 1960 to 1979 15,076 8.79% 

Built 1980 to 1999 10,551 13.1% 

Built 2000 or later 2,969 3.7% 

Total Housing Units 80,821 100% 
Source:  2005-09 American Community Survey (ACS) Estimates for Grand Rapids, MI 
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 Types of Structures.  ¢ƘŜ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǳƴƛǘǎ ŀǊŜ ƛƴ ǎƛƴƎƭŜ-family detached 

homes.   

 

Types of Structures  
Comparison of 2000 Census and 2005-09 ACS Estimates 

 2000 Census 2005-09 ACS Change 

 Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

1 Unit, Detached 45,677 58.6% 48,189 69.6% 2,512 5.5% 

1 Unit, Attached 3,420 4.4% 4,702 5.8% 1,282 37.5% 

2 Units 10,427 13.4% 9,150 11.3% (1,277) (12.2%) 

3 ς 4 Units 5,230 6.7% 5,196 6.5% (34) (.65%) 

5+ Units 13,049 16.7% 13,341 16.5% 292 2.3% 

All Other Units 200 .3% 243 .3% 43 21.5% 

Total Housing Units 78,003 100% 80,821 100% 2,818 3.6% 

Source:  2000 Census, 2005-09 American Community Survey (ACS) Estimates for Grand Rapids, MI 

 

Nearly all of the changes in housing types between 2000 and 2005-09 are found in the single-family and 

two-family classifications.  No significant shifts occurred in structures with 3 or more units.   

 

It would appear that the 2,500 unit increase in single-family detached homes is a combination of new 

construction and conversions from 2-family structures.  A review of City building permits indicate that 

approximately 1,000 single-family detached homes were built between 2000 and 2009.  Since 

conversions from 2-family structures to single-families do not require permits, conclusions about the 

loss of nearly 1,500 units in 2-family structures is more speculative.  If the 2010 Census substantiates 

this data, it could indicate a positive trend toward conversion of 2-family rental units back to single-

family structures.  This would represent long-ǘŜǊƳ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ ƻƭŘŜǊ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǊƘƻƻŘǎΦ 

 

The estimated increase of nearly 1,300 single-family attached housing units between 2000 and 2005-09 

can be attributed to downtown condominium development.   

 

 Housing Tenure.  In the 2000 Census, data show there were 73,217 occupied housing units in 

Grand Rapids.  Owner-occupancy accounted for 43,717 units, for an owner-occupancy rate of 59.7%.  

Conversely, there were 29,500 renter-occupied units, for a renter-occupancy rate of 40.3%.   

 

By the 2005-09 ACS, overall occupancy increased from 73,217 units to 73,311 units.  Owner-occupied 

housing units increased slightly by 719 units to 44,436, but renter-occupied housing had decreased by 

625, a drop from 29,500 in 2000 to 28,875 in 2005-09.   
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Housing Tenure Rates 
1980 through 2005-09 

 1980 1990 2000 2005-09 

Owner-Occupied Units 63.1% 59.9% 59.7% 60.6% 

Renter-Occupied Units 36.9% 40.1% 40.3% 39.4% 

Source:  1980, 1990, 2000 Census, 2005-09 American Community Survey (ACS) Estimates for Grand Rapids, MI 

 

 Housing Vacancy Rates.  Typically, the single best measure of the supply and demand for 

housing is the vacancy rate.  For example, when the supply of housing is higher than needed, more 

vacancies occur and prices/rents may be reduced or special incentives offered.  When the demand for 

housing is greater than needed, fewer vacancies occur, vacancy periods are short, and prices/rates may 

increase.  Certain levels of vacancy are considered normal or necessary to enable mobility among city 

households.  For owner-occupied dwellings, a vacancy rate of 1.5% is traditionally expected, while 

among rental units, a rate of 5% is traditionally considered normal.  Vacancy rates in rental housing tend 

to more be variable due to the ease in entering and leaving rental housing versus owner housing. 

 

According to Census data, vacancy rates in the Grand Rapids housing market were consistent between 

1970 and 2000.  For the city as a whole, 4,тпо ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǳƴƛǘǎ ƻǊ сΦм҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƛǘȅΩǎ ǎǳǇǇƭȅ ǿŀǎ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ŀǎ 

vacant in 2000.  Within the GTA, the vacancy rate has been stable, although high, at 9%.  Outside the 

GTA, the vacancy rate was 3.7%.  Thus, the overall rate outside the GTA has been within normal ranges, 

whereas the vacancy rate within the GTA has been above normal. 

 

Due to the downturn in the economy and the mortgage foreclosure crisis, a comparison of vacancy rates 

between 2000 and 2005-09 reveal a significant change in the housing market.  hǾŜǊ ф҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ 

housing units were vacant in 2005-09.  Perhaps even more significant is the increase in the vacancy rate 

among owner housing ς nearly doubling from a healthy 1.3% to a dangerous 2.5%.  See the section on 

mortgage foreclosures for more detailed information on how foreclosures are affecting older 

neighborhoods disproportionately. 

 

Housing Vacancy Rates 
Comparison of 2000 Census and 2005-09 ACS Estimates 

 2000 Census 2005-09 ACS Change 

Total Housing Units 78,003 80,821 2,818 

Vacant Units 4,743 7,510 2,767 

Overall Vacancy Rate (%) 6.1% 9.3% 3.2% 

    

Owner Housing Vacancy Rate 1.3% 2.5% 1.2% 

Rental Housing Vacancy Rate 6.6% 8.8% 2.2% 

Source:  2000 Census, 2005-09 American Community Survey (ACS) Estimates for Grand Rapids, MI 
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 Condition of Housing.  HUD requires the City to identify the number of substandard housing 

units within the jurisdiction.  The 2009 CHAS data identifies substandard housing as housing that lacks 

complete plumbing or kitchen facilities.  Only 100 homeowner units and 735 renter units meet that 

definition, therefore it is not an effective measure of housing conditions in Grand Rapids.  For the 

purposes of this Plan, substandard is defined as a dwelling unit that does not meet local housing and 

ƻŎŎǳǇŀƴŎȅ ŎƻŘŜǎΦ  !ǎ ƻŦ CŜōǊǳŀǊȅ нмΣ нлммΣ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ /ƻŘŜ /ƻƳǇƭƛŀƴŎŜ 5ƛǾƛǎƛƻƴ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ŀ Ǉƻƛƴǘ-in-time 

count of 1,072 open housing cases.  (Although these numbers are lower than in previous years, it is 

more likely the result of severely reduced code compliance staff than a true measure of substandard 

housing conditions.)  The data indicates serious housing problems. 

 

The type of housing code cases provides further insight into the condition of the housing supply.  

Housing violations include deterioration of residential properties, predominately exterior conditions.  

Blight refers to vacant and abandoned residential properties.  Demolition is used for extreme cases of 

deterioration or fire damage.  Fire violations indicate a house fire has occurred but the property is 

repairable.  Utility and hazards related to utility shutoffs and other dangerous conditions are those likely 

to result in injury, illness or death, or cause severe damage to the building.  As indicated below, housing 

code violations are heavily concentrated within the General Target Area.   

 

Housing Code Cases 
Cases Initiated in 2010 

 

Case Type 

 

City Total 

GTA Non-GTA 

Total Percent Total Percent 

Housing 1,242 934 75.2% 308 24.8% 

Blight 188 172 91.5% 16 8.5% 

Demolition 30 18 60.0% 12 40.0% 

Fire 89 64 71.9% 25 28.1% 

Utility/Hazard 194 169 87.1% 25 12.9% 

Total 1,743 1,357 77.9% 386 22.1% 

Source:  City of Grand Rapids Code Compliance Division 

 

 Vacant, Blighted Properties.  An estimated 234 vacant, blighted residential structures are 

ǊŜƎƛǎǘŜǊŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ /ƻŘŜ /ƻƳǇƭƛŀƴŎŜ 5ƛǾƛǎƛƻƴΦ  .ŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƛǘȅΩǎ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ƭƻǿ ǊŜŀƭ ŜǎǘŀǘŜ 

values and the wide range of costs associated with blighted properties, it is not known how many of 

these structures can be economically rehabilitated.  For example, a structure in need of $50,000 in 

rehabilitation costs may be feasible in a neighborhood with average housing values around $100,000, 

but unfeasible in a neighborhood with lower housing values. 

 

 Excessive Energy Consumption.  In addition to the presence of code violations, an important 

component of housing condition is the integrity of the building envelope.  A well-sealed and insulated 

home improves the quality of life for its residents in a number of ways: 
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¶ Increases the long-term affordability of the home through reduced utility costs. 

¶ Increases the comfort of the home by reducing drafts, damp basements, moisture on windows, 

and noise intrusion. 

¶ Improves air quality by ensuring an adequate supply of fresh air, reducing opportunities for 

mold and mildew growth, and minimizing infiltration of dust and pollen. 

¶ 9ȄǘŜƴŘǎ ǘƘŜ ƭƛŦŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƘƻƳŜΩǎ ǊƻƻŦ ŀƴŘ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ōȅ ǇǊŜǾŜƴǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƛŎŜ ŘŀƳǎ ŀƴŘ 

water infiltration into the home.   

 

Moderate Overcrowding and Severe Overcrowding.  Typically, more than one person per room in a 

dwelling unit is considered overcrowding, while more than 1.5 persons per room is considered severe 

overcrowding.  The data below on low- and moderate-income families indicates that the group hardest 

hit by overcrowding is very low income renters.  It is interesting to note that the majority of 

overcrowded households are comprised of one family, and only 225 owner households and 65 renter 

households of two families or more indicated a problem with overcrowding.  Overall, overcrowding is 

not a significant problem in Grand Rapids.  However, anecdotal information from homeless shelter and 

service providers indicate that doubling up is commonly seen.  It is possible that households, particularly 

renter households, are reluctant to identify any residents that are not listed on the lease.  Of the 1,620 

low- and moderate-income households identified in Census data as overcrowded, 57% were renters. 

 

 

Households and Overcrowding 
2009 CHAS Estimates 

 Moderate Overcrowding Severe Overcrowding 

 VLI LI MI VLI LI MI 

Owner       

1 Family HH 95 165 170 15 0 15 

2+ Family HH 0 0 160 0 0 65 

Non-Family HH 0 0 15 0 0 0 

       

Renter       

1 Family HH 360 45 190 85 50 90 

2+ Family HH 0 0 0 0 65 0 

Non-Family HH 0 15 20 0 0 0 

Note:  VLI = Very Low Income, LI = Low Income, MI = Moderate Income 

Moderate Overcrowding = >1 person/room, Severe Overcrowding = > 1.5 persons/room 

 

 Housing Values and Rental Costs.  Census data include self-reported estimates of home values 

for owner-occupied homes.  In 2000, the median home value reported was $91,100 and had grown to 

$123,200 by 2005-09, an increase of 35.2% in nine years.   
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Census data also include median gross rent costs, which is defined as the monthly contract rent plus all 

utility costs paid by the tenant.  Since 2000, the median gross rent has grown by 32.2%, from $531 to 

$702 by 2005-09. 

 

Mortgage Foreclosures.  Mortgage foreclosures are an indicator of community conditions.  They 

provide insight into the overall health of the homeownership market, are a fairly good gauge of the 

health of the local job market, and in recent years, are a measure of the extent of predatory lending 

occurring in the community.   

 

Grand Rapids has been hard hit by the foreclosure crisis.  Data from January 2004 through December, 

2010 show that 15.3% of all 1 ς 4 unit residential structures in the city were foreclosed upon in that time 

period.  Eight neighborhoods (Baxter, Black Hills, Fuller Avenue, Madison, Oakdale, Southeast 

Community Association, South Hill and South West Area) had foreclosure rates in excess of 25%.  Areas 

of concentration of low-income and minority households have experienced the highest foreclosure 

rates.   

 

!ƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ƳƻǊǘƎŀƎŜ ŦƻǊŜŎƭƻǎǳǊŜǎ ƘŀǾŜ ƎƻƴŜ Řƻǿƴ ǎƭƛƎƘǘƭȅ ǎƛƴŎŜ нллуΣ ǘƘƛǎ άǘǊŜƴŘέ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŜŘ ǘƻ 

continue.  Indeed, it was more likely the result of successful foreclosure interventions than a positive 

trend in the economy.  (Home Repair Services alone prevented 500 foreclosures in Kent County in FY 

2010, most of which were in the GTA portion of the City.)   

 

Comparing unemployment rates with foreclosure rates is not an exact science, since there are a number 

of other factors that influence mortgage foreclosures.  However, in retrospect, the data show that 

unemployment rates of 8% - 10% in the year or two prior to a foreclosure correlate with foreclosure 

rates of 1% - 3%.  With unemployment rates hovering between 15.0% and 16.7% from mid-2009 to mid-

2010, it is reasonable to assume that high foreclosure rates will continue for some time.   
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Unemployment Rates and Foreclosure Rates 
2002 through 2010 

 
Year 

Annual 
Unemployment % 

Annual 
Foreclosure % 

2002 8.5% NA 

2003 10.1% NA 

2004 9.2% 1.0% 

2005 8.0% 1.2% 

2006 7.8% 2.1% 

2007 8.0% 2.9% 

2008 9.4% 3.2% 

2009 14.9% 2.4% 

2010 11.8% (Dec only) 2.5% 

2011 16.7% (March only) NA 

Source:  State of the Cities Data Systems (SOCDS), Grand Valley State University 

Community Research Institute for Grand Rapids, MI 

 

 Trends in Market Rate Housing.  Mixed-use neighborhoods are emerging in a number of areas 

within Grand Rapids.  The Monroe North neighborhood, for example, is comprised primarily of older 

industrial buildings which have been converted for use as housing, offices, and retail establishments.  

Downtown ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎΣ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǳƴƪƴƻǿƴ ǘǿŜƴǘȅ ȅŜŀǊǎ ŀƎƻΣ ƛǎ ƴƻǿ ŀ Ǿƛǘŀƭ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ 

central district.  An estimated 1,300 housing units have been added to the downtown condominium and 

rental housing stock in the last decade.  Many neighborhood commercial districts are also seeing more 

residential units added to the ƳƛȄ ƻŦ ǳǎŜǎΦ  ¢ƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ нллн aŀǎǘŜǊ tƭŀƴ ǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘǎ ǘƘƛǎ ǘǊŜƴŘΦ 

 

In its ideal form, a mixed-use neighborhood provides a wide range of housing types (including affordable 

housing) to accommodate a variety of incomes, ages and lifestyles.  By reinvesting in already developed 

areas, existing infrastructure can be used and the impact on the natural environment minimized.  

Mixed-use neighborhoods provide a setting that promotes human interaction and walkability, as well as 

higher housing densities in certain areas (i.e. near transit stops).  When done carefully, mixed-use 

neighborhoods provide architectural coherence and a quality environment that minimizes external 

forces such as noise, odor and truck traffic. 
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 Assisted Housing Inventory.  As of early 2011, there are more than 5,274 tenant-based assisted 

housing units in the City of Grand Rapids metropolitan area, and 5,998 project-based units within the 

City of Grand Rapids.   

 

Grand Rapids Metropolitan Area 
Assisted Housing Units 

January 2011 

Tenant-based Housing Vouchers (Section 8) ς Metro Area  

 Grand Rapids Housing Commission 2,966 

 Wyoming Housing Commission 1,124 

 Rockford Housing Commission 90 

 Kent County Housing Commission 440 

 Michigan State Housing Development Authority 404 

 Inner City Christian Federation 250 

Total 5,274 

  

Project-based Assisted Housing Units ς City of Grand Rapids  

 Elderly/Disabled 2,729 

 Families 3,293 

Total 6,022 

Note:  Because tenant-based vouchers can be used anywhere, metro data is provided.  Project-

based units are located in Grand Rapids. 

Source:  Grand Rapids Housing Commission, Attachment A - Assisted Housing Inventory, Jan 2011 

 

Housing Choice Vouchers are utilized by extremely low-income and low-income families, the elderly, 

and persons with disabilities.  See Attachment A - Assisted Housing Inventory, for a detailed inventory of 

project-based public and assisted housing. 

 

 Potential Loss of Assisted Housing Units.  The Grand Rapids Housing and Urban Development 

(HUD) Office indicated that it does not expect any HUD-ŀǎǎƛǎǘŜŘ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ǘƻ άƻǇǘ ƻǳǘέ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƴŜȄǘ 

five years.  The Michigan State Housing Development Authority (MSHDA) recently received a deed in 

lieu of foreclosure for the 173-unit Madison Square Apartments development.  The development 

consists of 60 elderly units in one building and 73 family units on scattered sites.  MSHDA is in the 

process of receiving HUD approval to split the project and transfer the elderly building to a local housing 

nonprofit.  MSHDA, HUD, the City, and nonprofit housing developers are working to address the 73 

family units before the contract expires.   
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Grand Rapids 
Housing Market Analysis 

Housing Stock Inventory 
Vacancy 

Rate 
0 & 1 

Bedroom 
2 

Bedrooms 
3+ 

Bedrooms Total 
Substandard 

Units 

Occupied Units: Renter   7,820 11,665 7,715 27,200 730 

Occupied Units: Owner   1,695 8,720 34,895 45,310 100 

Vacant Units: For Rent 9.3% 800 1,260 455 2,520 60 

Vacant Units: For Sale 2.2% 105 245 660 1,005 75 

Total Units 
Occupied & Vacant   10,420 21,890 43,725 76,035 965 

Rents:  
Applicable FMRs (in $s)   $622 $749 $956+     

Rent Affordable at 30% of 
50% of MFI (in $s) 

  

2-per  $582 
 
 
 
 
 

3-per  $574 
4-per  $604 

 
 
 

 
5-per  $465 
6-per  $465 
7-per  $627     

Public Housing Units     
  

    

  Occupied Units 95.5% 684 63 122 869 0 

 Vacant Units 4.5% 31 9 15 55 16 

Total Units Occupied & 
Vacant 

 
715 72 138 925 16 

Rehabilitation Needs (in $s)   see total see total see total $18.4 mil   
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Affordable Housing Needs 
 

Housing Needs - General 
Unless otherwise indicated, the data used in this section is from the 2009 CHAS Databook provided by 

the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD).  The 2009 CHAS data is derived from the 

2005-07 American Community Survey estimates for Grand Rapids.  Due to rounding of data, there may 

be some minor differences in the numbers from table to table.  For example, the total estimated owner 

households appear as 45,435 in the table below, but may show as 45,430 in another table. 

 

This section will address the number and types of families in need of housing assistance by HUD income 

group, tenure, and household type.  HUD uses three income groups, based on Area Median Income 

(AMI) to describe households that are eligible for federal housing assistance.  The maximums are current 

FY 2010 income limits, adjusted for family size. 

 

Very Low Income 0% - 30% of AMI e.g. Family of 4 Max Income:  $18,750 

Low Income  31% - 50% of AMI e.g. Family of 4 Max Income:  $31,250 

Moderate Income 51% - 80% of AMI e.g. Family of 4 Max Income:  $50,000 

 

Household Income 

The following table illustrates the breakdown of income groups by tenure, i.e. owner or renter.   

 

 

Household Income Group by Tenure 
2009 CHAS Estimates 

Income Group Owner Renter Total % of Total 

Very Low Income 3,080 9,185 12,265 16.7% 

Low Income 4,715 5,905 10,620 14.5% 

Moderate Income 8,875 6,040 14,915 20.3% 

Subtotal < 80% of AMI 16,670 21,130 37,800 51.5% 

Subtotal > 80% of AMI 28,765 6,800 35,565 48.6% 

Total 45,435 27,930 73,365 100% 

 

Household Income by Race / Ethnicity 

The 2009 CHAS estimates indicate certain racial and ethnic groups are disproportionately represented in 

the low- and moderate-income groups.  For example, Black households comprise 18.7% of all 

households, but 41.0% of Black households are very low income.  Likewise, Hispanic households 

comprise 11.4% of all households, but 30.3% of Hispanic households are very low income.  In contrast, 

White households comprise 67.3% of the all households, but only 15.3% of White households are very 

low income.   
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All Households by Income Group and Race /Ethnicity 
2009 CHAS Estimates 

 Very Low Income Low Income Moderate Income 

 
 

Race / Ethnicity 

 
 

Totals 

 
 

No. 

% of Race/ 
Ethnicity 
Group 

 
 

No. 

% of Race/ 
Ethnicity 
Group 

 
 

No. 

% of Race/ 
Ethnicity 
Group 

White 49,340 7,546 15.3% 6,310 12.8% 9,630 19.4% 

Black 13,705 5,620 41.0% 2,400 17.5% 2,545 18.6% 

Asian 1,010 150 14.8% 90 8.9% 165 16.3% 

American Indian 130 50 38.5% 25 19.2% 20 15.4% 

Pacific Islander 0 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Hispanic 8,390 2,540 30.3% 2,005 23.9% 2,410 28.7% 

All Other 785 165 21.0% 125 15.9% 185 23.6% 

 

Household Type 

The 2009 CHAS identifies 73,360 households within the City.  Of this total, 60.6% are designated as 

owner occupied and 39.4% are renter occupied.  Small family households, with 2 ς 4 members, are the 

Ƴƻǎǘ ŎƻƳƳƻƴ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘ ǘȅǇŜΣ ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜŘ ōȅ ά!ƭƭ hǘƘŜǊέ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎΦ  ά!ƭƭ hǘƘŜǊέ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ŀƭƭ 

non-family households and single-persons households, except elderly individuals. 

 

Household Types by Tenure 
2009 CHAS Estimates 

 
Household Type 

 
Owner 

 
Renter 

 
Total 

Percent of 
Total 

Elderly 

(1 ς 2 members) 
9,780 4,335 14,115 19.2% 

Small Related 

(2 ς 4 members) 
20,815 9,800 30,615 41.7% 

Large Related 

(5+ members) 
4,665 2,050 6,715 9.2% 

All Other 10,175 11,740 21,915 39.9% 

Total 45,435 27,925 73,360 100.0% 

Percent of Total 61.9% 38.1% 100.0%  

 

Housing Problems 

For the purposes of this Plan, households identified as having housing problems experience one or more 

of the following:  1) occupy a dwelling that lacks complete kitchen facilities; 2) occupy a dwelling that 

lacks complete plumbing facilities; 3) occupy a dwelling that is overcrowded (more than one person per 

room); or 4) have a housing cost burden greater than 30% of their gross income. 

 

 General.  The 2009 CHAS estimates indicate that 83.5% of very low income households, 74.0% 

of low income, and 39.3% of moderate income experience a housing problem.  Only 8.6% of households 
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with income over 80% of AMI have housing problems.  The housing needs of the elderly population will 

be discussed later in this section. 

 

Disabled.  While the 2009 CHAS does not identify the type of disability, it is reasonable to 

assume that many of the households classified as disabled would benefit from access modifications to 

their home.  Depending on individual circumstances, these modifications could include wheelchair 

ramps and/or interior alterations.  The following data indicates that disabled households with housing 

problems are most likely to be very low income.  

 

All Households with Housing Problems 
2009 CHAS Estimates 

  
All 

 
HHs w/HP 

% of Income 
Group 

Very Low Income 12,265 10,245 83.5% 

 Owner 3,080 2,755 89.4% 

 Renter 9,185 7,490 81.5% 

    

Low Income 10,620 7,860 74.0% 

 Owner 4,715 3,330 70.6% 

 Renter 5,905 4,530 76.7% 

    

Moderate Income 14,915 5,860 39.3% 

 Owner 8,875 3,385 38.1% 

 Renter 6,040 2,475 41.0% 

    

> 80% of AMI 35,565 3,065 8.6% 

 Owner 28,765 2,625 9.1% 

 Renter 6,800 440 6.5% 

Note:  HH = Households, HP = Housing Problems 
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Elderly and Disabled Households with Housing Problems 
2009 CHAS Estimates 

 Elderly Disabled 

  
All 

HHs 
w/HP 

% of Income 
Group 

 
All 

HHs  
w/HP 

% of Income 
Group 

Very Low Income 2,525 1,825 72.3% 2,105 1,695 80.5% 

 Owner 1,245 1,020 81.9% 645 615 95.3% 

 Renter 1,280 805 62.9% 1,460 1,080 74.0% 

       

Low Income 3,610 1,940 53.7% 2,035 1,405 69.0% 

 Owner 2,190 1,090 49.8% 905 455 50.3% 

 Renter 1,420 850 59.9% 1,130 950 84.1% 

       

Moderate Income 3,703 973 26.3% 1,670 690 41.4% 

 Owner 2,885 695 24.1% 1,045 305 29.2% 

 Renter 818 278 34.0% 625 385 61.6% 

       

> 80% of AMI 6,325 455 7.2% 2,080 255 12.3% 

 Owner 5,530 405 7.3% 1,600 165 10.3% 

 Renter 795 50 6.3% 480 90 18.8% 

Note:  HH = Households, HP = Housing Problems 

 

Substandard and Overcrowded Housing 

The 2009 CHAS estimates indicate that substandard housing and overcrowding are not significant 

problems in Grand Rapids.  For the purposes of CHAS data, substandard is defined as lacking complete 

plumbing or kitchen facilities.  Only 100 owner units and 735 renter units meet this definition, 1.1% of 

the housing stock.   

 

Likewise, moderately overcrowded and severely overcrowded housing does not affect significant 

numbers of households.  However, there is anecdotal evidence from the homeless provider community 

to suggest doubling up occurs as a response to homelessness.  It may be that households in this 

situation do not report the extra persons living in their units. 

 

Housing Cost Burdens ς 2009 CHAS 

The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) uses 30% of gross income as a 

benchmark for housing affordability.  For owners, housing costs generally include mortgage principal 

and interest, insurance, taxes and utilities.  For renters, housing costs include rent and utilities.   

 

Where housing costs exceed 30% of income, the household is considered to be cost burdened.  

Households with housing costs between 31% and 50% of income are moderately cost burdened, and 

those that pay more than 50% of income are severely cost burdened.  The following table breaks out 

cost burdens by tenure and income group.   
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Housing Cost Burdens by Tenure and Income Group 
2009 CHAS Estimates 

  Moderate Cost Burden 
> 30% of Income 

Severe Cost Burden 
> 50% of Income 

 All HHs 

w/MCB 

% of Income 

Group 

HHs 

w/SCB 

% of Income 

Group 

Very Low Income 12,265 1,585 12.9% 8,500 69.3% 

 Owner 3,080 450 14.6% 2,305 74.8% 

 Renter 9,185 1,135 12.4% 6,195 67.4% 

      

Low Income 10,620 4,395 41.4% 3,385 31.9% 

 Owner 4,715 1,600 33.9% 1,675 35.5% 

 Renter 5,905 2,795 47.3% 1,710 29.0% 

      

Moderate Income 14,915 5,035 33.8% 1,435 9.6% 

 Owner 8,875 3,240 36.5% 1,030 11.6% 

 Renter 6,040 1,795 29.7% 405 6.7% 

      

> 80% of AMI 35,565 1,205 3.4% 155 0.4% 

 Owner 28,765 1,030 3.6% 155 0.5% 

 Renter 6,800 175 2.6% 0 0% 

Note:  MCB = Moderate Cost Burden, SCB = Severe Cost Burden 

 

All Households with Housing Cost Burdens by Race /Ethnicity 
2009 CHAS Estimates 

 Moderate Cost Burden 
> 30% of Income 

Severe Cost Burden 
> 50% of Income 

 
 

Race / Ethnicity 

 
 

Totals 

 
HHs 

w/MCB 

% of Race/ 
Ethnicity 
Group 

 
HHs 

w/SCB 

% of Race/ 
Ethnicity 
Group 

White 49,340 8,090 16.4% 6,325 12.7% 

Black 13,705 2,705 19.7% 4,945 36.1% 

Asian 1,010 115 11.4% 145 14.4% 

Am Indian 130 50 38.5% 45 34.6% 

Pac Islander 0 0 0% 0 0% 

Hispanic 8,390 2,310 27.5% 1,770 21.1% 

All Other 785 170 21.7% 245 31.2% 

Note:  HH = Households, MCB = Moderate Cost Burden, SCB = Severe Cost Burden 
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Housing Cost Burdens ς 2005-09 ACS Data 

More recent data from the 2005-09 ACS provides cost burden information in considerable detail for 

homeowners and renters, although it is not available by income group.  Further discussion on cost 

burden may be found in the following sections on owner needs and renter needs.   

 

Owners with a Mortgage.  For homeowners with a mortgage, the median monthly cost was 

$1,138.  The data indicate that 34.3% of these households have a cost burden in excess of 30% of their 

income.  This is a 10.5% increase from the 2000 Census level of 23.8%. 

 

Owners without a Mortgage.  For homeowners without a mortgage, the median monthly cost 

was only $411.  Even so, 15.5% of these households had a cost burden in excess of 30% of their income.  

This is a 6.5% increase from the 2000 Census level of 9.0%. 

 

Renters.  The median monthly rent for renter households was $702.  Furthermore, 56.5% of 

renter households had a cost burden in excess of 30% of their income.  This is a 16.3% increase from the 

2000 Census level of 40.2%. 

 

Observations on Housing Data ς General 

Income ¶ Households in the very low income group are three times more likely to 

be renters than owners. 

 ¶ 75.7% of all renters have incomes < 80% of AMI. 

 ¶ 63.3% of all owners have incomes > 80% of AMI. 

 ¶ Blacks and Hispanics are disproportionately represented in the low- and 

moderate-income groups.   

 ¶ Black households comprise 18.7% of all households, but 41.0% of Black 

households are very low income.   

 ¶ Hispanic households comprise 11.4% of all households, but 30.3% of 

Hispanic households are very low income.   

  

Household 

Types 

¶ Small families are the most common household type, and comprise 41.7% 

of all households.   

 ¶ More small families own their own home than any other household type. 

 ¶ Elderly households account for 19.2% of all households. 

 ¶ All other households comprise 29.9% of all households, and are more 

likely to rent their home than any other household type. 
  

Housing 

Problems 

 

¶ Most owners and renters in the very low and low income groups 

experience at least one housing problem. 

 ¶ The lower a householdΩǎ ƛƴŎƻƳŜΣ ǘƘŜ ƳƻǊŜ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ the household is to 

experience housing problems. 
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Observations on Housing Data ς General 

 ¶ In terms of percentages, housing problems are distributed fairly equally 

between owners and renters in the same income group. 

 ¶ The single largest group experiencing housing problems is very low 

income renters. 
  

Substandard ¶ Only 100 owner units and 735 ǊŜƴǘŜǊ ǳƴƛǘǎ ƳŜŜǘ I¦5Ωǎ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 

substandard housing, 1.1% of the housing stock.   
  

Overcrowding ¶ Overcrowded and severely overcrowded housing does not affect a 

significant numbers of households. 

 ¶ It may be that the level of overcrowding is understated as anecdotal 

evidence from the homeless provider community suggests that doubling 

up is a common occurrence.  It may be that households in this situation do 

not report extra persons living in their units. 
  

Cost Burdens ¶ As might be expected, the lower a householdΩǎ ƛƴŎƻƳŜΣ ǘƘŜ ƳƻǊŜ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ a 

household is to be cost burdened. 

 ¶ Renters in very low and low income households are more likely to 

experience cost burdens than owners in the same income groups. 

 ¶ 69.3% of very low income households experience severe housing cost 

burdens.  The percentage of very low income owners with severe cost 

burdens (74.8%) is higher than the percentage of renters (67.4%).  

However, in actual numbers, severely cost-burdened renters outnumber 

severely cost-burdened owners by a ratio of almost 3 to 1 (6,195 to 

2,305). 

 ¶ Moderate income households are more likely to experience a moderate 

cost burden than a severe cost burden. 

 ¶ Households with incomes in excess of 80% of AMI have a very low 

incidence of cost burdens. 
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Housing Needs ς Owner 
The 2009 CHAS estimates 45,435 owner households live within the City of Grand Rapids.  The following 

tables provide information on owner income, housing problems, substandard and overcrowded 

conditions, and cost burdens for owners.  Observations on this data follow the tables.  Strategies for 

owners are found in the Effect of Housing Market Data on Strategies Section. 

 

Owner Households by Income Group 
2009 CHAS Estimates 

 Number % of Total 

Very Low Income 3,080 6.8% 

Low Income 4,715 10.4% 

Moderate Income 8,875 19.5% 

Subtotal < 80% of AMI 16,670 36.7% 

> 80% of AMI 28,765 63.3% 

Owner Total 45,435 100.0% 

 

Owner Households by Income Group and Race /Ethnicity 
2009 CHAS Estimates 

 Very Low Income Low Income Moderate Income 

 
 

Race / Ethnicity 

 
 

Totals 

 
 

No. 

% of Race/ 
Ethnicity 
Group 

 
 

No. 

% of Race/ 
Ethnicity 
Group 

 
 

No. 

% of Race/ 
Ethnicity 
Group 

White 34,615 1,766 5.1% 3,065 8.9% 6,060 17.6% 

Black 5,635 840 14.9% 640 11.4% 1,295 23.0% 

Asian 375 0 0% 25 6.7% 50 13.3% 

American Indian 95 15 15.8% 25 26.3% 20 21.1% 

Pacific Islander 0 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Hispanic 4,210 520 12.4% 920 21.9% 1,325 31.5% 

All Other 500 0 0% 50 10.0% 125 25.0% 

 

Owner Households with Housing Problems 
2009 CHAS Estimates 

  
Totals 

 
HHs w/HP 

% of Income 
Group 

Very Low Income 3,080 2,755 89.4% 

Low Income 4,715 3,330 70.6% 

Moderate Income 8,875 3,385 38.1% 

Subtotal < 80% of AMI 16,670 9,470 56.8% 

Subtotal > 80% of AMI 28,765 2,625 9.1% 

Owner Total 45,435 12,095 26.6% 

Note:  HH = Households, HP = Housing Problems 
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Owner Households with Substandard or Overcrowded Housing 
2009 CHAS Estimates 

   
Substandard 

 
Overcrowded 

Severely 
Overcrowded 

  
Totals 

Totals % of Income 
Group 

Totals % of Income 
Group 

Totals % of Income 
Group 

Very Low Income 3,080 55 1.8% 45 0.2% 15 0.1% 

Low Income 4,715 0 0% 165 0.4% 0 0% 

Moderate Income 8,875 30 0.3% 175 0.2% 80 0.9% 

        

> 80% of AMI 28,765 15 0.1% 160 0.1% 50 0.2% 

 

Owner Households with Housing Cost Burdens by Household Type 
2009 CHAS Estimates 

 Moderate Cost Burden 
> 30% of Income 

Severe Cost Burden 
> 50% of Income 

 

Household Type 

 

All 

HHs 

w/MCB 

 

% of HH Type 

HHs 

w/SCB 

 

% of HH Type 

Elderly 9,780 1,475 15.1% 1,265 12.9% 

Small Family 20,815 3,285 16.7% 1,955 9.4% 

Large Family 4,665 910 19.5% 630 13.5% 

All Other 10,175 1,870 18.4% 1,135 11.2% 

Owner Total 45,435 7,540 16.6% 4,985 10.9% 

Note:  HH = Households, MCB = Moderate Cost Burden, SCB = Severe Cost Burden 

 

Owner Households with Housing Cost Burdens by Income Group 
2009 CHAS Estimates 

 Moderate Cost Burden 
> 30% of Income 

Severe Cost Burden 
> 50% of Income 

 

Income Group 

 

Totals 

HHs 

w/MCB 

% of Income 

Group 

HHs 

w/SCB 

% of Income 

Group 

Very Low Income 3,080 450 14.6% 2,305 74.8% 

Low Income 4,715 1,600 33.9% 1,675 35.5% 

Moderate Income 8,875 3,240 36.5% 1,030 11.6% 

      

> 80% of AMI 28,765 1,030 3.6% 155 0.5% 

Note:  HH = Households, MCB = Moderate Cost Burden, SCB = Severe Cost Burden 

  



63 
0097dsha11b  FY 2012 ς FY 2016 Housing and Community Development Plan 

 

Owner Households with Housing Cost Burdens by Race /Ethnicity 

2009 CHAS Estimates 

 Moderate Cost Burden 
> 30% of Income 

Severe Cost Burden 
> 50% of Income 

 
 
Race / Ethnicity 

 
 

Totals 

 
HHs 

w/MCB 

% of Race/ 
Ethnicity 
Group 

 
HHs 

w/SCB 

% of Race/ 
Ethnicity 
Group 

White 34,615 5,080 14.7% 2,650 7.7% 

Black 5,635 1,240 22.0% 1,365 24.2% 

Asian 375 40 10.7% 60 16.0% 

American Indian 95 30 31.6% 30 31.6% 

Pacific Islander 0 0 0% 0 0% 

Hispanic 4,210 1,040 24.7% 930 22.1% 

All Other 500 110 22.0% 125 25.0% 

Note:  HH = Households, MCB = Moderate Cost Burden, SCB = Severe Cost Burden 

 

 

Owner Units with a Mortgage 
Monthly Housing Costs as a Percentage of Household Income 

Comparison of 2000 Census and 2005-09 ACS Estimates 

 
2000 Census 2005-09 ACS  

% Change Housing Cost as % 
of Income # of Units % of Total # of Units % of Total 

Less than 20% 14,616 50.5% 11,450 34.8% (15.7%) 

20 to 24.9% 4,411 15.2% 5,534 16.8% 1.6% 

25 to 29.9% 3,028 10.5% 4,644 14.1% 3.6% 

30 to 34.9% 1,579 5.5% 2,836 8.6% 3.1% 

35% or more 5,301 18.3% 8,453 25.7% 7.4% 

Owner Total 28,935  32,917   
Source:  2000 Census, 2005-09 American Community Survey (ACS) Estimates for Grand Rapids, MI 
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Owner Units without  a Mortgage 
Monthly Housing Costs as a Percentage of Household Income 

Comparison of 2000 Census and 2005-09 ACS Estimates 

 
2000 Census 2005-09 ACS  

% Change Housing Cost as % 
of Income # of Units % of Total # of Units % of Total 

Less than 20% 9,456 81.5% 7,741 68.2% (13.3%) 

20 to 24.9% 702 6.1% 1,172 10.3% 4.2% 

25 to 29.9% 406 3.5% 689 6.1% 2.6% 

30 to 34.9% 216 1.9% 324 2.9% 1.0% 

35% or more 823 7.1% 1,430 12.6% 5.5% 

Owner Total 11,603  11,356   
Source:  2000 Census, 2005-09 American Community Survey (ACS) Estimates for Grand Rapids, MI 

 

Observations on Owner Households 

Income ¶ 36.т҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ ƻǿƴŜǊ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎ ŀǊŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ƭƻǿ- or moderate-

income.  The majority of this group falls within the 51% - 80% income 

bracket. 

 ¶ ¢ƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ƻƴŜΩǎ ƛƴŎƻƳŜΣ ǘƘŜ ƳƻǊŜ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ƻƴŜ ƛǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀ ƘƻƳŜƻǿƴŜǊΦ 

 ¶ 63.3% of households with incomes over 80% of AMI are homeowners. 

 ¶ 6.8% of households with incomes below 30% of AMI are homeowners. 

 ¶ 76.3% of White households are owners, and less than 1/3 of these are low 

or moderate income.  

 ¶ 12.4% of Black households are homeowners, and nearly half of these are 

low or moderate income. 

 ¶ 9.3% of Hispanic households are homeowners, and two-thirds of these are 

low and moderate income. 

Housing 

Problems 

¶ 89.4% of very low income owners and 70.6% of low income owners have a 

housing problem of some type. 
  

Substandard ¶ Substandard housing is not a significant issue among homeowners. 
  

Overcrowding ¶ Moderate overcrowding is a minor issue, and severe overcrowding is rare. 
  

Cost Burdens ¶ 76.1% of all owners have a mortgage on their home. 

 ¶ 34.3% of all owners with a mortgage on their home have a cost burden. 

 ¶ 15.5% of all owners without a mortgage have a cost burden. 

 ¶ 74.8% of very low income owners, 35.5% of low income owners, and 

11.6% of moderate income owners suffer from a severe cost burden. 

 ¶ A minority household is more likely to have a cost burden than a white 

household. 
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Elderly Owner Housing Needs 
The 2009 CHAS estimates 9,780 elderly owner households live within the City of Grand Rapids, which 

represents 21.5% of all owners.  The following tables provide information on income and housing 

problems for elderly owners.  Observations on this data follow the tables.  Strategies for elderly owners 

are found in the Effect of Housing Market Data on Strategies Section. 

 

Elderly Owner Households 
2009 CHAS Estimates 

 Number % of Total 

Very Low Income 1,245 12.7% 

Low Income 2,190 22.4% 

Moderate Income 2,885 29.5% 

Subtotal < 80% of AMI 6,320 64.6% 

Subtotal > 80% of AMI 3,460 35.4% 

Elderly Owner Total 9,780 100.0% 

 

Elderly Owner Households with Housing Problems 
2009 CHAS Estimates 

  
Totals 

 
HHs w/HP 

% of Income 
Group 

Very Low Income 1,245 1,020 81.9% 

Low Income 2,190 1,090 49.8% 

Moderate Income 2,885 695 24.1% 

Subtotal < 80% of AMI 6,320 2,805 44.4% 

Subtotal > 80% of AMI 3,460 455 13.2% 

Elderly Owner Totals 9,780 3,260 33.3% 

Note:  HH = Households, HP = Housing Problems 

 

Observations on Elderly Owner Households 

Income ¶ 64.6% of elderly owner households have incomes below 80% of AMI. 
  

Housing 

Problems 

 

¶ 81.9% of very low income elderly owners, and 49.8% of low income 

elderly owners have a housing problem of some type. 
  

Cost Burdens ¶ 15.1% of elderly owner households have moderate housing cost burdens 

and 12.9% have severe housing cost burdens. 
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Non-Elderly Owner Households 
The 2009 CHAS estimates 33,585 non-elderly owner households live within the City of Grand Rapids, 

which represents 74% of all owners.  Non-elderly households are divided into small family, large family, 

and all other households.  The following tables provide information on income, housing problems, and 

cost burdens for non-elderly owners.  Observations on this data follow the tables.  Strategies for non-

elderly owners are found in the Effect of Housing Market Data on Strategies Section. 

 

Non-Elderly Owner Households 
2009 CHAS Estimates 

 Totals % of Total 

Very Low Income 1,835 5.5% 

Low Income 2,525 7.5% 

Moderate Income 5,990 17.8% 

Subtotal < 80% of AMI 10,350 30.8% 

Subtotal > 80% of AMI 23,235 69.2% 

Non-Elderly Owner Total 33,585 100.0% 

 

Non-Elderly Owner Households with Housing Problems 
2009 CHAS Estimates 

  
Totals 

 
HHs w/HP 

% of Income 
Group 

Very Low Income 1,835 1,735 94.6% 

Low Income 2,525 2,240 88.7% 

Moderate Income 5,990 2,690 44.9% 

Subtotal < 80% of AMI 10,350 6,665 64.4% 

Subtotal > 80% of AMI 23,235 2,170 9.3% 

Non-Elderly Owner Total 33,585 8,835 26.3% 

Note:  HH = Households, HP = Housing Problems 

 

Observations on Non-Elderly Owner Households 

Income ¶ 69.2% of non-elderly owner households have incomes over 80% of AMI. 
  

Housing 
Problems 

 

¶ 94.6% of very low income non-elderly owners, and 88.7% of low income 
non-elderly owners have a housing problem of some type. 

  

Cost Burdens ¶ Small family owners comprise 20, 815 (28.4%) of all households.  Of these, 
16.7% have a moderate cost burden and 9.4% have a severe cost burden.   

 ¶ Large family owners comprise 4,665 (6.4%) of all households.  Of these, 
19.5% have a moderate cost burden and 13.5% have a severe cost 
burden.   

 ¶ All other owner households comprise 10, 175 (13.9%) of all households.  
Of these, 18.4% have a moderate cost burden and 11.2% have a severe 
cost burden.   
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Renter Housing Needs - General 
The 2009 CHAS estimates 27,930 renter households live within the City of Grand Rapids.  The following 

tables provide information on income, housing problems, substandard and overcrowded conditions, and 

cost burdens for renters.  Observations on this data follow the tables.  Strategies for renters are found in 

the Effect of Housing Market Data on Strategies Section. 

 

Renter Households by Income Group 
2009 CHAS Estimates 

 Number % of Total 

Very Low Income 9,185 32.9% 

Low Income 5,905 21.1% 

Moderate Income 6,040 21.6% 

Subtotal < 80% of AMI 21,130 75.7% 

> 80% of AMI 6,800 24.3% 

Renter Total 27,930 100.0% 

 

Renter Households by Income Group and Race /Ethnicity 
2009 CHAS Estimates 

 Very Low Income Low Income Moderate Income 

 
 
Race / Ethnicity 

 
 

Totals 

 
 

No. 

% of Race/ 
Ethnicity 
Group 

 
 

No. 

% of Race/ 
Ethnicity 
Group 

 
 

No. 

% of Race/ 
Ethnicity 
Group 

White 14,725 5,780 39.3% 3,245 22.0% 3,570 24.2% 

Black 8,070 4,780 59.2% 1,760 21.8% 1,250 15.5% 

Asian 635 150 23.6% 65 10.2% 115 18.1% 

American Indian 35 35 100% 0 0% 0 0% 

Pacific Islander 0 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Hispanic 4,180 2,020 48.3% 1,085 26.0% 1,085 26.0% 

All Other 285 165 57.9% 75 26.3% 60 21.1% 

 

Renter Households with Housing Problems 
2009 CHAS Estimates 

  
All 

 
HHs w/HP 

% of Income 
Group 

Very Low Income 9,185 7,490 81.5% 

Low Income 5,905 4,530 76.7% 

Moderate Income 6,040 2,475 41.0% 

Subtotal < 80% of AMI 21,130 14,495 68.6% 

Subtotal > 80% of AMI 6,800 440 6.5% 

Renter Total 27,930 14,935 53.5% 

Note:  HH = Households, HP = Housing Problems 
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Renter Households with Substandard or Overcrowded Housing 
2009 CHAS Estimates 

   
Substandard 

 
Overcrowded 

Severely 
Overcrowded 

 
Income Group 

 
Totals 

Totals % of Income 
Group 

Totals % of Income 
Group 

Totals % of Income 
Group 

Very Low Income 9,185 275 .3% 360 3.9% 85 0.9% 

Low Income 5,905 280 4.7% 60 1.0% 110 1.9% 

Moderate Income 6,040 80 1.3% 210 3,5% 90 1.5% 

> 80% of AMI 6,800 100 1.5% 170 2.5% 0 0% 

 

Renter Households with Housing Cost Burdens Household Type 
2009 CHAS Estimates 

 Moderate Cost Burden 
> 30% of Income 

Severe Cost Burden 
> 50% of Income 

 
Household Type 

 
All 

HHs 
w/MCB 

 
% of HH Type 

HHs 
w/SCB 

 
% of HH Type 

Elderly 4,335 865 20.0% 1,285 29.6% 

Small Family 9,800 2,195 22.4% 3,505 35.8% 

Large Family 2,050 625 30.5% 645 31.5% 

All Other 11,740 2,220 18.9% 2,885 24.6% 

Renter Total 27,930 5,905 21.1% 8,320 29.8% 

Note:  HH = Households, MCB = Moderate Cost Burden, SCB = Severe Cost Burden 

 

Renter Households with Housing Cost Burdens by Income Group 
2009 CHAS Estimates 

 Moderate Cost Burden 
> 30% of Income 

Severe Cost Burden 
> 50% of Income 

 

Income Group 

 

All 

HHs 

w/MCB 

% of Income 

Group 

HHs 

w/SCB 

% of Income 

Group 

Very Low Income 9,185 1,135 12.4% 6,195 67.4% 

Low Income 5,905 2,795 47.3% 1,710 29.0% 

Moderate Income 6,040 1,795 29.7% 405 6.7% 

      

> 80% of AMI 6,800 175 2.6% 0 0 

Renter Total 27,930 5,900 21.1% 8,310 29.8% 

Note:  HH = Households, MCB = Moderate Cost Burden, SCB = Severe Cost Burden 
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Renter Households with Housing Cost Burdens by Race /Ethnicity 
2009 CHAS Estimates 

 Moderate Cost Burden 
> 30% of Income 

Severe Cost Burden 
> 50% of Income 

 
 
Race / Ethnicity 

 
 

Totals 

 
HHs 

w/MCB 

% of Race/ 
Ethnicity 
Group 

 
HHs 

w/SCB 

% of Race/ 
Ethnicity 
Group 

White 14,725 3,010 20.4% 3,675 25.0% 

Black 8,070 1,465 18.2% 3,580 44.4% 

Asian 635 75 11.8% 85 13.4% 

Am Indian 35 20 57.1% 15 42.9% 

Pac Islander 0 0 0% 0 0% 

Hispanic 4,180 1,270 30.4% 840 20.1% 

All Other 285 60 21.1% 120 42.1% 

Note:  HH = Households, MCB = Moderate Cost Burden, SCB = Severe Cost Burden 

 

Renter Cost Burden ς 2005-09 ACS Data 

The 2005-09 ACS data on renter households showed the median monthly rent was $702.  Furthermore, 

56.5% of renter households had a cost burden in excess of 30% of their income.  This is an increase of 

16.3% from the 2000 Census level of 40.2%. 

 

Renter Units 
Monthly Housing Costs as a Percentage of Household Income 

Comparison of 2000 Census and 2005-09 ACS Estimates 

 
2000 Census 2005-09 ACS  

% Change Housing Cost as % 
of Income # of Units % of Total # of Units % of Total 

Less than 15% 5,945 21.4% 2,505 9.2% (12.2%) 

15% to 19.9% 4,123 14.9% 3,072 11.3% (3.6%) 

20 to 24.9% 3,641 13.1% 3,325 12.5% (0.6%) 

25 to 29.9% 2,883 10.4% 2,966 10.9% 0.5% 

30 to 34.9% 2,042 7.4% 2,273 8.3% 0.9% 

35% or more 9,105 32.8% 13,151 48.2% 15.4% 

Renter Total 27,739 100.0% 27,292 100.0%  
Source:  2000 Census, 2005-09 American Community Survey (ACS) Estimates for Grand Rapids, MI 

 

Renter Cost Burden ς Area Median Income and Fair Market Rent Trends 

Between FY 2006 and FY 2010, the Grand Rapids-Wyoming metropolitan Area Fair Market Rents (FMR) 

increased by an average of just above 10%.  While rents dropped slightly between FY 2008 and FY 2009, 

the majority of the 5-year increase occurred between FY 2009 and FY 2010.  For 1-bedroom and 2-

bedroom units, the one-year increase was 7.1% and 7.3% respectively, for 3-bedroom units, it was 8.8%, 

and for 4-bedroom units it was 10.6%.   
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Fair Market Rents (FMRs) 
FY 2006 ς FY 2010 

 1-Bedroom 2-Bedroom 3-Bedroom 4 Bedroom 

FY 2010 $622 $749 $956 $1,001 

FY 2009 $581 $698 $879 $905 

FY 2008 $583 $702 $896 $939 

FY 2007 $582 $700 $893 $936 

FY 2006 $564 $679 $866 $908 

Overall Change $98 $70 $90 $97 

Percent Change 10.3% 10.3% 10.4% 10.2% 

Source:  U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development for Grand Rapids-Wyoming MSA 

Note:  No comparisons were made for FY 2005 and earlier years because the Metropolitan Statistical Area was 

comprised of a different mix of counties at that time 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A comparison between HUD Median Family Income data and Fair Market Rents for the period from FY 

2006 to FY 2010 shows that rents increased by over 10%, while median family income only increased by 

1.6%, providing another indication of the widening gap between income and rent.   

 

Renter Cost Burdens ς An Analysis of Rental Affordability 

As indicated above, housing Ŏƻǎǘǎ ŀǊŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ŀŦŦƻǊŘŀōƭŜ ƛŦ ǘƘŜȅ Ŝǉǳŀƭ ол҈ ƻǊ ƭŜǎǎ ƻŦ ŀ ŦŀƳƛƭȅΩǎ ƎǊƻǎǎ 

income.  For renters, housing cost includes both rent payment and utilities, and is often referred to as 

gross rent.  The calculations in the first table below illustrate the amount of income a family would need 

to afford a unit at Fair Market Rent (FMR). 

 

The calculaǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ǘŀōƭŜ ōŜƭƻǿ ŀǊŜ ƘȅǇƻǘƘŜǘƛŎŀƭ ǊŜƴǘŀƭ ǎŎŜƴŀǊƛƻǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ I¦5Ωǎ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ 

categories of Very Low Income (30% of AMI), Low Income (50% of AMI), and Moderate Income (80% of 

AMI) compared with Fair Market Rents.  It is a crude measure of affordability, but illustrates the depth 

of the issue in Grand Rapids.  Under all of these scenarios, no families with Very Low Income (30% AMI) 

Median Family Income 
FY 2006 ς FY 2010 

 (100%) Median 
Family Income 

Change 
From Prior Year 

FY 2010 $62,500 (1.0%) 

FY 2009 $63,100 6.6% 

FY 2008 $59,200 0.2% 

FY 2007 $59,100 (3.9%) 

FY 2006 $61,500 --- 

Overall Change $1,000 1.6% 

Source:  U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development for Grand 

Rapids-Wyoming MSA 
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could afford appropriately sized housing units.  In short, the gap between income and housing costs 

continued to increase since 2000 and appears to be a structural economic issue with no easy solution. 

 

 One-Bedroom Family Scenario.  For the purposes of this assessment, it is assumed that a 1- or 

2- person family would require only one bedroom.  (Such families might include a single person, a 

couple, or a parent with one child.  In some cases, this would require that a parent and child share the 

bedroom.)  A full-time income of $11.96/hr ($24,880/annual) would be needed to afford a one-bedroom 

unit at Fair Market Rent.  No Very Low- or Low-Income family of 1 or 2 persons, even one whose income 

($10.34/hr and $11.83/hr respectively) is at the top end of the Low Income (50% AMI) category could 

afford a one-bedroom unit at FMR.  Only families in the Moderate Income (80% AMI) category could 

afford a one-bedroom unit. 

 

 Two-Bedroom Family Scenario.  For the purposes of this assessment, it is assumed that a 3- or 

4-person family would require only two bedrooms.  (Such families might include parents and two 

children, a single parent and two or three children, or an extended or multi-generational family.  In 

some cases, this would require a parent and child, or siblings of different sexes, to share a bedroom.)  A 

full-time income of $14.40/hr ($29,960/annual) would be needed to afford a two-bedroom unit at Fair 

Market Rent.  No Very Low- or Low-Income family of 3, even one whose income ($13.29/hr) is at the top 

end of the Low Income (50% AMI) category could afford a two-bedroom unit at FMR.  Some 4-person 

families, whose income was at the very top of the Low Income category ($14.76/hr) could afford a two-

bedroom unit.  Otherwise, only those in the Moderate Income (80% AMI) category could afford such a 

unit. 

 

 Three-Bedroom Scenario.  For the purposes of this assessment, it is assumed that a 5- or 6-

person family would require only three bedrooms.  (Such families might include parents and three or 

four children, a single parent and three or four children, or an extended or multi-generational family.  In 

many cases, this would require a parent and child, or siblings of different sexes, to share a bedroom.)  A 

full-time income of $18.38/hr ($38,240/annual) would be needed to afford a three-bedroom unit at Fair 

Market Rent.  No Very Low- or Low-Income family of 5 or 6, even one whose income ($14.76/hr or 

$15.96 respectively) is at the top end of the Low Income (50% AMI) category could afford a three-

bedroom unit at FMR.  Indeed, families whose income was at the lower of the Moderate Income (80% 

AMI) category could not afford a three-bedroom unit.   
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Income Needed for Rent Affordability 

Number of 
Bedrooms 

FY 2010 
Fair Market Rent 

Monthly Income 
Required 

Annual Income 
Required 

Full-Time Hourly 
Wage Required 

1 $622 $2,073 $24,880 $11.96 

2 $749 $2,497 $29,960 $14.40 

3 $956 $3,187 $38,240 $18.38 

4 $1,001 $3,337 $40,040 $19.25 

Source:  U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development for Grand Rapids-Wyoming MSA. Grand Rapids Community 

Development Department 

 

IƻǳǊƭȅ ²ŀƎŜǎ ƛƴ I¦5Ωǎ LƴŎƻƳŜ DǊƻǳǇǎ 

 Hourly Wages 
0-30% of Median 
Very Low-Income 

Hourly Wages 
31-50% of Median 

Low Income 

Hourly Wages 
51-80% of Median 
Moderate Income 

 
Minimum Unit 
Size Needed 

1-person Family 0 - $6.20 $6.21 - $10.34 $10.35 - $16.54 
1-bedroom 

2-person Family 0 - $7.09 $7.10 - $11.83 $11.84 - $18.89 

3-person Family 0 - $7.69 $7.70 - $13.29 $13.30 - $21.25 
2-bedroom 

4-person Family 0 - $8.85 $8.86 - $14.76 $14.77 - $23.61 

5-person Family 0 - $9.57 $9.58 - $15.96 $15.97 - $25.50 
3 bedroom 

6-person Family 0 - $10.26 $10.27 - $17.14 $17.15 - $27.40 

Source:  U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development for Grand Rapids-Wyoming MSA. Grand Rapids Community 

Development Department 

 

For more information on housing affordability issues, see the 2010 Housing and Transportation 

Affordability Report, entitled Roofs to Roots, published by the Grand Rapids Area Coalition to End 

Homelessness (CTEH).  http://www.roofstoroots.org/housing-study 

 

Observations on Renter Households 

Income ¶ 75.7% of the /ƛǘȅΩǎ ǊŜƴǘŜǊ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎ ŀǊŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ƭƻǿ- or moderate-

income.  32.9% fall within the 0% - 30% income group. 

 ¶ ¢ƘŜ ƭƻǿŜǊ ƻƴŜΩǎ ƛƴŎƻƳŜΣ ǘƘŜ ƳƻǊŜ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ƻƴŜ ƛǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀ ǊŜƴǘŜǊΦ 

 ¶ 9,125 renter households have incomes below 30% of AMI. 

 ¶ 5,905 renter households have incomes between 31% and 50% of AMI. 

 ¶ 6,040 renter households have income between 51% and 80% of AMI. 

 ¶ 39.3% of all White renter households are very low income.  

 ¶ 59.2% of all Black renter households are very low income. 

 ¶ 48.3% of all Hispanic households are very low income. 
  

Housing 

Problems 

 

¶ ¢ƘŜ ƭƻǿŜǊ ƻƴŜΩǎ ƛƴŎƻƳŜΣ ǘƘŜ ƳƻǊŜ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ƻƴŜ ƛǎ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳΦ 

 ¶ 68.6% of all low and moderate income renter households have a housing 

http://www.roofstoroots.org/housing-study
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Observations on Renter Households 

problem of some type, compared to only 6.5% with incomes over 80% of 

AMI.   

 ¶ 81.5% of very low income renters and 76.7% of low income renters have a 

housing problem of some type. 
  

Substandard ¶ Substandard housing is not a significant issue among renters. 

 ¶ Of the estimated 735 substandard rental units, 635 are occupied. 
  

Overcrowding ¶ Among low and moderate income renters, 630 units are moderately 

overcrowded and 285 units are severely overcrowded. 

 ¶ It may be that the level of overcrowding is understated, as anecdotal 

evidence from the homeless provider community suggests that doubling 

up is a common occurrence.  It may be that renter households do not 

report extra persons living in their units. 
  

Cost Burdens ¶ As a group, renters suffer a greater housing cost burden than owners. 

 ¶ 12.4% of very low income renters have a moderate cost burden, and 

67.4% have a severe cost burden. 

 ¶ 47.3% of low income renters have a moderate cost burden, and 29.7% 

have a severe cost burden.  

 ¶ 29.7% of moderate income renters have a moderate cost burden, and 

6.7% have a severe cost burden. 

 ¶ A minority household is more likely to have a cost burden than a white 

household. 

 ¶ Per the 2009 CHAS, 45.4% of all White renter households, 62.6% of all 

Black renter households, and 50.5% of all Hispanic renter households 

suffer from a cost burden. 

 ¶ Per the 2005-09 ACS, 56.5% of renter households experience a cost 

burden. 

 ¶ Per HUD Area Median Income and Fair Market Rent data, area income has 

increased 1.6% and rents have gone up over 10% since FY 2006. 

 ¶ A one- or two-person family would require an annual income of $24,880 

($11.96/hr) to afford a one-bedroom rental unit. 

 ¶ A three- or four-person family would require an annual income of $29,960 

($14.40/hr) to afford a two-bedroom rental unit. 

 ¶ A five- or six-person family would require an annual income of $38,240 

($18.47/hr) to afford a three-bedroom rental unit. 
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Elderly Renter Housing Needs 
The 2009 CHAS estimates 4,313 elderly renter households live within the City of Grand Rapids, which 

represents 15% of all renters.  The following tables provide information on income, housing problems, 

and cost burdens for elderly renters.  Observations on this data follow the tables.  Strategies for elderly 

renters are found in the Effect of Housing Market Data on Strategies Section. 

 

Elderly Renter Households 
2009 CHAS Estimates 

Income Group No. % of Total 

Very Low Income 1,280 29.7% 

Low Income 1,420 32.9% 

Moderate Income 818 19.0% 

Subtotal < 80% AMI 3,518 81.6% 

Subtotal > 80% AMI 795 18.4% 

Elderly Renter Total 4,313 100.0% 

 

Elderly Renter Households with Housing Problems 
2009 CHAS Estimates 

 

Income Group 

 

All 

HHs 

w/HP 

% of Income 

Group 

Very Low Income 1,280 805 62.9% 

Low Income 1,420 850 59.9% 

Moderate Income 818 278 34.0% 

Subtotal < 80% AMI 3,518 1,933 54.9% 

Subtotal > 80% AMI 795 50 6.3% 

Elderly Renter Total 4,313 1,983 46.0% 

Note:  HH = Households, HP = Housing Problems 

 

 

Observations on Elderly Renter Households 

Income ¶ 81.6% of elderly renter households are low or moderate income. 
  

Housing 

Problems 

 

¶ 62.9% of very low income elderly renters and 59.9% of low income elderly 

renters have a housing problem of some type. 
  

Cost Burdens ¶ 20.0% of elderly renter households have a moderate housing cost burden, 

and 29.6% have a severe housing cost burden. 
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Non-Elderly Renter Housing Needs 
The 2009 CHAS estimates 23,617 non-elderly renter households live within the City of Grand Rapids, 

which represents 85% of all renters.  The following tables provide information on income, housing 

problems, and cost burdens for non-elderly renters.  Observations on this data follow the tables.  

Strategies for non-elderly renters are found in the Effect of Housing Market Data on Strategies Section.  

 

Non-Elderly Renter Households 
2009 CHAS Estimates 

Income Group No. % of Total 

Very Low Income 7,905 33.5% 

Low Income 4,485 19.0% 

Moderate Income 5,222 22.1% 

Subtotal < 80% of AMI 17,612 74.6% 

Subtotal > 80% of AMI 6,005 25.4% 

Non-Elderly Renter Total 23,617 100.0% 

 

Non-Elderly Renter Households with Housing Problems 
2009 CHAS Estimates 

 

Income Group 

 

All 

 

HHs w/HP 

% of Income 

Group 

Very Low Income 7,905 6,685 84.6% 

Low Income 4,485 3,680 82.1% 

Moderate Income 5,222 2,197 42.1% 

Subtotal < 80% of AMI 17,612 12,562 71.3% 

Subtotal > 80% of AMI 6,005 390 6.5% 

Non-Elderly Renter Total 23,617 12,952 54.8% 

Note:  HH = Households, HP = Housing Problems 

 

Observations on Non-Elderly Renter Households 

Income ¶ 74.6% of non-elderly renter households are low or moderate income. 
  

Housing 

Problems 

 

¶ 84.6% of very low income non-elderly renters and 82.1% of low income 

non-elderly renters have a housing problem of some type. 
  

Cost Burdens ¶ 22.4% of small family renter households have a moderate housing cost 

burden, and 35.8% have a severe housing cost burden. 

 ¶ 30.5% of large family renter households have a moderate housing cost 

burden, and 31.5% have a severe housing cost burden. 

 ¶ 18.9% of all other renter households have a moderate housing cost 

burden, and 24.6% have a severe housing cost burden. 
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Effect of Housing Market Data on Strategies 
 

Existing housing market conditions have a significant bearing on affordable housing strategies to be 

undertaƪŜƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƴŜȄǘ ŦƛǾŜ ȅŜŀǊǎΦ  aǳŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ bŜƛƎƘōƻǊƘƻƻŘ LƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘ tƭŀƴ ƛǎ ŘŜǊƛǾŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ 

Řŀǘŀ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ƳŀǊƪŜǘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎŀƭ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ ŎƻƴŎŜƴǘǊŀǘƛƴƎ ƛǘǎ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ DŜƴŜǊŀƭ 

Target Area (GTA).  See the section on the Neighborhood Investment Plan for more information. 

 

Housing Priorities 

!ǎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ōȅ I¦5Σ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ǘŀōƭŜ ǎǳƳƳŀǊƛȊŜǎ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ ōȅ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘ ǘȅǇŜ ŀƴŘ 

income group.   

 

Summary of Housing Priorities 
by Household Type and Income Groups 

 

Household Types 

Very Low 

Income 

Low 

Income 

Moderate 

Income 

Owners    

 Small Families, Large Families, All Other H H M 

 Elderly M M M 

Renters    

 Small Families, Large Families, All Other H H L 

 Elderly M M L 

 

Strategies for Owners 

Since non-elderly households with very low and low incomes have the greatest need and the fewest 

resources, these groups are designated as high priorities.  Owners with moderate incomes are 

designated medium priority.  Housing market data support a continued targeting of resources for 

housing rehabilitation programs within the General Target Area (GTA), where the majority of the older 

housing stock is located ς 61.2% of the housing units were built prior to 1940.  The treatment of lead-

based paint hazards and energy conservation improvements are important components of the 

rehabilitation strategy. (All low and moderate income homeowners in the GTA are eligible for 

homeowner rehabilitation assistance).  Minor home repairs provide a larger number of homes with 

assistance and special purpose repair programs, such as access modifications, are used to help owners 

stay in their homes. 

 

Within the GTA, single-family homes comprise 57.2% of the housing stock and two-family homes 

comprise 20.1%.  While providing homeownership opportunities has long been an important component 

ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ, the recent mortgage foreclosure crisis has only increased the importance 

of that strategy.  Many homes have been purchased by investors for rental purposes, and these homes 

are at risk of being lost to the homeownership stock.  Acquisition and rehabilitation for resale, along 

with selective new construction, is the primary strategy for adding owner units to the housing stock.   
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Despite historically low interest rates for mortgages and relatively low purchase prices compared to 

other communities, the lack of downpayment and/or an insufficient credit history are still obstacles to 

affordable homeownership.  With rents increasing at a rate faster than income, saving for entry costs to 

homeownership is very difficult.  Assistance with downpayment and closing costs is intended to help 

first-time homebuyers and supplement efforts to maintain the homeowner housing stock.   

 

¢ƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ŦƻǊ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǎǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ŀ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘ ƻŦ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǎŜǊǾƛces intended to help 

people access homeownership or simply stay in their homes.  Mortgage foreclosure counseling and 

intervention, legal assistance, and other housing counseling services are critical to that effort.  Financial 

counseling and credit repair programs are an essential companion strategy to opening the door to 

homeownership.  Given the significant portion of the Grand Rapids population that is non-English 

speaking, interpretation and translation services for real estate transactions are another strategy for 

ensuring access and fairness.   

 

Small Families.  Small family owners comprise 20,815 (27.6%) of the total households in the city.  

Of the 20,815 households, 16.7% have a moderate cost burden and 9.4% have a severe cost burden.  

Due to the large number of small family owners, this household type is a high priority for very low 

income and low income.  It is a medium priority for moderate income. 

 

Large Families.  Large family owners comprise 4,665 (6.4%) of the total households in the city.  

Of the 4,665 households, 19.5% have a moderate cost burden and 13.5% have a severe cost burden.  

Although this household type is not a large group, it is high priority because of its need for larger 

housing units and its housing cost burdens.  Large families are a high priority for very low income and 

low income.  It is a medium priority for moderate income. 

 

Other Households.  All other households comprise 10,175 (13.9%) of the total households in the 

city.  To the extent households within this group are eligible for federal housing assistance, very low 

income and low income are a high priority.  It is a medium priority for moderate income. 

 

Strategies for Elderly Owners 

The needs of elderly owner households are the same as other owner households.  Very low income, low 

income and moderate income elderly owners are given a medium priority, simply because the number 

of elderly owner households (13.3% of city households) is lower than the number of family and other 

households.  Elderly owner households have access to the same repair and rehabilitation programs and 

housing services as non-elderly families. 
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Strategies for Renters 

More than anything else, renters suffer from high housing cost burdens.  Very low income and low 

income renters are designated a high priority.  Moderate income renters have fewer cost burdens and 

somewhat more choice in the housing market, and are given a low priority.  (Rental households within 

this income group often have sufficient income to become homeowners through organizations such as 

Habitat for Humanity.)  Rental housing calls for a two-prong strategy.  The first is a rental rehabilitation 

program used to reward responsible rental property owners who make significant reinvestment in their 

properties.  The treatment of lead-based paint hazards and energy conservation improvements are 

important components of the rehabilitation strategy.  Since the majority of housing code complaints 

originate in the GTA, the second prong of the strategy is code compliance.  Compliance efforts are used 

to protect the viability of the rental housing stock, ensure minimum health and safety standards for 

renters, and stimulate private sector reinvestment.   

 

Where needed, the same access modifications available for owner units are also available for rental 

units throughout the city. 

 

Although the GTA has consistently experienced housing vacancy rates near 9% over the last several 

decades, it is now about 12.5%, with rental units more likely to be vacant than owner units.  While high 

rental vacancy rates would seem to say that the City has a sufficient supply of rental housing, data also 

show that Area Median Income has gone up only 1.6% since FY 2006, but area Fair Market Rents have 

increased by more than 10%, making rental affordability a growing problem in Grand Rapids.  The 2005-

09 ACS indicates that 56.5% of renter households have a cost burden in excess of 30% of their income.  

Since de-ŎƻƴŎŜƴǘǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǇƻǾŜǊǘȅ ƛǎ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ ǾŀƭǳŜǎΣ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŜǎ ǘƻ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǇǇƭȅ ƻŦ 

affordable and high quality rental housing are directed to mixed-income housing developments 

throughout the city, as well as permanent supportive housing for homeless special needs populations 

throughout the metropolitan area. 

 

Due to the cost burdens experienced by renters, tenant-based rental assistance is the most appropriate 

response to address affordability, but there are not enough funds to meet the demand.  To the extent 

HOME or other federal funds are not needed for housing development projects in the next five years, 

short-term rental assistance (not to exceed 24 months) may be available.  If so, it needs to be flexible 

enough to be used in ways consistent with the ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎ ǘƻ ŜƴŘ ƘƻƳŜƭŜǎǎƴŜǎǎ ŀƴŘ ōŜ 

targeted for homeless prevention and rapid re-housing.   

 

¢ƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ŦƻǊ ǊŜƴǘŜǊ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǎǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ŀ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘ ƻŦ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ services intended to 

help renters stay in their homes.  Strategies include crisis counseling and intervention as well as a close 

partnership with the Coalition to End Homelessness. 

 

Small Families.  Small family renters comprise 9,800 (13.4%) of the total households in the city.  

Of the 9,800 households, 22.4% have a moderate cost burden and 35.8% have a severe cost burden.  

Due to the depth of its housing cost burden, very low income and low income small families are a high 

priority.  Moderate income small family renters are a medium priority. 
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Large Families.  Large family renters comprise 2,050 (2.8%) of the total households in the city.  

Of the 2,050 households, 30.5% have a moderate cost burden and 31.5% have a severe cost burden.  

Although this household type is not a large group, it is high priority because of its need for larger 

housing units and its housing cost burdens.  Large families are a high priority for very low income and 

low income.  It is a medium priority for moderate income. 

 

Other Households.  All other households comprise 11,740 (16.0%) of the total households in the 

city.  Of the 11,740 households, 18.9% have a moderate cost burden and 24.6% have a severe cost 

burden.  To the extent households in this group are eligible for federal housing assistance, very low 

income and low income are a high priority.  It is a medium priority for moderate income. 

 

Strategies for Elderly Renters 

The needs of elderly renter households are the same as other renter households.  Very low income and 

low income elderly renters are given a medium priority, and moderate-income renters are given a low 

priority.  This is simply because the number of elderly renter households (5.9% of total city households) 

is lower than the number of family and other households.  Elderly renter households have access to the 

same rehabilitation programs and housing services as non-elderly families. 
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Grand Rapids Housing Commission (Public Housing) 
 

 

Mission Statement 

Grand Rapids Housing Commission 

The Grand Rapids Housing Commission provides housing assistance and affordable housing 

opportunities to lower-income families, the disabled and senior citizens in a manner that is fiscally 

sound and in ways that support families, neighborhoods and economic self sufficiency. 

 

 

The Grand Rapids Housing Commission (GRHC) is the local public housing authority (PHA).  The Housing 

Commission was established in 1966 as a special purpose body authorized to purchase, acquire, 

construct, maintain, operate, improve, repair or extend housing facilities and eliminate adverse housing 

conditions.  Funded primarily by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), the 

GRHC is independently administered and governed by a five-member board appointed by the City 

Commission.  The GRHC serves lower-income residents through a diverse portfolio of housing programs. 

 

Management and Operations 
Certifications and Oversight.  The Housing /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ǘŜŀƳ ƛǎ ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ 

National Association of Housing and Redevelopment Officials (NAHRO).  Certification includes ongoing 

instruction and testing.  Periodic reviews of management and operations are performed by HUD, the 

Michigan State Housing Development Authority (MSHDA), insurers, and private mortgage companies.  

The Housing Commission meets annually to determine a strategic plan based on outcomes and industry 

standards that are identified as high performance targets by government agencies.   

 

Housing Inventory.  The Grand Rapids Housing Commission was created to serve extremely low- 

and low-income renters in GRHC-owned projects.  With the advent of the Section 8 program, the GRHC 

expanded its services to include both project-based and tenant-based assistance.  Households aided by 

the Housing Commission include the elderly, disabled, and families (adults with children).  The following 

ŎƘŀǊǘ ǎǳƳƳŀǊƛȊŜǎ ǘƘŜ DwI/Ωǎ ƛƴǾŜƴǘƻǊȅ ƻŦ ŀǎǎƛǎǘŜŘ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎΦ  !ǎ ƻŦ early 2011, the Housing Commission 

managed 949 housing units in nine developments and 2,966 Housing Choice Vouchers.   
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Grand Rapids Housing Commission 

Assisted Housing Inventory - 2011 

 

Development  

 

Units 

 

Income Level Targeted 

 

Family Type 

Waiting 

List #s 

     

Public Housing     

Adams Park Apartments 188 Low & Moderate Elderly & Disabled 2,355 

Campau Commons Apartments 92 Low & Moderate Families  

6,344 Creston Plaza Apartments 100 Low & Moderate Families 

Scattered Sites 42 Low & Moderate Families 

Subtotal 422   8,699 

     

Other Developments     

Hope Community Transitional Housing 24 Extremely Low & Low Homeless Families NA 

Leonard Terrace Apartments 125 Extremely Low & Low Elderly (62 yrs +) 169 

Mount Mercy Apartments ς Phase I 125 Extremely Low & Low Elderly (55 yrs +) 148 

Mount Mercy Apartments ς Phase II 55 Extremely Low & Low Elderly (55 yrs +) 

Ransom Tower Apartments 153 Low & Moderate Elderly (62 yrs +) 16 

Sheldon Apartments 45 Extremely Low & Low Elderly & Disabled 406 

Subtotal 527   739 

     

Privately-Owned Developments 

(number of project-based units) 

    

Emerald Creek Apartments* 4 Extremely Low & Low Disabled 284 

Heron Court* 33 Extremely Low & Low Disabled 215 

Heron Manor Apartments* 22 Extremely Low & Low Elderly w/ disabilities 208 

Oroiquis Apartments* 27 Extremely Low & Low Disabled 217 

Subtotal    924 

     

Housing Choice Vouchers 2,966 Extremely Low & Low Families, Elderly & 

Disabled 

3,545 

     

Total 3,915   13,907 

Source:  Grand Rapids Housing Commission 

*  These units are included in the total number of units for each of these privately-owned housing developments and should 

ƴƻǘ ōŜ άŘƻǳōƭŜ-ŎƻǳƴǘŜŘέ ŀǎ ŀǎǎƛǎǘŜŘ ǳƴƛǘǎΦ  See Attachment A - Assisted Housing Inventory for more detailed information on 

Housing Commission sites. 

 

 Public Housing and Tenant-based Waiting Lists.  The Housing Commission maintains waiting 

lists for its public housing and tenant-based assistance programs.  The Housing Commission continues to 

accept and process applications for its subsidized housing developments.   
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The waiting list for Section 8 Housing Choice Vouchers closed on August 1, 2004, and did not re-open 

until a 5-day period between November 15 and 19, 2010.  During that time, 5,000 applications were 

received, of which 3,000 were chosen by a computerized random lottery to be added to the current list.  

The current number of people on the waiting list for Vouchers is 3,545.  The waiting list is closed again.   

 

Capital Fund Program.  The Housing Commission receives funding through the formula-based 

Capital Fund Program for renovations and physical improvements to the Adams Park, Campau Commons 

and Creston Plaza developments, and to the Scattered Site rental units.  The Housing Commission must 

document use of these funds by submitting an Annual Statement and a Five-Year Plan with a rolling base 

to HUD.  A rolling base means that the action plan must be updated annually to eliminate the previous 

year and to add an additional fifth year, so the plan always covers the present five-year period beginning 

with the current year.  The Housing Commission is advised yearly of the exact amount of dollars 

available.  The average fiscal year Capital Fund allocation has been $605,059.  

 

Plans for Improvement.  ¢ƘŜ IƻǳǎƛƴƎ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ C¸ нлм1 ς FY 2014 Plan provides 

considerable detail on plans for upgrading the housing developments under the ownership of the GRHC.  

The following is a brief summary of the existing condition of the facilities and plans for renovation. 

 

 

Grand Rapids Housing Commission 

Physical Conditions and Plans for Improvements 

 

Developments 

 

Current Condition 

Major Items in the  

FY 11 ς FY 14 Improvement Plan  

GRHC Public Housing 

Adams Park Apartments Excellent Condition, 

renovated in 2010 

Rooftop heat exchanger. 

Campau Commons Apartments Excellent Condition, 

newly built 2007 

Fencing, exterior paint, drainage system, and 

concrete work. 

Creston Plaza Apartments Needs Renovation If funding becomes available under Hope VI or 

LIHTC, the development would be demolished and 

rebuilt on site.  Otherwise, ongoing maintenance 

items totaling $1,719,980 through FY 2014 are 

planned. 

Scattered Sites  Roof repairs, fencing, exterior doors, and concrete 

work. 

Other GRHC Developments 

Hope Community Good Condition Deck replacement, fence repairs, cabinetry and 

countertop replacement, appliances, flooring, and 

lighting. 

Leonard Terrace Apartments Good Condition HVAC system replacements, concrete repairs, 

office and common area upgrades, power wash 

exterior, paint corridors, new light fixtures, and 

window replacement.  
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Grand Rapids Housing Commission 

Physical Conditions and Plans for Improvements 

 

Developments 

 

Current Condition 

Major Items in the  

FY 11 ς FY 14 Improvement Plan  

Mount Mercy Apartments Good Condition Corridor paint and carpet, domestic hot water 

heater, air make up unit replacement, appliances, 

unit paint and carpet, and roof repairs.  

Ransom Tower Apartments Excellent Condition, 

renovated 2009 

Window replacement, air make up unit 

replacement, domestic water heater and heat 

boiler replacement, plumbing repairs, common 

area improvements including ceilings, doors, 

carpet, and paint. 

Sheldon Apartments Excellent Condition, 

renovation and new 

construction in 2005 

Maintenance storage area, card access reader, 

exterior lighting, drainage system, concrete repair, 

and painting.  

Source:  Grand Rapids Housing Commission 

 

 Section 504 Needs Assessment.  As a result of the Section 504 Needs Assessment, the Housing 

Commission has modified existing structures (both common areas and dwelling units) to accommodate 

persons with disabilities and dedicates as much as 10% of its new construction to barrier-free units.  

Policies, applications, forms and services have also been modified to make reasonable accommodations. 

 

 Hope VI and Other Development.  While the majority of the units maintained by the Housing 

Commission are in good condition, one of the public housing family developments, Creston Plaza 

Apartments, is in need of demolition and reconstruction.  A Creston Plaza Revitalization Plan was 

developed, and the Housing Commission applied for Hope VI Revitalization Grant funding to complete 

the Creston project.  The grant application was not awarded.  Due to unfavorable money markets, tax 

credit development has not been a viable option for this project.  More information regarding the 

Creston Plaza Revitalization Plan can be found under the Living Environment heading within this section.   

 

The Housing Commission also intends to seek funding to construct 48 units of Scattered Site Public 

Housing.   

 

Living Environment 
The Housing Commission is committed to improving the living environment for its residents through a 

variety of methods, with a focus on resident initiatives. 

 

 Safety and Security.  The Housing Commission acknowledges that a safe and secure 

environment is fundamental to the success of its housing developments.  The GRHC plans to continue its 

commitment to public safety through the following actions.   

¶ {ǳǇǇƻǊǘ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƭŀǿ ŜƴŦƻǊŎŜƳŜƴǘ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ƪŜŜǇ DwI/ 

developments and the surrounding neighborhoods safe and secure. 
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¶ {ǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ǇƻƭƛŎƛƴƎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ DwI/Ωǎ ŦŀƳƛƭȅ ǎƛǘŜ /ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ /ŜƴǘŜǊǎΣ 

establishing on-site Grand Rapids Police Department (GRPD) offices, and meeting with 

neighborhood officers on a regular basis to develop functional anti-crime strategies. 

¶ Continue aggressive screening procedures to reduce evictions due to violations of criminal 

laws. 

¶ Continue to provide on-site security guards at Adams Park Apartments.  Seek additional 

funding so the GRHC can expand security services.  

 

 Resident Involvement in Management.  To encourage resident participation in management, 

the GRHC formed a Resident Advisory Board, comprised of residents representing the various housing 

sites as well as voucher holders.  The Resident Advisory Board reviews policies and activities of the GRHC 

and makes suggestions for future initiatives.  In addition, individual housing developments offer 

opportunities for development of resident associations, crime prevention teams, and resident initiatives 

such as the operation of food pantries, social events and life skills curricula. 

 

 Family Self Sufficiency.  The Family Self Sufficiency (FSS) Program gives low-income public 

housing residents and Housing Choice Voucher Program participants the opportunity to accrue funds 

when new employment or a change in employment increases household income and the amount of rent 

a family pays.  The GRHC deposits the difference between a participatiƴƎ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘΩǎ ōŀǎŜ ŀƴŘ ŀŘƧǳǎǘŜŘ 

rents in an escrow account to benefit the family.  Families that successfully complete the FSS program 

receive the funds from their escrow accounts, and many use their funds toward the purchase of a home.  

(See the homeownership programs below.)  As of early 2011, 365 participants are enrolled in the FSS 

program.  Over the next five years, the Housing Commission intends to expand the program to support 

the self-sufficiency goals of 300 additional low-income families.   

 

Section 5(h) Homeownership Program and Section 32 Homeownership Program.  The Housing 

/ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ {ŜŎǘƛƻƴ рόƘύ IƻƳŜƻǿƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ tǊƻƎǊŀƳ ƻǇŜǊŀǘŜǎ ƛƴ ŎƻƴƧǳƴŎǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ƛǘǎ {ŎŀǘǘŜǊŜŘ {ƛǘŜ 

public housing development program.  Through the two programs to date, the GRHC has built or 

substantially rehabilitated 150 single-family homes, then has leased these homes to qualified low-

income families.  Leaseholders have the option to purchase the property they occupy.  Thus far, 128 

leaseholders have exercised their option to purchase a home.  The Commission will continue to 

administer this program.  The GRHC uses proceeds from the sale of these homes to support additional 

affordable housing opportunities.   

 

The Housing Commission intends to develop a new Section 32 Homeownership Program through which 

48 new single-family homes will become available to low-income families.   

 

 Section 8 Homeownership Program.  The Housing Commission intends to continue 

implementation of the Section 8 Homeownership Program.  Under this program, qualified low-income 

families are able to apply their Housing Choice Voucher assistance toward the purchase of a home.  

Since the inception of the program in 2000, 70 clients have become homeowners. 
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 Resident Services Program.  The majority of Housing Commission public housing residents have 

supportive housing needs.  To assist these residents, the GRHC Resident Services Program provides on-

staff case management professionals who are available to assist residents of senior/disabled and family 

housing developments operated by the Housing Commission.  In addition to providing direct services to 

residents, the Housing Commission partners with local educational, social service, and faith-based 

organizations to bring residents a broad array of supportive programs and services.  During the next five 

ȅŜŀǊǎΣ ǘƘŜ IƻǳǎƛƴƎ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ƛƴǘŜƴŘǎ ǘƻ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ ƛǘǎ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ 

economic opportunity and increased quality of life.  The GRHC plans to: 

¶ Apply for funding for Family Self Sufficiency (FSS) coordinators to continue implementation 

of the FSS Program, and will continue to implement on-site self sufficiency programs at 

Campau Commons, Creston Plaza, and Scattered Site family housing developments. 

¶ Continue to provide case management and other supportive services for families, empower 

the disabled to live independently, and enable the elderly to age in place. 

¶ Seek funding for Resident Services Specialists to assist Network180 clients at Adams Park 

Apartments. 

¶ Leverage community partnerships available to gain social work interns and supportive 

community volunteers, and to maximize the accessibility and effectiveness of community 

resources available to participants in GRHC programs. 

¶ Foster strong community partnerships by instituting a program to publicly recognize 

outstanding partner contributions to GRHC programs and services. 

¶ Support the Resident Advisory Board to ensure commission-wide representation. 
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E = Elderly  D = Persons with Disabilities  F = Families 

 

Grand Rapids Housing Commission 
Supportive Housing Needs 

 
Facility 

Adams 
Park 

Campau 
Commons 

Creston 
Plaza 

Hope 
Community 

Leonard 
Terrace 

Mount 
Mercy 

Ransom 
Tower 

Sheldon 
Apts 

Scattered 
Site 

Population(s) Served E, D F, E, D F, E, D F E, D E, D E E, D F 

Percent of Residents with Supportive 
Service Needs 

66% 85% 85% 95% 66% 66% 66% 60% 85% 

          

Services Needed          

Budgeting/Life Skills  X X X     X 

Case Management X X X X X X X X X 

Child Care  X X X      

Child Development  X X X     X 

Credit/Asset Management  X X X     X 

Education  X X X     X 

Employment  X X X     X 

Food Pantry X X X  X X X X  

Furniture X X X X X X X X  

Health Services X X X X X X X X X 

Home Health Aides X    X X X X  

Housekeeping Aides X    X X X X  

Job Training/Readiness  X X X     X 

Laundry X    X X X X  

Mental Health Services X     X X X  

Parenting  X X X     X 

Shopping X    X X X X  

Socialization Programs X    X X X X  

Substance Abuse Programs X X X       

Transportation X X X X X X X X  
Source:  Grand Rapids Housing Commission 
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Creston Plaza Apartments Revitalization Plan 
The Housing Commission is committed to working with community partners to improve the physical 

condition and living environment of the neighborhoods surrounding its housing developments.  During 

the term of this Plan, the Grand Rapids Housing Commission intends to continue to work with residents, 

community leaders, and public and private partners to revitalize the Creston Plaza housing 

development.  

 

A 4-month planning process conducted in collaboration with Creston Plaza residents and other 

stakeholders resulted in a proposed project designed to transform the neighborhood from an area of 

concentrated poverty and social distress to a healthy, mixed-income environment.  Specific goals are to: 

 

¶ Deconcentrate the population of very-low and low-income families. 

¶ Create a racially integrated, mixed-income environment. 

¶ Provide greater housing choices for families, seniors, and the disabled. 

¶ Better integrate the apartments with the surrounding neighborhood. 

 

The revitalization plan includes demolishing the existing 100 apartments on the Creston Plaza site and 

developing a total of 91 on- and 9 off-site units.  On-site development would include 63 low-density 

units and 28 medium-density apartments laid out in a traditional neighborhood configuration.  Off-site 

development would include new construction or acquisition and rehab of 9 units of housing for families.  

Forty-eight (48) affordable homes would be constructed on vacant parcels located thorough the city.  

These would become ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ DwI/Ωǎ {ŎŀǘǘŜǊŜŘ {ƛǘŜ ŀƴŘ {ŜŎǘƛƻƴ у IƻƳŜƻǿƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎ. 

 

The GRHC will offer residents a variety of relocation options, including Housing Choice Voucher 

assistance, and relocation to other GRHC developments.  Assistance in evaluating alternate subsidized 

housing options in the area will also be provided.  Residents will have the option to relocate back to the 

Creston Plaza Apartments when the revitalization project is complete. 
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Priority Public Housing Needs 
The following table identifies priority public housing needs for the period July 1, 2011 ς June 30, 2014. 

 

Grand Rapids Housing Commission 

FY 2011 ς FY 2014 Priority Public Housing Needs 

 

Public Housing Need Category 

Priority Need Level 

(High, Medium, Low) 

Estimated 

Funding Needed 

   

Restoration and Revitalization   

Capital Improvements H $ 2,422,036 

Modernization   

Rehabilitation   

Other (Specify)   

 Hope VI Creston Plaza Apartments M $ 16,000,000 

   

Management and Operations H $ 15,252,000 

   

Improved Living Environment   

Neighborhood Revitalization (non-capital)   

Capital Improvements   

Safety/Crime Prevention/Drug Elimination H $ 160,000 

Other (Specify)   

 Elderly Case Management and 
 Supportive Services 

H $ 1,560,000 

 Family Case Management and 
 Supportive Services 

M  

 FSS Case Management  LIPH H $ 262,000 

   

Economic Opportunity   

Resident Services/Family Self Suf.  HCV  $ 779,000 

Other (specify)    

   

Total  $ 36,435,036 

Source:  Grand Rapids Housing Commission 
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Lead-based Paint Hazards 
 

This section provides an overview of issues surrounding lead hazards and childhood poisoning, and 

examines relevant data for Grand Rapids.  The estimated number of housing units with lead-based paint 

hazards, successes to date, continuing strategies to reduce the number of units with lead-based paint 

hazards, and how lead-based paint hazard reduction is integrated into housing policies and programs is 

described.   

 

Number of Housing Units with Lead-based Paint Hazards 
A national survey conducted in 2002 established estimates for the percentage of homes containing lead-

based paint, based on the year of construction.  Utilizing these percentages and 2000 Census data, it 

was determined that 40,712, or approximately 52%, of ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǳƴƛǘǎ were at potential risk for 

lead-based paint hazards in 2000.   

 

Units with Potential Lead-based Paint Hazards 

2000 Census 

 

Year Built 

 

Est. % of Units w/ 

Lead Hazards 

City GTA Non-GTA 

Total w/  Lead 

Hazards 

Total w/ Lead 

Hazards 

Total w/  Lead 

Hazards 

< 1949 90% * 28,492 25,643 21,597 19,438 6,895 6,205 

1940 ς 1959 57% * 22,504 12,827 9,232 5,262 13,272 7,565 

1960 - 1979 11% * 16,601 1,826 4,224 465 12,377 1,361 

җ мфул Ҍ 4% * 10,392 416 1,914 77 8,478 339 

Total  77,988 40,712 36,967 25,242 41,022 15,470 

Source:  2000 Census for Grand Rapids MI, and The Prevalence of Lead-based Paint Hazards in U.S. Housing, David E. Jacobs, et al, 

Environmental Health Perspectives, Vol. 10, No. 10.  October 2002.  Percentages were adjusted for the Upper Midwest, with a 10% margin of 

error.   

 

 Occupied Housing Units.  As of 2000, there were 4,712 vacant housing units in Grand Rapids.  

Assuming these vacant units were evenly distributed across all years of construction, then an estimated 

2,462 housing units with lead hazards were vacant, and conversely, 38,264 units with potential lead 

hazards were occupied. 

 

 Households with Young Children.  As of 2000, 9.6% of Grand Rapids households had children 0 

ς 5 years of age.  Assuming that households with small children were equally distributed across all years 

of construction, there were a projected 3,673 occupied housing units with children 0 ς 5 years of age 

that contain lead hazards. 

 

Low- and Moderate-Income Persons.  As of 2000, 64.6% of the population within the GTA was 

Low- or Moderate-Income (LMI), with 36.7% of non-GTA residents classified as such.  Based on these 
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statistics, it is estimated low- and moderate-income persons occupied approximately 21,982 housing 

units that contained lead hazards in 2000.   

 

Needs Assessment 
Affects of Lead Poisoning.  Lead is highly toxic and can affect virtually every system of the body.  

The people most at risk from high exposure are fetuses, infants, and children under age six because they 

absorb lead more readily than adults and lead interferes with development at that age.  As a result, 

permanent brain damage, reduced intelligence and attention span, reading and learning disabilities, and 

hyperactivity can occur.   

 

Since most lead-poisoned children show no obvious symptoms, the vast majority of childhood 

poisoning cases go undiagnosed and untreated.  Blood lead testing is the only way to confirm exposure.  

The results of a blood lead test are reported in micrograms (µg) per deciliter (dL) of blood.  The Centers 

for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) consider a child with a blood level at or above 10 µg/dL to be 

lead poisoned.  However, most recent studies indicate that significant developmental damage can occur 

at lower blood lead levels.  Therefore, preventative interventions for children with blood lead levels 

between 5 ς 9 µg/dL are also very important.  

 

Sources of Lead Poisoning.  The most common source of childhood exposure to lead is 

deteriorated lead-based paint.  Young children most frequently become poisoned by inadvertently 

ingesting lead contained in household dust during the course of normal hand-to-mouth activity.  Friction 

and impact points on windows and doors release high levels of lead dust into the home, where it 

accumulates in window wells and sills, as well as on floors.  These are the surfaces children most come 

in contact with as they learn to crawl and begin to walk.  Because higher childhood blood lead levels are 

associated with older housing and lower household income, both of which are concentrated within the 

/ƛǘȅΩǎ D¢!Σ ǘƘƛǎ ŀǊŜŀ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ŦƻŎǳǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƭŜŀŘ-based paint hazards.   

 

Childhood Lead Screening.  The Kent County Health Department (KCHD) performs childhood 

lead screenings for children participating in the WIC (Women, Infants and Children) program.  Of the 

4,976 children under age six tested in calendar year 2007, 909 were found to have blood lead levels < 10 

µg /dL, while мфм ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴ ǳƴŘŜǊ ŀƎŜ ǎƛȄ ƘŀŘ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ җ мл µg /dL.  The map on the following page 

illustrates the concentration of the housing units where the lead poisoned children live.   
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Lead-based Paint Poisoning Risk in Grand Rapids 
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Successful Lead Treatment Actions through June 30, 2010 
The City of Grand Rapids received a Lead Hazard Control (LHC) grant and a Lead Hazard Reduction 

Demonstration (LHRD) grant in 2003, a second Lead Hazard Reduction Demonstration (LHRD) grant in 

2005, and additional Lead Hazard Reduction Demonstration and Lead Hazard Control grants in 2008.  As 

of June 30, 2010 there have been more than $9.5 million in construction contracts for lead hazard 

remediation, $4.6 million of which was from local funds.  The following outcomes have been achieved: 

 

¶ 918 homes are now lead safe. 

¶ 796 landlords and contractors have been trained in lead-safe work practices. 

¶ 43 women, minority, low-income individuals, and contractors have received Lead Abatement 

Professional training.  

¶ 757 individuals have been trained in lead-safe cleaning practices. 

 

Strategies to Reduce Lead-based Paint Hazards 
The City will continue to participate with the Healthy Homes Coalition of West Michigan, a community 

coalition representing local organizations involved in government, health care, housing and education.   

 

The Get the Lead Out! collaborative was facilitated as a pilot project of the Community Leadership 

Institute at Aquinas College.  As the pilot phase came to an end in 2005, collaboration leaders met to 

plan for the future.  The group decided the work to end childhood lead poisoning needed to continue, 

and that lessons learned from the successful Get the Lead Out! campaign should be applied to other 

childhood environmental health issues.  Key elements of the 2007 Get the Lead Out! Strategic Plan 

ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ŦƻǊ ŜƴǎǳǊƛƴƎ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ƘƻƳŜs are lead safe, the community understands the causes of childhood 

lead poisoning, and that all children 0 ς 5 years of age are assessed for lead risk and receive appropriate 

testing and treatment. 

 

To sustain these efforts, the Healthy Homes Coalition of West Michigan was incorporated as a non-profit 

organization with the State of Michigan in August 2006, the same year the Get the Lead Out! campaign 

was recognized by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency with a Children's Environmental Health 

Excellence Award.  Today, Healthy Homes focuses on childhood lead poisoning, carbon monoxide and 

radon poisoning, and other household environmental hazards that contribute to childhood illnesses.   

 

The City intends to pursue funding opportunities for lead-based paint hazard remediation and other 

healthy homes initiatives in the next five years in continued partnership with the Kent County Health 

Department and the Healthy Homes Coalition. 

 

Integration of Lead-based Paint Hazard Treatment into Policies and Programs 
Housing Rehabilitation Programs.  The City currently operates a number of housing 

rehabilitation programs through its Community Development 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘΩǎ Housing Rehabilitation 

Division.  Occupants of units assisted under these programs are provided with an informational notice 

on lead-based paint issues.  (This notice is available in Spanish as well as English.)  As part of the 
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application process, the occupant is asked to provide information about potential lead-based paint 

concerns, including questions regarding the presence of children under the age of six and whether the 

children have elevated blood lead levels.  The application also gives specific information about the 

availability of lead screening blood tests. 

 

Under existing procedures, when housing rehabilitation work exceeds $5,000, a risk assessment is 

obtained and all identified lead hazards are treated (unless the work qualifies as exempt per the Lead-

Safe Housing Rule, June 2004).  Corrective action to remove lead-based paint hazards is incorporated 

into the project design.  The corrective action includes such items as enclosure of lead painted surfaces 

through installation of vinyl siding, removal of contaminated bare soil, encapsulation of defective paint 

surfaces, and replacement of deteriorated wood windows.  The services of an independent Risk Assessor 

are included as part of the project evaluation and clearance testing. 

 

The Community Development Department also provides funding to nonprofit housing developers for 

new construction and rehabilitation of both rental and owner housing.  Nonprofit developers using 

federal funding for rehabilitation must comply with the Lead-Safe Housing Rule.  To ensure compliance, 

City Housing Rehabilitation staff review a risk assessment and lead-based paint inspection performed for 

each proposed property.  Prior to commencement of work, staff verifies that the treatment plan 

properly addresses all identified hazards and confirms the selected contractor is properly licensed to 

perform the work.  Following completion of the rehabilitation, City staff verifies that clearance is 

obtained before units are approved for occupancy. 

 

 Housing Code Enforcement.  The following section was added to the /ƛǘȅΩǎ IƻǳǎƛƴƎ /ƻŘŜ ƛƴ 

recent years and is enforced through routine certification inspections and complaint inspections. 

 

άSection 8.587.  Loose Paint Particles. 

 

(1) Loose Paint Particles, Removal Required. The owner of a dwelling or dwelling unit shall not 

allow loose paint particles in the interior or exterior of a dwelling or dwelling unit. If the 

loose paint on the cited surface can be satisfactorily demonstrated to not contain lead, no 

hazardous condition shall exist.  

(2) Bare Soil. From May 1 through October 31, bare soil located within thirty (30) inches of the 

foundation wall of any structure is prohibited and shall be presumed to be a hazardous 

condition. Such presumed hazardous condition shall be corrected by proper installation of 

dense vegetation, permanent paving material, or a minimum six-inch deep cover of loose 

material such as bark, wood chips, or stone, unless the owner provides testing performed by 

a Risk Assessor or Lead Paint Inspector that the cited soil does not contain lead hazards.  

(3) Remodeling, Repair or Painting. Any remodeling, repair or painting of residential structures 

constructed prior to 1978 is to be conducted in compliance with the Lead Safe Work 

Practices as established by the United States Environmental Protection Agency and/or the 

United States Office of Housing and Urban Development.έ  
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Lead-Safe Housing Registry.  The City of Grand Rapids maintains a Lead-Safe Housing registry.  It 

lists addresses where lead hazard treatment has been successfully completed.  The registry may be 

viewed through ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ /ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜ ǳƴŘŜǊ IƻǳǎƛƴƎ wŜƘŀōƛƭƛǘŀǘƛƻƴΣ 

Lead Safe Housing Registry:  http://www.grcity.us/index.pl?page_id=3222. 

  

http://www.grcity.us/index.pl?page_id=3222
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Impediments to Fair Housing 
 

The City of Grand Rapids completed an Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (AI) study in 

2010, as required by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development.  Six (6) local 

impediments were identified, along with recommendations on possible ways to resolve these problems. 

 

Identified Impediments and Recommendations 
 Lack of Education and Awareness of Fair Housing Laws.  The AI found there is a lack of fair 

housing education and awareness in the community.  Among housing industry professionals, the issue is 

primarily the need for ongoing training in fair housing.  New landlords are not aware of fair housing 

rights and often place discriminatory advertisements on rental websites.  Unlike the print media, web 

site staff does not monitor the content of its ads for compliance with fair housing laws.   

 

  Recommendations:  Given the variety of audiences that would benefit from increased 

education and awareness of fair housing laws, different types of educational approaches should be 

developed to provide the most favorable outcomes.   

 

¶ Provide continuing education on fair housing topics to housing industry professionals (Realtors®, 

lenders, developers, investors, and property owners).   

¶ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇ ŀƴŘ ƳŀǊƪŜǘ ŀ άŦŀƛǊ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǎŎƘƻƻƭέ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ǿŜō-based curriculum.  Topics would include, 

but not be limited to: discriminatory practices, enforcement options, and reasonable 

accommodations for persons with disabilities.   

¶ Develop printed materials on fair housing to be made available to housing professionals, home 

sellers and buyers, and the general public.   

¶ Find creative methods to reach new landlords and encourage them to learn more about fair 

housing.   

¶ Find creative ways to approach web sites that advertise the availability of renter and owner 

units to obtain voluntary compliance with fair housing guidelines.   

 

Language Barriers for Non-English Speaking Populations.  The 2005-09 ACS data indicate that 

мн҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ όover 23,000 people) was born outside the United States or its territories.  

The Grand Rapids Public Schools indicate 49 non-English languages were spoken by its students.  (The 

primary language of 86% of these students is Spanish.)  The AI found that non-English speaking 

populations in Grand Rapids have a difficult experience when renting or buying a home.  While 

interpreter services are available to a degree, they are not routinely used in the local real estate 

industry.  Furthermore, even when family members attempt to interpret, complicated rental or 

purchase information is often not fully understood. 

 

 Recommendations:  Interpretation and translation services should be expanded and 

targeted to real estate transactions where the renter or buyer is non-English speaking.  Interpreters 
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need to be trained in real estate and fair housing laws to ensure that information is accurately 

exchanged between the parties to the transaction.   

 

 Limited Minority Access to Credit from Prime Lenders.  Grand Rapids 2002 HMDA data indicate 

that prime lenders made more loans in White and upper-income neighborhoods than in minority and 

low-income neighborhoods.   Grand Rapids 2005 data revealed that the Grand Rapids lending market 

had a disproportionate rate of subprime refinance loans compared to national medians.  Grand Rapids 

2008 data indicate that African Americans and Hispanics are given higher proportions of subprime loans 

than Whites are.  Lǘ ƛǎ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƭŜƴŘŜǊǎΩ ǇŀǘǘŜǊƴǎ ŀƴŘ ƳŀǊƪŜǘƛƴƎ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǊ ƻŦǘŜƴ Ǉƭŀȅ ŀ ǊƻƭŜ ƛƴ ǿƘŜǊŜ 

applications are taken and from whom. 

 

 Recommendations:  A strategy of outreach and education of local lenders, coupled with 

a follow-up program of testing and enforcement, is recommended to enable minorities to gain greater 

access to prime conventional mortgages and reduce the use of subprime credit.  To the extent that 

credit history is an obstacle to obtaining a mortgage (or limiting people to subprime loans), a neutral 

organization could expand its services to include credit repair and counseling services targeting 

residents of the central city and develop referral partnerships with lenders. 

 

Limited Supply of Accessible Housing.  Except in downtown, most residential construction in 

Grand Rapids is comprised of single-family units or small developments.  The Michigan Residential Code 

governs new construction in 1 ς 3 unit buildings, and does not require handicap accessible units.  The 

Michigan Building Code governs construction in larger developments but does not require handicap 

accessible units in housing projects less than 20 units.  As a result, there are few accessible housing units 

in the city.  Most existing housing is old and usually needs to be modified to become accessible.  Per the 

single year 2009 ACS, an estimated 10.6% (20,109) of Grand wŀǇƛŘǎΩ ƴƻƴ-institutionalized residents had 

a disability.  In Grand Rapids, there are more people with disabilities ages 18 to 64 than in the disabled 

senior population.  Of the disabled population, 60% (10,557) were under age 65, suggesting a market for 

accessible housing sized for families.   

 

 Recommendations:  Determine whether it is feasible to require that a portion of 

housing units built or substantially rehabilitated with federal housing funds conform to universal design 

standards.  ¢ƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ Community Development Department is sensitive to the issue of accessibility and 

ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘǎ ƳƻŘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻƴ ŀƴ άŀǎ-ƴŜŜŘŜŘέ basis in owner-occupied units.  Universal design 

standards would make homes easier to live in now and would set the stage for further housing 

modifications if needed in the future.  Furthermore, the concepts of universal design should be 

encouraged in all private housing developments.   

 

Enforcement of the Local Fair Housing Ordinance.  The AI found it has proven difficult for the 

/ƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŜƴŦƻǊŎŜ ǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ CŀƛǊ IƻǳǎƛƴƎ ƻǊŘƛƴŀƴŎŜ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƴƎ ǎƻǳǊŎŜ ƻŦ ƛƴŎƻƳŜΦ  ¢ƘŜ άǎƻǳǊŎŜ ƻŦ ƛƴŎƻƳŜέ 

language is intended to help people holding Section 8 rental vouchers obtain housing of their choice.  

The City is unable to successfully prosecute violations of the local ordinance protecting source of income 



97 
0097dsha11b  FY 2012 ς FY 2016 Housing and Community Development Plan 

because City staff does not have personal knowledge of the facts, which is a requirement to sign the 

appearance ticket for violations of City code.  

 

 Recommendation:  It is recommended that the existing Fair Housing Ordinance 

enforcement issue be reviewed to determine if there is another legal method to enforce the intent of 

the ordinance.   

 

 Funding for Continued Fair Housing Testing, Enforcement, Education and Outreach.  

Discrimination in housing-related activities exists in the community and fair housing work is still needed.  

However, funding for testing, enforcement, education, and outreach, as well as periodic studies on 

special topics, is a persistent challenge for the community.  Routine testing and enforcement of the law 

combined with community outreach and education are the foundation of fair housing.  Without these 

tools, voluntary compliance would be seriously hampered.  However, economic conditions make 

fundraising difficult.   

 

 Recommendation:  It is recommended that the City of Grand Rapids continue funding 

basic fair housing activities such as testing, enforcement and education, and advocate for change to 

CDBG regulations so that funding for fair housing activities are not subject to funding caps. 

 

NOTE:  Over the course of the AI study, considerable input was heard on affordable housing issues as 

well as fair housing issues.  Those comments have been incorporated into various sections of this Plan. 
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Barriers to Affordable Housing 
 

The City of Grand Rapids has a long history of focusing its policies, regulations, and administrative 

procedures in ways that remove or ameliorate barriers to affordable housing.  Grand Rapids is a land-

locked, central city with an economically, racially and ethnically diverse population.  Local government 

policies are intended to increase housing opportunities not only for low- and moderate-income groups, 

but also to encourage more racial and economic diversity within city neighborhoods.  In the 

development of City policies and procedures, special care is taken to ensure that City practices are not 

exclusionary or discriminatory.   

 

Existing City Policies Supporting Affordable Housing 
For many years now, the City has worked in good faith with affordable housing providers to identify and 

remove unnecessary, excessive, or procedural problems that may impact the affordability of housing.  

Following is a brief summary of existing programs, plans, and regulations which support affordable 

housing in Grand Rapids. 

 

2002 Master Plan.  ¢ƘŜ aŀǎǘŜǊ tƭŀƴ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ άDǊŜŀǘ bŜƛƎƘōƻǊƘƻƻŘǎέ ǇǊƻƳƻǘŜǎ ŀ ōǊƻŀŘ ǊŀƴƎŜ 

of housing options.  The Master Plan calls for a variety of housing unit types to meet the needs of a 

diverse population.  The intent is to provide a range of housing types within neighborhoods to 

accommodate all residents regardless of income, special need or place in the life cycle (e.g. single, 

married, with children, empty nest, retired).  See the Zoning Ordinance below for specific examples.   

 

Zoning Ordinance.  The Zoning Ordinance is the regulatory device that implements the Master 

Plan.  A total re-write of the outdated 1969 ordinance was completed in 2007.  Key provisions in the 

ordinance include permitting live-work units, allowing accessory dwelling units in single-family 

neighborhoods, encouraging mixed-use buildings (with housing on the upper floors) in commercial 

districts, and promoting infill development by permitting small homes on narrow lots.  Enabling these 

housing options provides for less expensive types of housing to be built in the City.   

 

In addition, the new Zoning Ordinance has made it easier for large group foster care homes to be built 

outside the GTA, and provides a density bonus for mixed-income housing projects.  The Zoning 

Ordinance also established staff review and approval standards for many types of development projects.  

By eliminating the requirement for Planning Commission approval, a developer or builder is able to 

obtain approval more quickly and at a lower fee.   

 

Development Center.  The Development Center, formed in 1998, is a one-stop service for plan 

review and building permit approvals.  Most plan reviews are completed in 5 days or less, and many 

building permits, including new single-family homes, can be approved within 1 day.  A speedy approval 

process saves the developer or builder both time and money. 
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Uniform Building Code.  State law requires all municipalities to adopt and enforce the Michigan 

Building Code or relinquish enforcement to the State.  The result for developers and builders is a 

consistent code from jurisdiction to jurisdiction, thereby reducing uncertainty and construction costs. 

 

Michigan Rehabilitation Code.  The Michigan Rehab Code provides an optional, and typically 

more flexible, approach to the rehabilitation of existing buildings.  The City uses this Code at the request 

of the developer or builder.  The flexibility of this Code usually results in reduced construction costs. 

 

No Impact Fees.  The City of Grand Rapids does not attach impact fees to developments.  In fact, 

there is considerable opinion to suggest that such fees cannot be levied under Michigan law. 

 

 Homeowner and Rental Rehabilitation Programs.  Recently, the City updated its Housing and 

Rental Rehabilitation Policies to encourage the inclusion of energy efficiency and water conservation 

measures.  The incremental increase in cost to install higher efficiency products is now a grant with no 

repayment required.  The Housing Rehabilitation Policy was also amended to reduce the maximum 

ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ǊŀǘŜ ǘƻ н҈Φ  ¢ƘŜ wŜƴǘŀƭ wŜƘŀōƛƭƛǘŀǘƛƻƴ tǊƻƎǊŀƳ tƻƭƛŎȅ ǿŀǎ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ŀƳŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƻ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜ άƎǊŜŜƴέ 

materials such as low-VOC paints and adhesives, recycled carpeting, and linoleum in lieu of vinyl 

flooring.   

 

Sales Policy for City-owned Tax-Reverted Property.  ¦ƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƭŜ ƻŦ ǘŀȄ-

reverted property, nonprofit housing developers are given the first opportunity to purchase vacant and 

abandoned houses in the GTA for rehabilitation (or demolition and on-site replacement).  This policy 

encourages tax-reverted homes to be rehabilitated to high standards and to be resold to homeowners, 

rather than be acquired for investment purposes.  This policy may change when the Kent County Land 

Bank is operational. 

 

 HUD Dollar Sales Program.  The City participates with the local HUD office in the Dollar Sales 

Program for FHA-repossessed homes.  The City, in collaboration with nonprofit housing developers, 

created a process to obtain these homes and convey them to nonprofits.  Following rehabilitation, the 

homes will be made available for either affordable owner or rental housing.  Proceeds from the sale of 

properties will be shared by the City and the developer and used for other community development 

activities. 

 

Demolition Policy.  A residential property may not be demolished in the City unless it meets one 

of three conditions.  It must be under Repair of Demolish Orders under the Housing Code, be deemed to 

be a serious threat to health and safety under the Building Code, or have a redevelopment plan 

approved by the Planning Department staff or Planning Commission.  As a result, homes are more likely 

to remain in the affordable housing stock.   

 

Payment in Lieu of Taxes (PILOT) Policy.  The City Commission, on a case-by-case basis, may 

permit a 4% payment in lieu of property taxes for rental developments that serve lower-income 

persons.  Developments intended to service formerly homeless persons may have the payment waived 



100 
0097dsha11b  FY 2012 ς FY 2016 Housing and Community Development Plan 

in full.  This policy has the effect of reducing the carrying costs of certain rental developments, thereby 

increasing their affordability. 

 

Nonprofit Housing Tax Exemption.  In March 2008, the City Commission approved a policy to 

provide a tax exemption for properties owned by certain types of nonprofit organizations that are 

intended for resale to low-income people.  By reducing carrying costs, this policy improves the 

affordability of housing.  

 

Existing Barriers to Affordable Housing 
Barriers to affordable housing exist on a number of levels, and arise from a variety of issues.  Some are 

economic or income issues (access to affordable credit), some are institutionalized in the real estate 

industry (compensation based on housing price or mortgage amount), some are community-based (e.g. 

άbƻǘ ƛƴ aȅ .ŀŎƪȅŀǊŘέ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴǎύΣ ŀƴŘ ǎƻƳŜ could be local policies, requirements or practices.  The 

following is a summary of those barriers. 

 

Economic Conditions.  DǊŀƴŘ wŀǇƛŘǎΩ ƭƻǎǎ ƻŦ ƎƻƻŘ-paying, semi-skilled manufacturing jobs has 

ŜȄŀŎŜǊōŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ƎŀǇ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ŀ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ŦŀƳƛƭȅΩǎ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ Ŏƻǎǘ ƻŦ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ in recent 

years.  Even as the city is experiencing one of the highest unemployment rates in the country, the cost of 

rental housing has increased.  And while owner housing may be available at a stable or reduced cost, 

and mortgage rates are very low, many potential homeowners are either unable or unwilling to buy 

homes at this time.  As a result, homes go vacant or are sold to investors for rental housing.  

Furthermore, one effect of high unemployment, housing vacancies and declining property values is 

reduced tax collections for local government, resulting in severely curtailed neighborhood services such 

as Housing Code enforcement.   

 

The high cost of utilities is another economic barrier to affordable housing for both homeowners and 

renters.  Utilities are variable costs, and every dollar saved through energy efficiency improvements is a 

dollar that can be used by the family for other basic needs. 

 

Real Estate Market (Supply, Cost, Rent Assistance, Sales, Lending, etc.).  Real estate market 

forces will not produce affordable housing without financial incentives.  There is simply no money to be 

made.  In fact, most real estate services are paid on a percentage basis, so there is a greater monetary 

reward for working with higher priced homes and larger mortgages than for moderately-priced homes 

and affordable mortgages.  At this time, government programs to reduce mortgage foreclosures are not 

being used by lenders, making it very difficult for financial counselors to keep families in their homes.   

 

.ŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƳƛǎƳŀǘŎƘ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ƛƴŎƻƳŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ŎƻǎǘǎΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀ ƘƛƎƘ ǳƴƳŜǘ ŘŜƳŀƴŘ 

for rental assistance such as Housing Choice Vouchers.  This is true for families as well as special needs 

populations, particularly the homeless and those at risk for homelessness.   
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The integrity of single-family homeowner housing in Grand Rapids is at risk due to the high rate of 

mortgage foreclosures.  When left vacant, the homes deteriorate and the whole neighborhood loses 

value.  When purchased, the homes are often acquired by new, inexperienced landlords unaware of 

their responsibilities as landlords and the rights of their tenants.   

 

Another barrier to affordable housing is the lack of handicap accessible units for all family types, not just 

single-person households.   

 

Community Perceptions.  A significant barrier to the construction of affordable housing can be 

neighborhood opposition, particularly when the housing is designed for families or persons with mental 

illness.  Likewise, neighborhood opposition (NIMBY ς άbƻǘ ƛƴ aȅ .ŀŎƪ ¸ŀǊŘέ) applies to moderate- to 

high-density housing.  While this barrier is usually overcome by compliance with fair housing laws and 

zoning requirements, it can add time and frustration to the approval process.   

 

Impact of City Policies on Affordable Housing 
Over the years, the City has worked diligently to overcome barriers to affordable housing, where those 

barriers are within the control of local government.  The City believes its efforts have been largely 

successful and that few, if any, major issues remain.  However, it is also recognized that new situations 

arise each day to test City policies and its impact on the affordability of housing.  The City remains ready 

and willing to examine situations and make adjustments in code provisions or administrative procedures 

to ensure that City policies do not unnecessarily contribute to limiting the supply or increasing the cost 

of housing.   
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Homelessness 
 

Coalition to End Homelessness 
The Coalition to End Homelessness (CTEH or the Coalition) is a community collaborative established to 

develop and implement a strategy to end systemic homelessness in the Grand Rapids area.  The Vision 

to End Homelessness was created through a two-year community-wide planning process, and released 

in early 2006.  The Vision focuses on preventing homelessness, rapidly re-housing people in a housing 

crisis, and transforming the system so more people can obtain and maintain housing.  See the last page 

in this Section to view a Ŧƭƻǿ ŎƘŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǘƻ ǇǊŜǾŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ŜƴŘ ƘƻƳŜƭŜǎǎƴŜǎǎΦ 

 

Housing Continuum of Care and Essential Needs Task Force.  Since the mid-1990s, the U.S. 

Department of Housing and Urban Development has required communities to have a Housing 

Continuum of Care (CoC) to conduct planning activities for homeless shelters and services and to 

allocate funds at the local level.  This planning model encourages community collaboration and a 

focused, structured approach to identify existing needs and resources, and to examine service gaps and 

funding priorities for homeless shelter and services.  The Coalition is the designated Housing Continuum 

of Care planning group for Grand Rapids, Wyoming, and Kent County.  The Coalition also acts as the 

Housing Subcommittee of the Kent County Essential Needs Task Force, a group that has been organized 

through Kent County for almost 30 years to ensure the essential needs of housing, transportation, 

utilities, food, and economic/workforce development are addressed across the community. 

 

See Attachment B ς Housing Continuum of Care for a description of the fundamental components in the 

Continuum of Care system, including an inventory of shelters and services and a description of the 

ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ 5ƛǎŎƘŀǊƎŜ tƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ tƻƭƛŎƛŜǎΦ 

 

 Coalition Structure.  While the Coalition is its own entity, it is not an independent 501(c)3 

nonprofit organization.  The Salvation Army Booth Family Services is the employer of record for Coalition 

staff, and also a core partner in this effort.  The following describes the roles of key groups within the 

Coalition. 

 

¶ Steering Committee.  The Coalition Steering Committee provides guidance on overall policy 

issues, approves funding recommendations, sets the direction of work across the system, 

and ensures forward movement in implementation of Vision to End Homelessness (VTEH) 

strategies.   

¶ Coalition Coordinator and Staff.  The Coalition Coordinator and staff provide support and 

follow through on the work of the Steering and other subcommittees, assist with facilitating 

committees and action teams, support the funding review and allocation process for 

Emergency Solutions/Shelter Grants and Supportive Housing Programs, coordinate 

committees work and objectives, provide training and capacity building opportunities for 

partners, and facilitate local planning activities.   
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¶ General Membership and Core Partner Group.  The Coalition general membership includes 

more than 60 core partner organizations and more than 250 stakeholders in the systems 

change process.  The Core Partner Group is comprised of 60 agencies and individuals that 

deliver homeless services or are closely linked with the homeless and housing crisis system.  

These include nonprofit, government, private, and public organizations as well as homeless 

or formerly homeless individuals and housing providers across the continuum of need.   

¶ Coalition Committees.  In addition to the Steering Committee, the Coalition facilitates a 

number of Committees and Action Teams, including the Community Advisory Council; 

Steering and Strategy Council; Resource Allocation and Analysis; Governance/Finance; Data 

Quality; Communications; System Barriers and Coordination; Homeless Management 

Information System (HMIS) Users; Affordable Housing Action Team; Supportive Services for 

Permanent Supportive Housing; and Homeless Service Provider Action Team.  These groups 

provide partners with an opportunity to work directly on high priority issues and develop a 

plan of action to address service gaps or develop alternative strategies to improve system 

coordination and outcomes.  

¶ Community.  Representatives from more than 20 systems including mental health, foster 

care and child welfare, criminal justice, primary and secondary education, neighborhood 

institutions, local government, hospitals, community action agencies, philanthropic 

organizations, and the faith-based community collaborate through the Coalition to 

implement the Vision and to end systemic homelessness.   

 

Vision to End Homelessness 
In December 2003, the Grand Rapids Area Housing Continuum of Care (HCOC) sponsored a Vision to End 

Homelessness Summit, where more than 125 people representing homeless shelter and service 

providers made a commitment to end homelessness in Kent County.  By early 2005, project teams and 

focus groups were meeting to assess how specific circumstances and systems impact the ability to 

obtain and maintain permanent housing.  In late 2005, a client survey and four community forums were 

conducted.  In all, more than 600 community members participated in the planning process.  Following 

ǇǳōƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ άVision to End Homelessness,έ the HCOC reorganized to become the Grand Rapids 

Area Coalition to End Homelessness (CTEH or the Coalition).  As long-term housing and homeless service 

system planning evolved, the Coalition began using the άRoofs to Rootsέ campaign language in 2010 to 

better define the work of the Coalition and its relationship to housing. 

 

The Vision to End Homelessness ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ plan for preventing and ending systemic 

homelessness in the Grand Rapids area within ten years, and is based on the guiding principles 

described in the next subsection.  The Vision challenges the community to take a fresh look at the 

current system of emergency services for persons who are homeless and to purposefully move to a 

system focused on provision of safe, affordable, permanent housing.  The Vision outlines how the 

system will shift away from managing homelessness to ending it.  The plan may be viewed in its entirety 

at http://www.roofstoroots.org/sites/default/files/VisionDoc.pdf.  The following is a brief summary of 

the strategy. 

http://www.roofstoroots.org/sites/default/files/VisionDoc.pdf
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ά/ƭƻǎŜ ǘƘŜ CǊƻƴǘ 5ƻƻǊέ Lƴǘƻ IƻƳŜƭŜǎǎƴŜǎǎΦ  Resources and services are re-directed to prevent 

ƘƻƳŜƭŜǎǎƴŜǎǎΤ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ ŎŜƴǘǊŀƭ ƛƴǘŀke system is broadened and enhanced to prevent 

homelessness or provide immediate placement in permanent housing; the homeless system includes 

services for persons exiting institutions (jail, mental health, substance abuse, foster care, etc.); and 

supportive services are community-based ς not program-based ς and are accessible, voluntary, and 

available to people while in permanent housing. 

 

άhǇŜƴ ǘƘŜ .ŀŎƪ 5ƻƻǊέ hǳǘ ƻŦ IƻƳŜƭŜǎǎƴŜǎǎ.  The need for short-term temporary stays are 

dramatically decreased, yet services are structured to ensure an adequate safety net; the back door 

opens with re-housing services and an array of safe, affordable, permanent housing options sufficient in 

quantity and quality; and supportive services are available as needed to allow people to remain 

successfully housed. 

 

Build the Infrastructure to End Homelessness.  Public and private funders base its financial 

support on consistency with the Vision; the Homeless Management Information System (HMIS) is used 

to support the Vision; resources are redirected to ensure a continuum of permanent housing options; 

and funding decisions are informed by a broad cost/benefit analysis. 

 

Guiding Principles 
The guiding principles listed below represent the values and beliefs shared by the agencies who 

participate in the Vision to End Homelessness process and the implementation of the comƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ plan 

to end homelessness.  

 

Housing is the Response to Homelessness.  The Coalition utilizes a άhousing firstέ approach, 

based on the principle that every person in the community deserves access to quality, affordable, 

permanent housing.  Therefore, homeless service providers focus on helping consumers obtain 

permanent housing immediately, and maintain that housing with a support system tailored to the 

ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘΩǎ ƴŜŜŘǎ ƻǊ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜǎΦ 

 

Focus on Consumers.  Providers in the Coalition use a strengths-based model, which assumes 

the consumer comes to any situation with a variety of strengths and resources ς some known, some 

unknown.  All staff is trained in and uses the strengths-based approach in their interactions with 

consumers to ensure the primary focus of programming remains on the end user. 

 

Centralized Intake and Referral Model.  The CoalitionΩǎ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊȅ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ŀ 

centralized intake, assessment and referral model.  Since December 2010, this coordinated point of 

entry has been housed in a City-owned building at 1120 Monroe Avenue NW, and is known as the 

άIƻǳǎƛƴƎ IǳōΦέ  ¢ƘŜ ǎƛƴƎƭŜ location provides a collaborative space for the Coalition to provide a 

collective impact on homelessness.  It is critical to the process of how consumers consistently access and 

receive assistance when they experience a housing crisis.  
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In order for the model to work effectively, service providers regularly engage with central intake to: 

 

¶ share information on services and resources that are available for consumers; 

¶ coordinate with, and receive referrals from, the central intake system in order to effectively 

serve the consumer; 

¶ provide feedback about the consumer to determine if they were provided with services 

and/or resources, and the outcome of the service or information; 

¶ ensure consistent knowledge and understanding about how the system operates and its 

ŀƎŜƴŎȅΩǎ ǊƻƭŜ ƛƴ ƛǘ. 

 

Coordinated Supportive Services.  Agencies, services, and resources are coordinated with each 

other and accessible to consumers with as few barriers as possible.  Services are provided as they are 

needed by the consumer.   

 

Data, Evaluation and Quality Improvement Emphasis.  Providers all agree to enter complete, 

accurate and up-to-date data into the Homeless Management Information System (HMIS) ς or other 

system for Domestic Violence providers ς in order to track the outcomes of services, the 

implementation of the Vision, and the overall community impact.   

 

Nature and Extent of Homelessness 
Like most communities across the country, Grand Rapids has its share of members who have 

experienced or will experience a housing crisis.  Lack of affordable housing is the primary reason people 

enter the homeless/housing crisis system.  Historically, the community has responded to homelessness 

as an emergency, with short-term or temporary shelter and services.  

 

Generally speaking, there are two forms of homelessness: episodic and chronic.  Episodic homelessness 

occurs when a one-time financial or family crisis occurs.  Since many individuals and families live on the 

edge of poverty and homelessness, the loss of a job, domestic violence, extraordinary medical expenses, 

emergency car repair or other issue can easily trigger a housing crisis.  Chronic homelessness, as defined 

by HUD, occurs when a person experiences four or more episodes of homelessness within a three-year 

period and has a disability of long duration, including mental illness, substance abuse, or a physical 

disability.   

 

2009 Overview.  In 2009, 5,118 persons entered the homeless system in the greater Grand 

Rapids area.  Of this number, 62% were single-person households and 38% were families of two or more 

persons.  Twenty four percent (24%) were children.  An analysis showed that the primary reason for 

homelessness was a housing issue (49%) or an employment issue (17%).  The remaining causes were 

health or disability conditions (10%) including mental illness and substance abuse, and other issues 

(19%) such as domestic violence or divorce.  Forty-seven percent (47%) of these people experienced 

homelessness for the first time.  (In 2010, 4,911 people entered the homeless system, representing a 4% 
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decrease from 2009.  However, these figures do not include data from two missions and are not 

complete.) 

  

Episodic Homelessness.  Two-thirds of homelessness instances in 2009 were caused by income 

issues and/or housing costs.  Ninety four percent (94%) of households assessed at the ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ 

central intake had incomes 40% or less of area median income.  A large majority of households are 

paying 50% or more of their income towards housing costs ς at least 20% more than what HUD 

considers affordable.  Per the 2005 ς 2009 American Community Survey, 56.5% of Grand Rapids renter 

households had cost burdens in excess of 30% of their gross income.  In other words, a family needing a 

two-bedroom unit ($749/month) would require a full-time income of $14.40/hr (or $29,650/yr).  Viewed 

another way, it would take 1.9 full-time jobs at minimum wage to afford a two-bedroom unit.  (For more 

information on the widening gap between income and housing costs, see the Affordable Housing section 

of this Plan.)  Services that focus on permanent housing are the best response to episodic homelessness.  

 

Chronic Homelessness.  According to local Homeless Management Information System (HMIS) 

data, there were 386 chronically homeless persons in the community during 2009 (8% of the total 

annual count), using the HUD definition of chronically homeless.  Those who are chronically homeless 

often suffer from mental illness or substance use disorders.  Homeless prevention for special needs 

populations (Discharge Planning Policies) and permanent supportive housing are the best responses to 

chronic homelessness.  Service providers who put housing first have been found to be extremely 

effective with this population.  High rates of housing stability have been achieved by using highly trained 

outreach and engagement and/or Peer Educator staff coupled with rapid re-housing resources, services, 

or Permanent Supportive Housing. 

 

 Trends in Homelessness.  While the number of people entering the homeless system in 2009 

was still unacceptably high, it represented a 15% reduction from 2008.  It is believed that this reduction 

occurred for multiple reasons, including:  

¶ Additional financial investment in housing assistance that supported homeless prevention 

and re-housing services. 

¶ EȄǇŀƴǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ ŎŜƴǘǊŀƭƛȊŜŘ intake, assessment and referral for all persons 

experiencing a housing crisis.  

¶ Development of the Housing Resource Specialist model which allows households access to 

supportive services while in permanent housing.   

¶ New permanent, affordable housing like Verne Barry Place and scattered site programs like 

άIƻƳŜ !ǘ [ŀǎǘΣέ ǿƘƛŎƘ Ƙŀǎ ŘŜŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ ƻǳǘǊŜŀŎƘ ǎǘŀŦŦ ǘƻ ŜƴƎŀƎŜ persons who are chronically 

homeless and have a co-occurring disorder of mental illness and substance abuse.  An 

Assertive Community Team (ACT) supports these individuals once they are housed by 

providing services necessary to maintain permanent housing.  Over 87% of persons in the 

Home At Last program have remained stably housed for more than four years.   
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Racial and Ethnic Composition of Homeless Populations.   The Coalition does not to make data 

on race available.  

 

Homeless Population and Subpopulations Chart.  The Coalition has collected monthly point-in-

time counts of all emergency shelter, mission, and transitional housing providers through the centralized 

intake for more than ten years.  Violence Against Women Act-restricted agencies and non-HMIS 

participating agencies also participate in this monthly count to facilitate the most comprehensive 

assessment of sheltered homeless persons, while continuing to maintain the necessary client 

confidentiality.  Data examined as part of this point-in-time count include household type, bed capacity, 

and bed utilization rates.  Each HMIS participating agency records client-level data within HMIS for each 

client in the program.  This information is compiled and analyzed by the HMIS System Administrator in 

conjunction with the point-in-time count data submitted to the community's central intake, which is 

then presented to the Coalition. 

 
Data in the following Continuum of Care Population and Subpopulations Chart is drawn from a point-in-

time count of homeless persons conducted the evening of January 21, 2010.  The purpose of this study 

was to facilitate the most comprehensive assessment of sheltered homeless persons while continuing to 

maintain the necessary client confidentiality.  The geographic area and locations included each of the 

emergency shelter, mission, and transitional housing providers serving homeless persons throughout 

Kent County/Grand Rapids, as well as a count of known locations for unsheltered homeless persons. 

 

This count is nonduplicative.  Since each person spending the night with one of Kent County/Grand 

Rapids' emergency shelter, mission, and transitional housing providers can only be at one location at a 

time, there is zero duplication within our sheltered homeless persons point-in-time count.  For the 

unsheltered homeless persons count, Coalition staff and local law enforcement conducted a count of 

known locations between the hours of 3:00 a.m. and 6:00 a.m., at which time the vast majority of 

unsheltered homeless persons are sleeping.  As the count involves driving to dozens of locations across 

the county, staff has not encountered a person who is in more than one location during the three hour 

count. 

  




