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Executive Summary

The FY2012¢ 2016 Consolidated Housing and Community Development (HCDjgRarknown as the

G/ 2y azft A Risittedded tb duide/tiéelCity of Grand Rapids in its actions and funding decisions
related to the federal Community Development Block Grant (CDBG), HOME Investment Partnerships
(HOME), and Emergen&plutions/SheltetGrans (ESG) programs over the nexefiyears. 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 stragic goals for thi®lan, the Citygnalyzedavailable data sourcesn population,

income and housing; sought public input on the plan and reviewed other sources of recent public input;
incorporated City and community values; a®@A S ¢ SR | | 5mddivabiliyaPanbdifles, th& & |

/I AGeQa al adSNJ tf | yndobthéReleyatediiylaid Edmaninityplardlthoughlthg >

input covered a wide array of issues, there was considerable consistency among community priorities,
aswellaharmonywiK |1 ! 5Qa f2y3adlryRAYy3 3A2Ffa 2F LINRPJARAY3
environment, and economic opportunities for leand moderateincome people.

DataSummary Unfortunately, the 2010 Census data was not available prior to the
submission date for the HCD Plan. The City used 2000 Census dat@928®@&rican Community
Survey (ACS) data, and 2009 CHAS data (a special run €f 2805 data), and local sourc@fie data
show that Grand Rapids has an older housing stock, particularly in the part@fith@own 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,ibimber 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 likdiywto be
income and have cost burdens than White families. Furthermore, housing foreclosures Gitating:
Rapidshard¢ 15.3% of city homes experienced foreclosure between 2004 and 2010. Eight
neighborhoods within the GTA experienced foreclosure rates dv#r i 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 ValuesThe HCD Plan is guided by a number of organizational and
community values. These valum® strongly held beliefs or ways of doing things that influence how this
Plan is implemented. Organizational values include making government accessible and supprting
engagement, being accountable through performance measurement, collaboratiohgaatnerships 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 serviasingnal
G0 NRLX S @pivacio¥enstird syissainability.

Community values and themes include, but are not limited to, promoting the revitalization of
neighborhoods, providing opportunities for citizen empowermentcdacentrating poverty,
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guaranteeing fair housing rights, making kg 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 inputfocused on raintainingthe quality and affordability of the existing
housing stock, with attention to both homeowners and renters. Homeless service providers recognize
that the lackof 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 priorit@spport for high quality
mixeduse development and mixeidcome 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 PlansAs part of its citizen input effort, a number of City and
community plans were reviewed. TheA (2802Master Plan2010 Green Grand Rapids updatad
2010Sustainability Plawere reviewed to ensure that the HCD Plan was consistent with, and supportive
of, these efforts. Other plans reviewed include the 2010 Parks and Recreation Mast@OR[&n,
Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing, 2010 Grand Rapids Housing CommidaijoRIéR, 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 Homelessnes§, 2002 21
Century Infrastructure Task Force Reparid a number of specific neighborhood plans.

Neighborhood Investmen{NI) Plan

The strategic goals for the HCD Plan are found ilNsighborhood Investmer(iNI)Plan. The NI Plan
combinesdiverse community needslentified in the planning processto seven key outcornrsfor
Grand Rapids neighborhoods. Progress toward meetieggtioutcomess measured by a set of pre
determined indicators of success.

Improve thecondition ofexistinghousing

Increase thesupply ofaffordable housing
Increaseopportunities for housing stability

Increase public safety

Build neighborhood leadership and civic engagement
Enhance neighborhood Infrastructure

Increase economic opportunities

=A =4 =4 4 -4 -4 4

Not every issue identified through community input is funded under the HCD Pléaorities were
established that best fithe goals oflecent housing, suitable living environment, and economic
opportunitiesas well ashe shrinkingfunding levels of fedal programs. Likewise, activities that are
best supported by other government or private sector sources are not included

0097dshallb FY 2012, FY 2016 Housinand Community Development Plan



Managing the Process

Lead Agency

The Consolidated Housing and Community Development (HCD) Plan igeafiygan required byhe

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) for participation in certain fetigrdéy
housing and community development programs. These programs are designed to provide decent
housing, a suitable living environment and economic oppotiesyi principally for lowand moderate

income persons. The City of GraRdpids Community Development Department is the lead agency for
this planning process, and is responsible for administering the funding sources covered under this Plan.
The effectie period of the HCBlan 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 (HOAMEEmergencysolutions/ShelteGrans (ESG)
progams. Programs are administered through the City of Grand Rapids Community Development
Department andactivities are primarily carried out by City departments and contracted nonprofit
organizations.

Process for Plan Development
The HCD Plan was developed with an outcobresed focusindintegrates] | 5Q& 2062S 00 A @S a
of the City of Grand Rapids in response to the needs, priorities and values of the community.

Components of Plan DevelopmeniThe development of the Plancluded the following steps:
1 Analysis of 2000 U.S. Census dab-09 American Community Survekata, 2009 CHAS
Data,and other pertinent data sources

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

Focus group witimeighborhood associations

Analysis of relevant City and community planning documents

Modifications to the FY 200 FY 201 Neighborhood Investment Plan

Publichearing anccomment period on draft HCD Plan

City Commission review and approval of the HCD Plan

= =4 =4 4 -4 4

Data Sources

2000 U.S. Census Dat&ensus 2000 was t1#2" decennial censusf the United States.
Informationwas gatheredabout the 115.9 million housing units a@81.4 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 adkadditional 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 housingoéétteeen theGeneral

0097dshallb FY 2012, FY 2016 Housinand Community Development Plan

3]



Target AreaGTA and thenon-GTA.For more information on the GT&pecitt Target Areas (STAs), and
the non-GTA see the Geographic Targeting Section of this Plan.

2005-09 American Community Survey Datahe American Community Survey (AC8) is
nationwide surveyxonducted by the U.S. Census Burdasigned to provide communitiegith a fresh
look at how they are changindJsing scientific sampling methodsgetACS collects and produces
populationand housing information every year on items s&s age, race, income, home value, and
other important data. Idate 201Q the Census Bureau releasedStgear estimates based on ACS data
collected from 206 through 20®. The 206-09 ACS data is used in this Plan whenever posaildes
identified as such

2009 American Community Survey Dat&/here data is not available f@005-09, single year
data for 2009 data is used.

2009Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) Datae CHAS data, provided by
HUD, is therimary source of data used to assess housing needs and priorities. The data was derived
from a special tabulation dimerican Communit$urveydata generated by the U.S. Census Burfeau
the period from 2005 2007. CHAS data are comprised of a numifénousing needs variables split by
HUDdefined income groupings (30, 50, and 80 percent of area median income) andpé\dibed
household types. The numbers and income data are based on data ienerisit the time of the 2000
Census.It should be nogd that the Census Bureau used a special rounding scheme on this tabulation
data. As aresult, readers may observe a small discrepancy between the data reported here and the
data reported in other sections of this PlaWhere this data is used, it is idféfied as such.
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Consultations

Adjacent Units of Government
The following units of governmemind other public entitiesvereinvitedto 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 Rapidsobsing Commission and the City of Grand Rapids consulted with each other

regardingits respective Five ST NJ t f | y & @ ¢CKS 1 2dzAaAy3 /2YYAaarzyQa
families with children, seniors, and persons with disabiliti®efer to the Public Housirsgctionandthe

City andCommunity PlanSummarysection of this plan for wre information. As appropriate, the HCD

Plan incorporatea it N 1 S3ASa FTNRBY (GKS Dwl/ Qa ! 3Syode ttlyo

Grand Rapid#\reaCoalition to End Homelessne¢STEM

The Grand RapidsreaCoalition to End Homelessnemsd the City of Grand Rapids consulted with each

other regardingts strategic plans, specifically identifying homeless needs, priorities, and the use of
Emergency @utions/ShelterGrants funds.The City of Grand Rapids is actively involved with the CTEH,

andhas a representative on the Steering Comtes and other committees The CTEHwhichserves as

the Continuum of Care plannigpdy for Grand Rapids/Kent County areeas very helpful in providing

information for thisPlan Refer to the Homelessnesgectionandthe City and Community Plans

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

strategies fromtheCTERR & + A aA 2y (2 Z9ViIRS| DeSivaxzayo®eda Sy &SI N
homelessness.
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Citizen Participation

Pulic Hearing and Public Comment Period on Needs

For the FY 2012FY 2016 HCD Plan, a public hearing on housing and community development needs
was heldbefore the City Commission @xugust 102010. In addition to public notices in tand

Rapids Pregglaily general circulation papeffheGrand Rapid¥imes(an AfricanrAmerican weekly

paper), andEl Vocero Hispan@a Hispanic weekly papegn email invitation for comment was extended

to all current City subrecipients/contramrs and to other City paners Residents gbublic housing
facilitiesand users o€ommunity centeravere also invitedvia posted notices.

Twelvepeople spoke at the public hearing and an additidina provided written comment. Comments
are summarizedelow.

HousingNeeds

9 Affordable housing, as the solution to end homelessnhess
Housing for disabled people who do nget qualify aselderly
More home repair resources for homeowners
Maintain and improve the quality of the rental housing stock
Certification of singlefamily rental houses
Permanent Supportive Housing for the chronically homeless

=A =4 =4 4 =4

NeighborhoodLeadershipgNeeds
1 Support for Neighborhood Associations, neighborhood organizing and crime prevention
1 Creative alternatives for crime prevention activities, and increasefligy of

Neighborhood Associations

Increase neighborhoctlasedleadership

Limit the detrimental impact of foreclosures on neighborhoods

Mixed-use, mixed income development

Continue to usehe NRSA models a means of leveraging federal funds

Kent County_and Bank

= =4 =4 4 =

Neighborhoodinfrastructure Needs
1 Bike paths
1 Urban neighborhood character
1 Building improvement andatadeprogram for neighborhood business districts
1 Streetscape and infrastructure improvements to improve the appearanoeighborhood
business districts
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EconomicOpportunity Needs
1 Neighborhood businesses to prosper through information sharing and open communication
Improve the number and capacity of microenterprises
Jobcreation
Comprehensive business recruitment aetention program
Better take advantage of the buying power contained in the GT3Q/MicroEdge sdy
showed $544,000,000 of potential product and services sales not captured in the GTA
9 Sustainable development and local business

= =4 =4 =4

Youth DevelopmeniNeeds
9 Educational achievement

Data andPlanningNeeds
1 Need data for planning and public policy development
1 Use data to determine needs foreljhborhoodAssociatiorfunding
1 UpdateLocal Initiatives Support Corporation (LIBIZroEdge data annually to better
understand buying trends
1 Neighborhood planning
Robust community planning process
9 Technicalassistance

=

Neighborhood Associatiorocus Group

OnSeptember 232010, the Community Development Department conducted a focus group with
neighborhood associ@mns funded with CDB&nd JAGunds. Twentyfour (24)representatives from
eleven(11) neighborhood associations attended@he discussionenteredon four questions.

What are the greatesiNeighborhood Association needs this time? Two major issues &re identified
¢ housing and public safety.

Housing

1 Vacant foreclosettomes that are bantowned and poorly maintained

1 Foreclosedhomes that have been purchased by investors for rental use (resulting in poor
property management and substandard housimgreased need for code enforcemént

1 Doubling up and overcrowding in housidge to the economyleading to more cars on the

street and more noise)

InsufficientHousing andZzoningCode enforcement (due to City budget cuts)

Unregistered singléamily rentalproperties

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

Barriers to accessing homeowner repair financing fojomeepairs (e.g. no hominsurance)

Lack of group volunteer efforts for minor repairs and neighborhood cleanup

= =4 =4 4 =4
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9 Lack of housing education and awareness for renters in particular
1 Some Section 8 landlords do not properly maintain their reintahes

Public Safety

9 Increase in violence and home breials

1 Lack of a Crime Prevention Coordinator (due to City budget cuts, results in lack of timely
crime info and reduced ability tattain successful outcons}

f & ¢ Ndz8rauni policingapproachis diminished (due to City budget cutsot a reflection
on the assyned police offers)

Other

Commercial facade improvement program
Street maintenance

Public schools

Sidewalk snowplowing of vacant houses
Private haulers parking on residential streets

=A =4 =4 4 A

What canneighborhoods do to improve the housing market number of ideas were offered,
AYyOfdzZRAY3 AGNIRAGAZ2YIEE O2YYdzyAlGe 2NAHIFYyAT Ay3a STF2

1 Conduct neighborhood promotional campaigns
1 Continue to focus on neighborhood appearance issues (e.g. a good appeargositive
perceptions of the neighborhood)
1 Beautification projects such as flower plantings
1 Rely less on City services and tryltomore onits own (e.g. Friends of GR Parks)
1 Promote tree preservation and planting of new trees
1 Continue to help peoplaccess foreclosure prevention services
f ContinuetoLdr NIAOALI GS Ay GKS aSeSa gARS 2LISyé¢ OFY

help keep the grass mowed and the sidewalk shoveled

Is the City Outcome Measurement Famework working for your organizationaf you could, how

would youchange it? What would work betterA considerable amount of discussion occurred on this
topic. The consensus was that, in general, the framew@k adequate However, some adjustments

to the outputs and indicators may be ppopriate. There was some interest in adjusting the language to
be more preactive and preventative and less reactive

Where can #icienciesbe achieve® Where do opportunities for coordination and collaboration
among Neighborhood Associations exisfthe comments focused on how the City could suppuet
work of neighborhood associations.
1 Continue to have dedicated City staff work with neighborhoods (e.g. code compliance
inspectors assigned to specific neighborhoods)
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9 City should align other communitgitiatives with neighborhood activities to better leverage
limited resources

9 City should be more proactive in sharing information with neighborhood associations in
advance (recent examples include changes in yastedisposal andthe new My GRCity
Ponts program to reward volunteerism)

1 City (or someone else) should coordinate neighborhood association fund raising and grant
writing efforts

Other

It was suggestethe City revisit its demolition policies to determine whether greenspace and land
banking an 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 HowsiBgilding Codes.

Other Community Input on Needs

Leadership Grand Rapids Service Projdet 2009, & Leadership Grand Rapigrticipants
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 Riagiglsborhoods. The group also attended
3 City budget meetings where citizen input was solicited on funding priorities. Communityarekds
challengesdentified in this study are summarized below.

9 Housing Housing for special needs populations iartsition (e.g. unemployed, veterans,
ex-offenders); homeownership and neighborhood stability; property deterioration resulting
from certain absentee landlords; and high utility costs for-lneome renters.

9 Safety/Crime Gime-prone population living inemtal properties not maintained by
absentee landlords; cthhacks in police officers assigned to community policing; and youth
involvement in gangs, drug trafficking; graffiti, speeding, etc.

1 Employment/Employability Sable jobs with benefits; employmeiskills training; language
and disability barriers in the workplace; and public infrastructure support for neighborhood
business districts.

1 Childhood/Youth Development Educational development programs; difficult family
environments; cultural and languagarriers among children within the same schools and
neighborhoods; teen pregnancy; and insufficient food/nutrition for many children.

1 Health Care Non-emergency health care for the unemployed, poor, disabled, etc; and
community health coordinators at athools.

1 Other. Shortage of affordable mass transit routes; lack of personal finance knowledge;
desire br more and better parks angreservation of the tree canopy; need for community
leadership development and support of community organizing; poor evatisidewalk
maintenance (inhibiting wihbility, bikeability, and drivability); trash and cleanliness
issues; and language barriers (particularly with Hispanic communities).

10
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Strategies to Address Housing Quality and Sustainable Neighborhoddgoupof 24
nonprofit organizationsprimarily neighborhood organizations and nonprofit housing providers,
presented a position paper to the City Commission on July 27, &ttitled éStrategies to Address
| 2dzaAy3a vdzt AGe | yR {TdepbditianypaperireSBomméndsIokirmlfentked.2 Ra ® £

i Establish a Blue Ribbon Commission on Housngffer 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.

1 Ensure a MinimunStandardof Quality Among AlRental Unitsby addng 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.

1 Limit the Detrimental Effects of Vacant and Blightdetoperties on Community Vibrandyy
redesigring the vacant property program to mitigate theegative effects that the foreclosure crisis has
had on property values, crime, améighborhood stability.

1 Create aComprehensive, Accessible, and AccurBtatabase of Parcel Informatioto
continuethe positive directiorthe City has taken to deliver accurate parcel information iamgrove
transparency by creating a comprehensive, accurate, and accessible database.

Public Hearing and Comment Period on Drhilgighborhood Investment Plan

A public hearing on the draft FY 204 EY 2016 Neighborhood Investméntl) Plan was held before the

City Commission on October 12, 20Qthe NI Plan is comprised of sexmricomesthat identify and

describe funding prioriéis for the Consolidated Plaithis hearing was not required by HUD, and was

KStR G GKS /AG8Qa RAAONBGAZ2Y (2 LISNYAG AYyGSNNSRA
Consolidated Planin addition to public notices in thérand Rapids Preédailygeneral circulation

paper), TheGrand Rapid¥imes(an AfricarAmerican weekly paperjnd El Vocero Hispan@ Hispanic

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

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

Three peoplespoke at the public hearinglwo of the people commenting were generally supportive of
the Neighborhood Investment Plahe first speakewas particudirly pleased with theutcomes
regarding neighborhood leadership, community infrastructure, and economic opportunithes

second speakeras pleased to see Complete Streets in the Plan, but noted that the Plan needs to
emphasize accessible housing metengly. The thirdgpeakercommented on placement of curb cuts
mid-block.

In addition to the public hearing, a &y comment period was held from October 1 to October 15,
2010. No written comments were receivedhe City Commission adopted the NirPfé& November 16,
2010.

11
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Public Hearing and Commerteriod on DraftHCDPlan

Apublic hearing on théull draft FY 2012 FY 2016 Housing and Community Development Plan was held
before the City Commissian March 22 2011 In addition tgpublic notices in th&srand Rapids Press
(daily general circulation papeMheGrand Rapid$imes(an AfricarAmerican weekly paperandEl

Vocero Hispanéa Hispanic weekly papegn emailinvitation for comment was extended to all current
City subreipients/contractors and to other City partners identified in the Institutional Structure section
of this Plan.A 33day comment periodvas heldfrom March 8 to Aprib, 2011.

A total of twentyone (21) people or organizations provided public commentto@ FY 2012 FY 2016
Consolidated Plan and the FY 2012 Annual Plan. Twelve people spoke at the M20di 22iblic
hearing, some of whom also provided written comment. An additioired (9) persons or organizations
provided written comment alone.

1 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 26%22016
Consolidated Plan.

1 Twoindividuals provided testimonials on haachhad benefitted from CDB&unded programs
in the past.

1 The remaining comments were directed to specific funding recommendations in the FY 2012
Annual Action Plan, and are not addressed here.

12
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Grants Administration
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Grants

Overview of Funds

Grant Progams. Following are the anticipated funding sources from the U.S Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HWDYyered by this PlanThese programs are considered
entittement programsmeaning HUD determines the funding lebaked on federalkgstablished
formulas. The Plan will also be used to guide the allocatiodostice Assistance GraidG)program
fundsfrom the U.S. Department of Justice.

Community Development Block Grg@DBGIProgram
HOME Investment Partnergs(HOME)Program
EmergencysolutionsShelter Grant$ESGIProgram

Since the amount of grant funds is expected to varyfyear to year AnnualActionPlars will provide
specific annual allocatiarfor each of these programs.

Matching Requirements.There are matching requirements fowo of the four programs.

1 HOME The HOME program requires a 25% local match. The match is based on the annual
HOMEentitlement, less 10% for administration and 5% for CHDO operating support. The
match is expected to come from narash resourcesuch as property tax abatements
granted to previoushfunded HOME projects.

1 ESG The ESG program requires a éneone math, to be provided by the nonprofit
organizations receiving the funds.

Purpose and Objectives

Community Development Block Grant (CDBGhe primary purpose of this program is to
revitalizelow- and moderateincome neighborhoods and improve the qualitytioe life for low and
moderateincome 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 hongi.

HOME Investment PartnershigglOME)Program The primary purpose of this program is to
preserveand increase the supply of affordable housing fordanwd moderateincome persons. Eligible
activities includénousingrehabilitation and newconstruction for homeownership and rental,
homebuyer assistance programs, and tenbated rental assistance.

Emergencysolutions/Shelter Grantrogram (ESG)TheEmergencysolutionsProgram is the
successor program to the Emergency Shelter Grants&rmgags reauthorized under the 2009 Homeless
Emergency and Rapid Transition to Housing (HEARTH) Act. The primary purpose of thproeyised
is to shift the emphasis from shelter operating supporhtomelesspreventionand rapid rehousng.

14
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Eligibleactivities include homless preventioprapid rehousing,and street outreach, as well asipport

for homelesshelters The funding allocation process for ESG is done through a review, analysis and
recommendation process usingandingreviewpanelcomprised ofrepresentatives 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 Unitddh&v@galition

to End Homelessnessordinates this process.

Justice Assistance Gra@@AQGQ. The primary purpose of this prograsito reduce crime and
AYLINR OGS LlzofAO al FSaeo ¢KS LINPINI YQE& &AE LIzN1R &S
prevention and education; corrections asdmmunity corrections; drug treatment; and planning,
evaluation and technology improvements.

Income Limits

Two of the three housing and community development entitlement programs, CRxBEHOME
operate under federalhgstablished income limits. Thegmits are based on median family incerfor
the Grand Rapidg/yoming Metropolitan Satistical Area(MSA) currently defined as Allegan, Barry,
Kent, and Newaygo countieand are adjusted annually. TRenergencysolutionsShelter Grantand
the Justice AsistanceGrant prograns are not subject to income requirements.

Income Groups.Generallyyvery-low income refers to incomes at or below 30% of the area
median income (AMI); lovncome refers to incomes at or below 50% of AMI; moderat®me refers
to incomes at or below 80% of AMI; all adjusted for family size. CDBG and HOME programs target low
and moderateincome beneficiarigsexcept that HOME rental activities can benefit those with income
up to 60% of AMI. ESG activities are assumed to beoefiihd moderateincome persons.

The following table praides the current income limitsubject to annual adjustments by HUD.

HUD Income Limits
Grand Rapidg Wyoming Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA)
Household Size | 30% of Median 50%o0f Median 60% of Median 80% of Median
Very Low Income Low Income 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

15
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Institutional Structure

The HCD Plan will l@plementedby City departments and through community collaborations and
partnerships with neighborhoods, businesses, investors, nonprofit organizations, and private and public
institutions. Thdollowinglist is notinclusive of every organization involved in sugpa the HCD Plan,

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

Cityof Grand Rapids
Community Development DepartmentThe Community Development Department is
responsible for administering federal housing and community development grants, implementing
housing rehabilitation and lead treatment progranasd providing code compliance services related to
the Housing Code, Nssince Code and ZonihgNRA Y | y OS ® LG ftaz 20S&NBmSSa at
a partnership between the City and Grand Rapids Public Schools intended to positively affect the lives of
children through policy and program developmefithe Community Develament Department will
implementthe HCD Plan tadministering the grants, managing housing rehabilitation and lead
remediation programs, and providing code enforcement services.

PublicServiceDepartment. The Public Services Departméntesponsible fodeveloping and
managngLJ- NJ a3 F RYAYAAGSNAY3I NBONBIGA2Y LINRPINFYaEA YR
right-of-way, recycling and refuse collection, and straptl alleymaintenance.The Public Services
Departmentwill carry out park development and public infrastructure improvementsoordination
with the City Engineering Department.

Design and Development ServicBepartment The Design and Development Services
Department is responsible for providinga@omic deelopmentservices planningand zoning
administration;administering the Downtown Development Authorip@A; overseeing the
Development €nter, which provides coordinated land and building plan review and peranits;
building inspection servicesTheDesign and Development Services Departmegiavailable tesupport
the HCD Plan byromoting the revitalization of neighborhoods, ensuring the quality of the built
environment, and sustainable land use.

Grand Rapids Housing Commissiofhe Grand Rapiddousing Commission is tiacal public
housing authority in Grand Rapidi.operates two housing sites and numerous scatteséd single
family houses for families and five sites for the elderly and/or people with disabilities. It also
administers nedy 3,000 Housing Choice Vouchefhie Grand Rapids Housing Commission will carry
out its FiveYear Plan in a manner consistent with tH€D 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 ithe HCOPan is partnering with the City of Grandg®ds in the
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implementation of lead remediation programs. The Health Department doeshigzatdoutreach and
education, child screening, blood tests, and foHoprhealth care.

Land Bank.Kent Couny has formeda Land Bank under Michigan Act 258 énti SR & [ | Y R
Fast Track Adt € ¢ K Basestabtgiéditd 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, rehalglgatouilding
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 potémtigcome a major partner with the City
and housing developers in reaiizing city neighborhoods.

Community Collaboratives

Community Research Institute (CRIJhe Grand Rapids Community Foundation and Grand
Valley State University (GVSU) joined forces to create the Community Research Institute (CRI), which is
housed inthe 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 commuriityis information also helps
organizations document needs for grant applications and measure suodesgrograms. Geographic
Information Systems (GlB)used to tracklata for many ofts studies. CRI will supporthe HCD Plan by
providing data on @mmunity characteristics and needs.

Essential Needs Task FordeNTF) The Kent County Essential Needs Task Héoomerly
known as the Emergency Needs Task Fascaproaebased community collaborativie existence since
1982. TheENTFeonsists of local government representatives and nonprofit organizatimtsupport
the coordinationof basic service systems such as fdoaljsing utilities, transportation and
workforce/economic developmentThese servicds St LI Y Sy (i / uhedmbié &it@ens ovtair 1 &
the basics needed to be sdffficient.

The ENTF sheltesubcommitteeassumed the role ahe Grand Rapid®VyomingKent CountyHousing
Continuum of Care (HCQ@hichcoordinatd a comprehensive community Continuum of Cplan
that resulted in significant HUD funding for homeléssisingand servicesOver time, the HCOC
evolved into theGrand Rapids Argaoalition to End Homelessng€sTEH)and in2005,it publishedthe
dvision to End Homelessnggs K S O 2 Y Wnzéar plah @ prevent and end systemic
homelessness.

The other subcommittees of the Task Force are now following similar paths to implement systemic
change in the areas ehergy efficiencandenergyconservation, foodgecurity, andaffordable
transportation.

Foreclosure Responsdn response to the growinipreclosurecrisisin GrandRapids and Kent
County, oncerned community membeisame togetheiin 2008 to better understand theature of
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foreclosuresandto engage keylayers in a coordinatedesponse.The Grand Rapids Community
Foundation and th®yerlves Foundation provided funds to establish Foreclosure Response, with staff,
program and administrative supporfoday, theForeclosurdResponse includes 70 stakeholders focused
on building avareness of foreclosure using data and persabaties, advocating policy changes to
protect housing consumers, facilitating communication across various eféarngecting residents with

a variety of higkguality counseling resourceand promoting strategicebuilding of affected
neighborhoods As an ad hoc grou,oreclosure Response is intended to end in 2011, and is planning
an exit strategy.

Healthy HomesCoalition of West MichigariGet the Lead Out!) The Healthy Homes Coalition
is a nonprofit organizationformed in 2006 to eliminate housing conditions in West Michigan that harm
children's health. The Coalition is an outgrowth of the succe€&sftithe Lead Outtampaign, designed
to sustain the effarto end childhood lead poisoning in Grand Rapids and to apply lessons learned in
lead to other children's environmental health issud$e primary focus areas are lead, radon and
carbon monoxide poisoning. Tk&et the Lead OutCollaborative is facilited by the Healthy Homes
Coalition and includes neatiyvo dozen member organizationdlembers include the City of Grand
Rapids, Grand Rapids Housing Commission, local nursing education mdugatth care providers,
Child and FamillResource Council,dRtal Property Owners Association, and nonprofit housing
organizations The Healthy Homes Coalition will carry out the HCD Plaodrylinating its work with
GKS /AGeQa tSIFIR NBYSRAFGAZY LINRINI Yad

Permanent Housing CoordinatioBouncil (PHCCRepresentatives from City and County
community developmentliepartments nonprofit housing desiopers, the local HUD office, Grand
Rapids Housing Commission (GR®&higan State Housing Development Authority (MSHDA), and the
Coalition to End Homelessng¢3TEHparticipate 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 communifiesa group,he PHCC wilupportthe
HCD Plan by communicating and coordinating with each other on current housing iSegealso
Housing Developers below.

Nonprofit Institutions

Fair Housing CentgfFHCpf West Michigan The Fair Housing Center of West Michigaks
to ensure equal housing opportunities through a variety of services directed toward education and
enforcement, includindpousing testing and investigating complaints of housing discrimination. The FHC
works with victimgo ensure justice through advocacy, education, and litigation. The FHC supports the
HCD Plan by decreasing impediments to obtaining homeownership and rental holkm&HC caas
out the HCD Plan lyontinuing itseducationand enforcement activities,sawell as identifying emerging
issues that affect housing rights.

Foundations and Funding Agencie¥arious foundations and funding agencies in the area
supplyfunding and technical assistance to organizations providingsing and social service8rea
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foundations include the Grand Rapids Community Foundation, Frey FoundatiodyBy&oundation,
Steelcase Foundatigmnd RDV FoundatiorFunding agencigsclude but are not limited to théleart of
West Michigarlnited Way, Michigan State Housing Bi®pment Authority (MSHDA), local Federal
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Baardthe MichiganDepartment of Human Servic@SHS).
Foundations andther fundingagencies support the HCD Planfogding programs that meet the goals
of this plan.

Home Repair ServicdslRSpf 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 oth@ograms that support exigg lower income homeownerigs
maintainingtheir homes. Programs include a tool lending library, minor home repairs, access
modifications (such as ramps), foreclosurgerventioncounseling, energy conservation, and home
repair classesHRS arriesout the HCD Plan byontinuing to provide tkse basic services to the Grand
Rapids community.

Housing DevelopersGrand Rapids has humeromsnprofit housing developerandits
subsidiariecommitted to revitalizing the central city, including but natitied to: Dwelling Place of
Grand Rapids, Genesis NBrofit Housing Corporation, Grand Rapids Housing Commission, Habitat for
Humanity of Kent Countynner City Christian Federation (ICCRC Community Revitalizatipand
New Development CorporatiorRecently, as a result of the housing market crisis and the availability of
Neighborhood Stabilization Program (NSP) fuadsymber offor-profit developershave become
partners with the City to rehabilitate homeghese busingdevelopers carry out thélCD Plan by
revitalizing neighborhoods through housing rehabilitation and new construction.

Neighborhood AssociationsThe City of Grand Rapids funds neighborhood associations
operating in the General Target Area. Primary activities of the neighbdrwsociatios are crime
preventionand leadership developmemtrograms, in partnership with Grand Rapids police and code
compliance staff.Neighborhood Associations carry out the HCD Plampiementing neighborhood
organizingand crime prevention pragms in the Specific Target Areas. (See Geographic Targeting
section for more information.)

For Profit Institutions

Financial Institutions.Private mortgage lenders have a wideayof tools toassist firsttime
homebuyers in obtaining affordable financing and homeownership counseling. Many participate in the
/I AG@Qa 1 2YS0dz2 SNJ ! a & A doddhteiSt Sf paltitiyaing i@ridersCréfe the AE NI |y dz
underwww.grcd.infa Financial Institutions support the HCD Plarphytnering with the City to provide
Y2NI3IIF3IS t2Fya F2NI LI NIAOALI YydGa Ay GKS /AG@dQad R24

Home and Building Association of Greater Grand Rapids (HBAGG#®)Home and Building
Association is a professional trade organization supporting the home building industry in thee Gran
Rapids area. Members volunteer their skills with local nonprofit organizations, particularly Home Repair
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Services, and its foundah provides monetary support to nonprofit housing prograriitfie HBAGGR
supporisthe HCD Plan bgontinuing tosupplyvolunteersto provide home repair to lovincome
persons in collaboration with Home Repair Services.

Rental Property Owners AssociatidRPOA).The RPOAquipsmembers with support to
manage residential rental property and encouragfeemto provide quality, affordable and safe rental
housing to tenants The RPOgerves as a liaison with governmental entifiaad he leadership of the
RPOA has been an active partner in the Get the LeadH&aatthy Homesnitiative. The RPOA suppart
the HCD Plan byorking in @rtnership with the City andthersto promotelead safety education and
remediation programs.

Strengths and Gaps ithe HCDPlan Delivery System

Overall, nonprofit service providers and local government in Grand Rapids have ishabifity to
identify emerging issues in the community, coalesce around those issues, and ¢temérgies to
finding solutions. Examples haveluded the Housing Continuum of Care, Get the Lead Out!, and
Foreclosure Respons&Vhile nota trueinstitutional structure gap, the lack of sufficient public and

A
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Institutional SystemStrengths

9 Essential Needs Task Fordender the umbrella of thé&Kent CountyEssential Needs Task Force,
the sheltersubcommitteeassumed the role of the lochlousing Continuum of Care (HCC(Ed
eventually became known dlse Coalition to End Homelessness (CTHHEeCTEHeadsthe
way inA YL SYSyY G Ay3 G KyBar e ¥ ¥radffomélésshéss, pSajfically th
aVision to End Homelessnés©ther subcommittees of the Task Force are noWdi@ing similar
paths toimplement systemic changa the areas o&nergy efficiencynd conservation, food
security, andaffordabletransportation.

1 Permanent Housing Coordination Council (PHCT)e PHCC ensures nonprofit housing
developersand other stakeholdermeet on a regular basis and share informatéond strategies
on housing issues

9 Foreclosure InterventionsThe Foreclosuresponse effort has been instrumental in educating
the community about the impact of foreclosures. Furtherey Home Repair Servicasd other
nonprofit housing providerhave experienced staffrainedin mortgage foreclosure counseling

9 Local FoundationsLocal foundations embrace a number of housing and community
development initiativesoften early in the pocess, thereby enabling other funding sources to
come to the table. A particularly notable contribution of local foundatistits support for
communitywide (.g. CityMaster Plarand Green Grand Rapjdsnd neighborhood planning.

f  Master Plan, Green and Rapids, Zoning Ordinancé. KS / A (& Q& d&®enitA G YSy i (2
citizen participation in the development and update of the Master Plan, as well as the rewrite of
the Zoning Ordinance, has resulted in a veelucated, committed citizenry. The publicwed
sustainable land use, the quality of the built environment, green infrastructure, and complete
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streets. Furthermore formal and informabroupsare in placdo help the City implement the
GreenGrandRapids recommendations.

1 Community Researchnstitute (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.

1 Kent County Lan@®ank. 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.

1 Job and Employment Skills Traininghe Grand &ids 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 placenee the Anti
Poverty Section for mormformation.

Institutional SystemGaps

9 Current Economic Crisiddousing developers and builders are continuing to experience
difficulties in obtaining necessary crettitimprove andexpand the supply of affordable
housing. For example, Low Income Housing Tax Credits (LIHTC) are not available unless an
investorcommits to the projectn advancefurthermore,the amounta project receivefor the
tax credits is quite low.

9 ForeclosureRelief 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 us@and mortgage lenders are not eagerparticipate.
¢tKSaS LINPINIYE YySSR G2 6S [FRIFILWGFotS G2 LIS2LIX SQ

9 Financial Education and Credit Counselinthe community has a cadre of trained financial
educators and counselors, but it appears there is an unmet demand for these services.
Prograns may need to be expanded or creatively marketed to attract people well in advance of
buyinga home. This would ensutkey are financially ready and capable when the time comes,
are better able to make good housing choicasd avoid subprime and highstdoans.

1 Interpretation and Translation Services f&fon-English Speaking Peopl&Vhile nterpretation
and translation servicesre available in the community, they are not routinely used for real
estate transactionsNeutral, thirdparty interpretersneed to be trained in real estate andilf
housing laws to ensur@formation is accurately exchanged between the parties to the
transaction.

1 City Transformation Due to the current economic difficulties, tigty hassignificantly reduced
staff and i ability to provide all the services it previously performéd. a result, the City has
developed a fivgrear plan to transform City service delivery models to achieve efficiencies and
become fiscally sustainable. Although the Community Developmentriegat 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.

21
0097dshallb FY 2012, FY 2016 Housinand Community Development Plan



Performance Management

The Cityof Grand Rapidsas developed and implemented a performance measurement system. The
following depicts the core components of the system for administration of federal funds.

Neighborhood InvestmenPlan TheNeighborhoodnvestmentPlan guides funding decisions
based on need and priority througieven (7fesired outcomes
F2NJ DN} YR wl LIA Ratidus sfi&ehiasraad anhiipk
indicators may be used to achieve program results.

Notice of Intent (NOI) A Noticeof Intent to apply for funding is used to screen potenti
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 antities they intend to perform. ad
hoccommittee consisting ofnembersof the City Commission
reviews theletters of Intentand determines whiclprojectsalign
with the Neighborhood Investment Plan. Those organizations
invited to submitfull applications for funding.

Request forSpecific Proposal Thespecific detailedapplicationincludes a complete description
of the program or servicerganizational capacity and experienc
performancemeasurescommunity partnersand budgetrequest

Proposal Review Proposal eview includesn evaluationof submittedperformance
measuresalong with performance reportsdm the previous
funding cycles, where applicabknd the development ofunding

recommendations.
Outcome Measurement Subrecipient contracts and interdepartmental agreemeugsan
Framework outcome measurement framework that includes agreed upon

outcomes outputs, and performance indicators expected to be
accomplished during the contract period.

Performance Reports Subrecipiets are required to submit quarterly or serannual
progress reports Saff review the eports andprovidefeedback
on performance when appropriateéSubrecipients also submit ar
annual project evaluation report.
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HUD Performance Measurement Outconsystem.| ! 5 Q & me Sydtédincludete

following components.

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

1 Inputs: resources dedicated to or consumed by the program (e.g. money, staff time,
equipment, etc.).

9 Activities: what the pogram does with the inputs to fulfill its mission (e.g. intake,
inspection, construction specs, etc.).

9 Outputs: the direct products of program activities (e.g. number of customers served,
number of loans processed, etc.).

1 Outcomelndicators: benefits tha result from the program (e.qaumber of housing units
that meet code requirementgeoplewho resolve their housing crisis and remain housed
for at least six months, microenterprisesexpand and increase sales within 12 months,
etc.).

Whilel | 5$sEem is not intended to replace existing systems at the local léyaipvides a method
for all participating jurisdictiont report consistent and comparable data to HUD. As a patrticipating

jurisdiction, the City of Grand Rapids reports performancedalaRSNJ | ! 5Qa ae&adSy
the locally designed outcome measurement framework.

HUD Objectives HUM gystem has three overarching objectives:clgating suitable living
environments2) providing decent affordable housingnd 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 catgories. The Outcomd-ramework matrix is shown below.

HUD Performance Measurement System
Outcome Framework

Outcome 1 Outcome 2 Outcome 3
Avalilability/Accessibility Affordability Sustainability

Support housing
opportunities in a
neighborhood or community

Objective 1 Provide access ta suitable
Suitable Living Environmen living environment

Improve a neighborhood or
community

Sustain housing in a

Increase access to housing - . .
1 Improve the affordability of | neighborhood or community

Objective 2 _
Improve the quality of

Decent Housing housing housing Improvg the quality of a
neighborhood
Increase access to busines|
Objective 3 Increase the number of jobs capital Improve a business district
Economic Opportunity or income of people Support people in obtaining or neighborhood

and retaining employment

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

T a! @F At} oAt AmeansdctOites thal hake\sericés? igfrastructure, public
facilities, housing or shelter available or accessible te &ovd moderateincome people,
including persons with disabilities. Accessibility dogsrefer only to physical barriers, but
also to makng the basics of daily living available and accessible todod/moderate
income people where they livezor housing, this definition also includes improving the
guality of housing.

f a! T F2 NReaosactiviti€s ghat provide affordability in a variety of ways in the lives of
low- and moderateincome people.lt can include the creation of affordable housing,
infrastructureimprovementsthat support housingaffordable business financingr
services sch as transportation ochild carethat supportpeople in obtaining or maintaining
a joh

1 a{ dza ( | Ameansadtifitiedit@agpromote livable or viable communities. It applies to
activities aimed at improving neighborhoqdsusiness district®yr communities helping to
make them more livable or viable by providing bersdfit persons of lowand moderate
income It can also mean activities thamowe or eliminake slums or blighted areas
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Monitoring

Monitoring Standards

The Community Developent Department monitors all sulecipients receiving Community

Development Block Grant (CDBG), Home Investment Partnerships (HOMiERE&mergency
SolutionsShelter Grant®rogram (ESG), and Justice Assistance Grant (JAG) funds. Subrecipients are
certifiedannually, 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 dtging

fiscal year, an agency single audit is also required. Written aggets 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 ProceduresProgram/Project monitoring is composed of three
components: financial reporting, performance reporting and ansite monitoring review.

1 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
expendituresare within the approved budget, if they support contractual activities, and if
costs are eligible.

1 Performance Reporting Performance reports are submitted on an annual, sanmual, or
quarterly basis and are used to provide the Community Developmepartment with a
G622t 002 YSFada2NBE I LINPIAINI YQa LINRPINBaa Ay LINROJ

1 OnSite Monitoring Staff conduct ongoing desk audits of subrecipient contract files.
Annually, a determination is made whether @xpanded monitoring review isecessary
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 monitaginlf it is determined that
an expanded monitoring review is necessary, staff will conduct aitermeview. An onsite
monitoring reviewmay includeexaminaton of saibrecipientprogrammatic records to
validate information reported on performance anddincial reports. A review of financial
recordsmayinclude an in depth examination of invoices, time sheets and other
documentation to support expenses charged to the contractual budBecumentation for
program activities is reviewed to corroborate fmmance reports and to verify that
program activity costs allocated to the contractual budget are eligible.

After completing theon-site monitoringreview, results are provided in writing to tisabrecipient
within 30 days. If concerns and/or findingene identified during the review the monitoring letter will
outline identified issues and include recommendations and/or adive actions foresolution If there
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were no findings or concerns identified during the monitoring visit,dhferecipient is povided with a
letter stating such.

If concerns and/ofindings are identified, theubrecipient is instructed to submit a written response

GAUGKAY on RlI&da 2F (G4KS RIGS 2F (GKS /AdeQa Y2yAd2NR
determine if infamation submitted and/or actions taken are adequate to clear monitoring concerns

and/or findings. Siff continues to work with theudbrecipient until all issues are resolvedt such time,

the subrecipient receives written natification that concerns ordings identified during the monitoring

visit have been satisfied and the case is closed.
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Populationandincome
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The City of Grand Rapids has experienced many of the same demographic changes@sotherities

in Michigan over the last several decades. However, Grand Rapids gained population between 1970 and
2000 9nce2000,i K S spopulaBofloss has occurredt a slower rée than other Michigan cities

from 197,800 per the 2000 Census 183,242 per the 20089 American Community Survey (ACS).

Ageand Sex Per the200509 American Community SurvexC$ the population of Grand
Rapids was relatively young with 68.5% of the population under ag@d&sons 62 and over comprise
12.8% of he population, while children under age 5 comprise 7.9% of the population. Mal&84%9
and femalesH0.7%) are nearly evenly split among the population.

Householdsand Families According to the200509 ACS73,311households live in Grand
Rapids.An estimated 42136 households (52%)are classified as families. Of thos&,208 households
(30.7%%0)are families with childrerunder age 18. Of the 22,508 families with children under age 18,

Populationand IncomeCharacteristics

12,581 are comprised of married couples @hii40are headed by aingle-parent

Per the 200809 ACS, raestimated 23835householderg31.8% of all households) lie¢one of which
6,993 arepeopleaged65 years and ove®.5% of all households)

Race and EthnicityThe following table shows the distritian of the Grand Rapids population
by race and ethnicithetween the2000Censusandthe 2006-09 ACS

In terms of percentages, racial groups within Grand Rapids have remained fairly coristezen the
2000Census and the 2008 ACS In terms of Hispanic ethnicity however, a significant increase has
occurred since 20Q@lthough the rate of increase is not as high as that experienced between 1970 and

2000.

0097dshallb

Population and Race/Ethnicity

Comparison of 2000 Census aR@0509 ACS Estimates

2000 Census 200509 ACS
White 133,116 67.2% 131,313 68.0%
Blackor African American 40,373 20.4% 38,952 20.2%
American Indian 1,454 1% 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, 20089 American Community Survey (ACS) Estimates for Grand Rapids, Ml
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The200509 ACS stimate also indicates th&3,168 people (2.0%) living in Grand Rapids were born
outside of the United States and that 929 people 7.9%) spoke a language at home other than
English.Foreignborn Grand Rapids Public School students came most frequently from Mexico,
Guatemala, Keray andPuerto Rico In the 200910 school year, 9non-English languages were spoken
in these homes, in most cases Spanish (86%).

Persons with DisabilitiesThe U.S. Census Bureau defines disability as ddstigg sensory,
physical, mental, or entimnal condition or conditions that make it difficult for a personp@rform
functional or participatory activities, such as seeing, hearing, walking, climbing stairs, learning,
remembering, concentrating, dressing, bathing, going outside the home, dingpat a job. Per the
(single yearp009 ACSan estimated 20,109 neimstitutionalized residents10.6%2 ¥ G KS / A (& Qa
population)had adisability. People age 65 and over account for the highest proportion of persons with
disabilities at 40.4%However,adults ages 18 64 have the highest number of persons with disabilities
at 10,557.
Employment The Michigan economy has been in a recession since 20010 KA 31 y Q& &S| az
adjusted monthly unemployment rate has consistently exceeded thionakrate since September
2000, with a wide distancing starting in 20Q3S Department of Labor Bureau of Labor Statistics)
CNRY (KS SYR 2F Hnnm GKNRdzZAK WdzZ & HnannTZ46WKS &G+ GS
(United States Governmewtccountability Officelnformation on Recent Default and Foreclosure Trends
for Home Mortgages andssociated Economic and Market Developmenigis is due in large part to
GKS aidl 4S5 Qaf masufachufingidiiktriés Mecyrding to the State of the Cities Data Systems
(SOCDSIom June 2009hrough July, 2010, the monthly unemployment rate for the City ranged from
15.0% to 16.6%Fom August througibecembey 201Q the monthly unemployment ratedropped
steadily down b 11.8%in December However, by March 2011 the unemployment rate had increased
to 16.7%.

While many people continue to be employed in manufacturittge Grand Rapideegion is investing in a
knowledgebased economy. In recent years, Grand Rapids haseddo diversify its economy by
increasing jobs in health careighereducation and hightech manufacturing
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The200509 ACS provides unemployment rate by race and ethnicity. The following table shows the
disparity in employment among the followimgcial/ethnic groups.

Employment and Unemployment Rates by Race/Ethnicity
200509 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: 200509 American Community Survey (ACS) Estimates for Grand Rapids, Ml

Income. The following chart compares 2000 Census income data with estimated data from the
200509 ACS .Although median and mean income levels have increased, so have poverty rates. Nearly
one out of two femaleneaded families with childreis living in poverty.

Income and Poverty
Comparison of 2000 Census aR@0509 ACS Estimates

2000Census| 200509ACS | Rate ofChange

FamilyHouseholds:

Median Income $44,224 $46,779 5.8%
Mean Income $53,453 $59,700 11.7%0
Per Capita Income $17,661 $20,196 14.4%

FamiliesBelow 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 femaleheadedfamilies 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, 20089 American Community Survey (ACS) Estimates for Grand Rapids, M
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CHAS 2009 data (taken from the 2806 ACS3how the following count of Grand Rapids households
GAGKAY 1 '50a AyO2YS 3INERdzLlA

Note that the numbers below are estimates and may vary slightly from table to tRbleexample, the
total estimatedownerhouseholds appear as 45,430 in the table belowt,may show as 45,435 in
another tablewithin this plan

Owner and Renter Families Estimates
by HUD Income Groups
Owners Renters Total
Very Low Income 3,080 9,185 12,265
0-30% Median Income
Low Income 4,715 5,905 10,620
31¢ 50% Median Income
Moderate Income 8,875 6,045 14,920
51¢ 80% Median Income
Middle/High Income 28,760 6,795 35,555
Over 80% Median Income
Total Estimated Households 45,430 27,930 73,360
Source: 2009 CHAS Data (20@5 American Community Survey Estimates) for Gréapids, Ml
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CrimeCharacteristics

Crime Statistics While crime is associated with all populations and income leitétsgenerally
accepted that there is a correlation between poverty and crifearthermore, crime is an important
factor in determining the quality of life icity neighborhoods. A review of crime statistics in the City
between2000 and 2A.0revealasignificant decrease in the rate of crime in nearly all categories of Part
One andPart Two offensesDespite this very positive trend, crime is still an issue in Grand Rapids. A
recentincome tax increasapproved by voters indicasa high rate of support for police services.

Crime- Part One Offenses
2000, 2003, 20062009, and P10

Change

Part One Offenses 2000 2003 2006 2009 2010 2000- 2010
Murder 17 11 23 9 9 47.1%
Rape 57 68 73 90 90 57.9%
Robbery 594 570 719 578 519 (12.809
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%9
Arson 112 92 126 79 100 (10. 79
Neg. Manslaughter 0 0 0 1 0

Total | 13,057 11,956 12,544 10,502 9,514 Q@ Hl%

Source: Grand Rapids Police Department

Crimec SelectedPart Two Offensedleighborhood Quality of Life Crimes
2000, 2003, 2006, 2009 and 2010

Change
Part Two Offenses 2000 2003 2006 2009 2010 2000- 2010
NonAgg. Assault 5,312 5,015 4,432 3,812 3,829 (27.9%
Stolen Property 104 96 87 72 44 (57.79
Vandalism 3,617 3,360 3,066 2,436 2,045 (43.5%
Weapons 173 144 95 110 94 (45.7™9
Prostitution 315 204 144 107 80 (74.6%9
Sex Offenses 383 421 358 212 242 (36.89
Narcotic Laws 1,790 1,866 1,551 1,770 1,513 (15.5%
Family & Children 622 174 105 101 78 (87.5%9
DUI (Liquor or Drugs 876 930 699 650 547 (37.69
Liguor 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 @ 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 thelSii@s, 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 actiities
limited resource®n areas most in need.

General Target AreéGTA) The GTA was selected using income and housing data, and the
boundaries have been adjusted ovene 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 seivickesling housing prograsnand legal
assistance. As of the 2000 Census4%rofthech (i @ Q& LJ2 LJdzR pedpleZived in tReN3TAN Z y M
map of the GTAanbe found onthe following page.

Specific Target AreéSTA) Within the GTAare Specifidarget Areas. The STAs gsidential
neighborhoods where at least fifty one (51) percefithe residents arédow and moderaténcome
Residents of the STAs have access to major housing rehabilitation programs, street improvements,
concentrated codenforcement, curb ramps, and gport for neighborhood associations. The majority
of housing and community developmeptogram funds are spent in these neighborhood$ie GTA
map also identifies the STAs.

Non-GTA. The termnon-GTArefers to theremainirg areas of theity not included in theGTA.
As of the 200@ensus, 526 2F (G KS / A& Qa LJ2 Lzt butsileXhéGTA2 NJ Mmno I gy y

City-Wide Programming City-wide programmings employed for certain programs and
activities which promote the deoncentrationof poverty. Citywide services are also availalie
incomeeligible residentfor handicap accessibilityninor home repairsand mortgage foreclosure
intervention. HOME and ESG funds may be used anywhere in the City, provided they ineoefie
eligble persons.

A Tale of Two Cities

¢KS RIFIGF aK2g¢g UGKFd OKSNB NS NBIfte G2 RAFFSNBYy
General Target Area (GTA) and the rest of the city known asai&TA The following discussion

illustrates the differences between racial concentrations, poverty, housing characteristics, and living
conditions in the GTA compared to then-GTA. Unfortunately, detailed information by block group

from the 200509 ACS isat 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 2000dataizas been

used. Itis recognized that the 2000 Census information is out of lolatédt, represents the best data

source to illustrate differences betweendlGTA and thean-GTA in the City of Grand Rapids. More

recent data is available for code compliance and mortdageclosures.
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General Target Area and Specific Target Ar@aso Census)

CITY LImITS

CLYDE PARK

GODDINGS

General

Specific 0 025 05
City of Grand Rapids Target Area

Target Area s \iles
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Racial and Ethnic Concentratiomsthin the GTA When GTA andan-GTA areas are
compared, it is evident thahe City is divided racially and ethnically. Whileg47 2 ¥ (G KS / A& Q&
population resides within the GTA, racial and ethnic cotregions are disproportionately higher in this

area.

0097dshallb

Whites.2 KAt S GKS /AdGeQa G20Fft 2KAGS LRLMAFGAZY
Whites were underrepresented in the GTA: only 36% of White residents lived in the GTA.

Blacks or African mericans.2 KAf S GKS /AGeQa . fFO1 LRLMzZ I (A2
residents in 2000, Blacks were overrepresented in the GTA: 70% of Black residents lived in

GKS D¢! o LYRSSRXZ Y2NB UKFIy Ty» 2F (GKS /AdGeqQ
censudracts within the GTA.

Asiars. Residents of Asian descent make up a relatively small portion of the population
baseonlylf: 2F (GKS /AdeQa LRLMzZ I GA2Yy D | 26 SOSNE o
contiguous census tracts.

American Indians and\laska Natives? KAf S GKS / AG&Qa ! YSNAOlIY Ly
population comprised07% of all City residents in 2000, 74% lived in the GTA. Indeed, more

thant > 2F GKS [/ AdGeQad ! YSNAOIY LYRAFYyk!fF&1F b
census trats within the GTA.

Native Hawaiians and other Pacific Islandefdative Hawaiians and other Pacific Islanders
O2YLINRASR (KS avlftfSal alriMlioR3Byersdris OfithkS / A (& Qa
total, 218 (92%) lived in the GTA.

Some Other RacePersons reporting being of a race other than those listed on the 2000

Census form comprised 7%0K S / A G & Q& LIBXN@BYperceatdfyhdse 9 A IK (G &
residents livedn the GTA and 14% lived in themGTA.

Two or More RacesThree (3) percentofth / A G & Q& LJ2 LJdzf | {pAnulf- NI LI2 NI !
racial. Of these residents, 63% livadhe GTA and 37% lived in themGTA.

Hispanics Eightyi KNBSS o60yo0 LISNOSyd 2F GKS /Al@Qa wHpId
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Concentration of Racial andthnic Groups in the GTA

2000 Census
City Total GTA Non-GTA
White
. . 133,116 47,975 36.0% 85,141 64.0%
(67.3% of City residents) ° °
Black or African American
. . 40,373 28,291 70.1% 12,082 29.9%
(20.4% of City residents) ° °
Asian
3,195 966 30.2% 2,229 69.8%

(1.6% of City residents)
American Indian and Alaska
Native 1,454 1,070 73.6% 384 26.4%
(0.™% of City residents)
Native Hawaiian and Other
Pacific Islander 238 218 91.6% 20 8.4%
(0.1% of City residents)
Some Other Race

, i 13,115 11,296 86.1% 1,819 13.9%

(6.6% of City residents) ° °
Two or More Races

W , ) 6,309 3,996 63.3% 2,313 36.7%%
(3.2% of City residents)
Total 197,800 93,812 47.4% 103,988 52.™
i -

Ispanic 25,983 21,478 | 82 | 4505 | 17.3%

(13.1% of City residents)
Source: 2000 Census for Grand Rapids, Ml

Concentration of Povertyamong Families Living in the GTRer 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.) Yetthe GTA is the home of the majoritpersons 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, ferrradaded households with childrennd
children.

1 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 locate@ contiguous tracts

9 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 liiimgoverty.

1 FemaleHeaded Households with Childrer-emaleheaded households with children
comprised 55% of families living in poverty, 78% of which lived in the GTA.
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9 Children. The U.S. Census Bureau began counting children in poveatyadsgory ofits
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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“REGIS Concentration of Racial and Ethnic Groups in the GTA i
2000 Census (Block Level Data) é
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African American/Black
1 Greater than 20%

orE®I0d

Hispanic/Latino
A Greater than 13%

Asian/Pacific Islander
O Greater than 2% (66.7% max)

American Indian/Native Alaskan
X Greater than 1% (71.5% max)
White
0-30%
. 30-60%
1 60% or more

§

‘The City of Grand Rapids makes no warranty, expressed or impied, regarding the acouracy,
‘completeness, or usefulness of the information presented. Users of this information assume
0 0.25 0.5 1 all liabilty of its fitness for a particular use.
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Concentration of Poverty in the GTA
2000 Census
City Total GTA Non-GTA
Families in Poverty
. . 5,508 4,085 74.2% 1,423 25.8%

(11% of all City families) ° °
Families with Children

. o 4,611 2,963 64.3% 1,648 35.7%
(84% of City families in poverty) ° 0
FemaleHeaded Households with
Children 3,021 2,368 78.4% 653 21.6%
(55% of City families in poverty)
Children

: L 10,797 8,537 79.1% 2,260 20.9%
(35% of City population in poverty) 0 0
Source: 2000 Census for Grand Rapids, Ml

Concentration of Poverty in Racial and Ethnic Grolypang in the GTACitywide, 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 povertydivin the GTA.

1 Whites. Per the 2000 Censp$0.1% (13,46 persong of all Whiteresidentslived in poverty.
Of those60.0% 8,077persong lived in the GTAWhites have the lowest rate of poverty
among all the Census population groups (10.1%), buessmt the greatest number of

people in poverty (13,467).

1 Blacks or African AmericansTwenty eight (28) percent (11,31person$ of all Black

residents lived in poverty. Of thosg2.2% 9,294persong livedin the GTA.
f OtherRaces¢ KS YI 22 NR (&

27

LS2Lx S

27

G20 KSNJ N O0S4a¢

boundaries. Of the more than 22,000 residents living in poverty in the GTA in2199%,
reportedraces other than White or Black/African American.
9 Hispanics.Per the 2000 Qesus, 5.5% (6,888 persons) dfispanic residents lived in
poverty, of which87.9% 6,057 personglived in the GTA.

0097dshallb
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Concentration of Poverty in GranBapids(2000 Census)
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The following table shows a comparison of the rate of poverty by raGeloK y A OAG& 2F GKS

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 jpoverty
Black or Africarmerican

28.0% of Black residents in poverty
Asian

10.8% & Asian residents in poverty
American Indian and Alaska Native
18.9% ofAm Inch residents in poverty
Native Hawaiiamnd Other Pacific
Islander 36 36 100.0% 0 0%
15.1% & Pacific Islanders in poverty
Some Other Race

27.2% & Other Races in poverty

Two or More Races

27.2% & Two or More Races in poveri

13,467 8,077 | 60.0% | 5,390 | 40.0%

11,311 9,294 | 822% | 2,017 | 17.8%

345 190 55.1% 155 44. D%

275 220 80.0% 55 20.0%

3,581 3,115 | 87.0% 466 13.0%

1,719 1,297 | 75.5% 422 24.5%

Total 30,734 22,229 | 723% | 8,505 | 27.7%6

HispanicEthnicity
26.5% oMHispanic residents in poverty
Source: 2000 Census for Grand Rapids, MI

6,888 6,057 | 87.%% 831 12.1%

Concentration ofHousing Needs in the GTAdousing 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 GA compare to the an-GTA.

1 Age and Condition of Housinglhe majority of older housing units are concentrated in the

I A

GTA.The 200509 ACSlata indicatethab y ®c:’s 2 F GKS / AGeQa K2dzaAy3

1940. Within the GTA, 62% of the housingnits were built prior to 190. In contrast, only
16.3% of the housing units in theon-GTA were built prior to 0. As might be expected
considering the age of the housing stpakdisproportionate number of housing code cases
were initiated in the GT/ calendar year 2016 specifically77.9% were initiated in the
GTA, an@2.1% in the on-GTA.

f  Type of HousingPer the2006-09 ACSthe majority 654> 0 2 F (G KS /[ A aré@ Q&
in singlefamily (detached and attached) hes. Within the GTA, reglefamily homes
comprisel nearly57.2% of the housing supphbuplex units accounted f@0.3%of the
housing units, and.8%were in small multifamily building of 3 or 4 units. Outside the
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GTA,74.3% of the housing uniteere in singlefamily homesand20.1%were in structues
of five (5) or more units.

Overcrowding. While overcrowding(1,775 units or 2.4%6 ofoccupiedhousing)isnot a
significant issue in the Ciper the2005-09 ACSthe majority of the units thasre
overcrowdedare located in the GTAOver gventyone percent(71.3% of overcrowded
households an®6.3% of severely overcrowded householt® located in the GTA. Renter
householdsn the GTA614%)are morelikely to be overcrowdethan owner households
(38.8%0).

Housing Tenure.2005-09 ACSlata indicate the ownerenter ratio for the City as a whols
60.6% owner an@B9.4% renter. Within the GTA, the ownenter ratiois49.76 owner and
50.5% renter. In the not&GTA, the ownerenter ratiois 70.5%owner and29.5% renter.
Vacancy RatesThe overall housing vacancy rate reported in the2200 AC$s 9.3%, with
the GTA vacancy rate 42.5% and thenon-GTA vacancy rate &t1%.

Mortgage ForeclosuresData collected by the Community Research Institute (C&tH fr
January 2004 December2010 indicate mortgage foreclosures are disproportionately
higher in the GTA than in the ngBTA. Hardest hit neighborhood Baxter (24% of 14
unit homes in the neighborhood) were foreclosed, Black HIG&%0), Fuller Aenue
(279%), Madison (22%), Oakdale (31%), Southeast Community Association {2b),
South Hill29.26), and South We#reaNeighborhood Associatior2§.1%). The
foreclosure rate for the city as a whole was3%.during this time period. (Sé®using
Market section for more information on mortgage foreclosujes
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Housing Market Analysis

Housing in Grand Rapids

¢CKS 1 2dzaAy3 alNJSd !'ylrfteara LINPOARSA 'y 20SNUASH
characteristics, and market conditions. (A more detailed analysis of concentrations of race, poverty, and
substandard housing can be found in the Geographic Tagyetiction of this Plan.)

Neighborhood TypesGrand Rapids is a city of neighborhoods, where the nature and quality of
AGad flIYyR dzaSa RSTFAYS || ySAIKO2NK22RQa OKI NI Ol SNE
identify its personality. The follving is a summary of the four major neighborhood types described in
the 2002 City of Grand Rapids Master Plan.

9 Turn of the Century NeighborhoodsTurn 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 wittihe neighborhood and within selected blocks. Housing,
commercial, institutional (churcheschools) and factories are integrated (e.g., apartments
above storesfactories close to homes). Singéd multifamily housing are also
integrated with a brad range of multfamily 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 folihgse neighborhoods are highly
walkable.

1 Earl Twentieth Century NeighborhoodsEarly 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 bdagitm
appear. Blocks are small to medium sized (@600 feet in length) and contain sidewalks.
Usesare mixed within the neighborhood and within selected blocks (apartments/offices
above stores).Commercial mixedise districts located on streetcarutesare within easy
walking distance of residentiaBingle and multifamily housing typeare integrated with
a range of multfamily types, often located on major streets and at intersectidrerger
parksare locateds A 0 KA Y | YR 2y ofinéghboth@dsiTeeieigBiRrAd®ds
are highly walkable.

1 Post War NeighborhoodsPost War Neighborhoods were built after World War Il, from
approximately 1945 to 1970. Residential streets are typically curvilinear in nature, with the
introduction ofculde-sacs. Blocks are medium (49600 feet) to large sized (600 feet or
longer in length).There is awgbstantially reduced integration of residential and rRon
residential uses within the neighborhood and/or on selected blo€&ksmmercialises are
clustered in centers at major intersections and/or in strip commercial formdt G8eet)
or large institutional sites/super blocksSome smaller scale muftamily continues to be
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integrated into singldamily residential areasThese neighborhoods haveduced
walkability compared to older neighborhoods.

Late Twentieth Century Neighborhoodd.ate Twentieth Century Neighborhoods were

built from 1970 to the present. Streets are curvilinear in nature and contaidessacs.

Blocks are long (600 feet greater in length), with few sidewalk3here isittle to no mix

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

separated from singkéamily residential areas. Commercial developmisimicreasingly

segregatedn larger strip centers or major shopping centers. Institutional and industrial

dzaSa | NB RS@GSt2LISR 2y I NHSNJ éarblisddiasigreenNJ Ol Y LJd.
space. Walkability is reduced.

Number of Housing UnitsThe200509 American Community Survey (ACS) identified 80,821
housing units in Grand Rapids, a net increase of 2,818 en8$§% sinceghe 2000 Census. This is
consistent with the 199@ 2000 trend increase of 4,250 housing units, a net gain of 5.4%.

Number ofHousing Units
Comparison of 2000 Census aR0509 ACS Estimates

2000Census

200509ACS Change

Housing Units

78,003

80,821 +3.6%

Source: 2000 Census, 20089 American Community Survey (ACS) Estimates for Grand Rapids|

Age of Housing UnitsPerthe 200509 ACS data, 31,157 housing units were built prior to 1940,
representing 8.6% of the housing stock. Another.2% of the housing stock was built between 1940
and 1959, for a total of&7% of housing units fifty (50) yearsalder. Althoudn 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; 3B0 residential
demolitions during this the period.

0097dshallb

Year Structure Built
200509 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: 200509 American Community Survey (ACS) Estimates for Grand Rapids,
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Types of Structures¢ KS Yl 22NAG& 2F GKS / Xain®yOatachk® dza A y 3  dzy
homes
Types of Structures
Comparison of 2000 Census aRd0509 ACS Estimates
2000 Census 200509 ACS Change

Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent
1 Unit, Detached 45,677 58.6% 48,189 69.8% 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% 1,279 (12.2%)
3¢ 4 Units 5,230 6.7% 5,196 6.5% (34 (.65%9
5+ Units 13,049 16.7% 13,341 16.%%0 292 2.3%
All Other Units 200 3% 243 .3% 43 21.%%
Total Hbusing Units 78,003 100% 80,821 100% 2,818 3.6%
Source: 2000 Census, 20089 American Community Survey (ACS) Estimates for Grand Rapids, Ml

Nearly all of the changes in housing types between 2000 and-@9@8e found in the singleamily 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 sirfglmily detached homes is a combination of new
construction and conversions fromf@mily structures. A review of City building permits indicate that
approximately 1,000 singlamily detached homes were built between 2000 and 2009. Since
conversions frm 2-family structures to singkamilies do not require permits, conclusions about the
loss of nearly 1,500 units infamily structures is more speculative. If the 2010 Census substantiates
this data, it could indicate a positive trend toward conversidé@-family rental units back to single
family structures. This would representleaigS NY Ay @SadyYSyda Ay GKS [/ AdGeéQa
The estimated increase of nearly 1,300 sirfglmily attached housing units between 2000 and 2085

can be attributel to downtown condominium development.

Housing Tenure In the 2000 Census, data show there were 73,217 occupied housing units in
Grand Rapids. Own@ccupancy accounted for 43,717 units, for an owaecupancy rate of 59.7%.
Conversely, there wered2500 renteroccupied units, for a rentemccupancy rate of 40.3%.

By the 200509 ACS, overall occupancy increased from 73,217 units to 73,311 units. -Gxenpred
housing units increased slightly by 719 units to 44,436, but remteupied housing fthdecreased by
625, a drop from 29,500 in 2000 to 28,875 in 205
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Housing Tenure Rates

1980 through200509
1980 1990 2000 200509
OwnerOccupied Units 63.1% 59.9% 59.7% 60.6%
RenterOccupied Units 36.9% 40.1% 40.3% 39.4%

Source: 1980, 19902000 Census, 20089 American Community Survey (ACS) Estimates for Grand Rapids

Housing VacancRates. Typically, the single best measure of the supply and demand for
housing is the vacancy rate. For example, when the supply of housing is thighereeded, 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 vacamrg considered normal or necessary to enable mobility among city
households. For ownerccupied dwellings, a vacancy rate of 1.5% is traditionally expected, while
among rental units, a rate of 5% is traditionally considered normal. Vacancy ratesahtrensing 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 cityasawhole, 4,0 K2 dzAAy 3 dzyAda 2Nl com: 2F (G(KS
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 beerowithlranges,

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
between2000 and 200H9 reveal a significant change in the housing marke@SNJ di’z 2F GKS [/ A
housing units were vacant in 20@®. Perhaps even more significant is the increase in the vacancy rate

among owner housing nearly doubling from a healthy 1.3% to a dangerous 2.5%. See the section on

mortgage foreclosures for merdetailed information on how foreclosures are affecting older

neighborhoods disproportionately.

Housing Vacancy Rates
Comparison of 2000 Census aBfi0509 ACS Estimates

2000 Census| 200509 ACS Change
Total Housing Units 78,003 80,821 2,818
VacantUnits 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, 20089 American Community Survey (ACS) Estimates for Grand Rapids
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Condition of Housing HUD requires the City to identify the number of substandard housing
units within the jurisdiction. The 20@@HAS datalentifies substandard housing as housing that lacks
complete plumbing or kitchen facilitie©nly 100 homeowner unignd 73 renter units meet that
definition, thereforeit is not an effective measure of housing conditions in Grand Rapioisthe
purposes othis Plan, substandard is defined as a dwelling unit that does not meet local housing a
200dzL) yOe O2RSao l'a 2F CSONXzZE NBE WHMZI HAwuiDe §KS /A
count of 1,072 open housing casdalthough these numbers are lower than in previous years, it is
more likely the result of severely reduced coaenpliance staff than a true measure of substandard
housing conditions.) The data indicates serious housing problems.

Thetype of housing code cases provides further insight into the condition of the housing supply.
Housing violations include deteriorati 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 occurretidproperty is

repairable. Utility and hazards related to utility shutoffs and other dangecouditions are those likely

to result in injury, illness or death, or cause severe damage to the building. As indicated below, housing
code violations are hedy concentrated within the General Target Area.

Housing Code Cases
Casednitiated in 2010
GTA Non-GTA

Case Type City Total 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.%% 25 28.1%
Utility/Hazard 194 169 87.1% 25 12.9%
Total 1,743 1,357 77.%% 386 22.1%
Source: City of Grand Rapids Code Complianbévision

Vacant, Blighted PropertiesAn estimated 234 vacant, blighted residential structures are
NEIAAUSNBR gAOK GKS /AGeQa /2RS /2YLX Al YOS 5AQ0AaA
values and the wide range of costs associated with blighted properties, it is not known how many of
these structures can be economically rehabilitatéthr example, a structure in need of $50,000 in
rehabilitation costs may be feasible in a neighborhood with average housing values afdf8)a0®,
but unfeasible in a neighborhood with lower housing values.

Excessive Energy Consumptiolm addition to he presence of code violations, an important
component of housing condition is the integritytbe building envelope. A wedlealed and insulated
home improves the quality of life for its residents in a number of ways:
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91 Increases the lonterm affordabilty of the home through reduced utility costs.
1 Increases the comfort of the home by reducing drafts, damp basements, moisture on windows,
and noise intrusion.

1 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.
iKS K2YSQa

T 9EGSYyRa GKS
water infiltration into the home.
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Moderate Overcrowding and Severe Overcrowdingypically 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 lowand moderateincome families indicates that the group hardest
hit by overcrowdings very low income renters. It is interesting to note that the majority of

a i NHzO

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. Owvevalicrowding is
not a significant problem in Grand Rapids. However, anecdotal information from homeless shelter and
service providers indicate thatoubling up is commonly seelit is possible that households, particularly
renter householdsare reluctant to identify any residents that are not listed on the lease. Of the 1,620
low- and moderateincome householdglentified in Gensus datasovercrowded, 57% were renters.

Housing Values and Rental CostSensus data include seHported estimates of home values

Households and Overcrowding
2009 CHAS Estimates
Moderate Overcrowding SevereOvercrowding
VLI LI Ml VLI LI M

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
NonFamily 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

for owner-occupied homes. In 2000, the median home value reported was $91,100 and had grown to
$123,200 by 20089, anincrease of 32% in nine years.

0097dshallb
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Census data also include median gras# costs, which is defined as the monthly contract rent plus all
utility costs paid by the tenant. Since 2000, the median gross rent has gro3&®y, from$531 to
$702 by 20099.

Mortgage ForeclosuresMortgage foreclosures are an indicator of commnity 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 Januaiti @@ Decembey

2010 showthat 15.3% ofall 1¢ 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 lonincome and minority households have exgaced the highest foreclosure

rates.

lf K2dAK Y2NI3F3S FT2NBOft2adzNBa KIF @S 3I2yS R24y af A
continue. Indeed, it was more likely the result of successful foreclosure interventions than a positive

trend in theeconomy. (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 factorsthat 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 unemploymermiates hovering between 16% and 16.7% from mi2Z009 to mid

2010, it is reasonable to assume that high foreclosure rates will conforisome time.
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Unemployment Rates and Foreclosure Rates
2002 through 2010
Annual Annual

Year Unemployment % 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) 25%

2011 16.7% (March only) NA
Source: State of the Cities Data Systems (SOCDS), Grand Valley State Univery
Community Research Institute for Grand Rapids, Ml

Trends in Market Rate HousindMixed-use neighborhoods are emerging in a number of areas
within Grand Rapids. The Monroe North neighborhood, for example, is comprised primarily of older
industrial buitings which have been converted for usehousing, offices, and retail establishments.
DowntownK 2 dza Ay 33X LN} OGAOFffe dzylyz2eéy GoSyde &SINER | 3I:
central district. An estimated 1,300 housing units have ladoied to the downtown condominium and
rental housing stock in the last decade. Many neighborhood commercial districts are also seeing more
residential units addedtoth¥ A E 2 F dza Sa o ¢CKS /AG@Q& Hnnu al adSN

In its ideal form, a mixedse 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 #melimpact 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 carefullyuséxed
neighborhoods provide architectural coherence and a quality environment that minimizes external
forcessuch as noiseodor and truck traffic.
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Assisted Housing InventoryAs of early 2011, there are more than 5,274 tenbased assisted
housing units intie City of Grand Rapids metropolitan araad 5,998 projecbased units within the
City of Grand Rapids

Grand Rapids Metrpolitan Area
Assisted Housing Units
January 2011

Tenantbased Housing Vouchers (Section@letro Area

Grand Rapids Housif@pmmission 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
Projectbased AssistedHousing Unitg; City of Grand Rapids
Elderly/Disabled 2,729
Families 3,293
Total 6,022

Note: Because tenadbased vouchers can be used anywhere, metro data is provided. Project

based units are located in Grand Rapids.

Source: Grand Rapids Housingommission, Attachment AAssisted Housing Inventory, Jan 2011

Housing Choice Vouchers are utilized by extremelyitmome and lowincome families, the elder)y
and persons with disabilities. SAgachment A- Assisted Housing Inventorfpr a detailed inventory of
project-based public and assisted housing.

Potential Loss of Assisted Housing UnifBhe Grand Rapids Housing and Urban Development

(HUD) Office indicated that it does not expectany HUB a4 A 8 G SR K2 dza A y 3

LINE 2SO a

five years.The Michigan State Housing Development Authority (MSHDA) recently received a deed in
lieu of foreclosurefor the 173unit Madison Square Apartments development. The development
consists of 60 elderly units in one building and 73 family units on scattered sites. NESIAE#e

process of receiving HUD approval to split the project and tranbkéeelderly building to a local housing
nonprofit. MSHDALHUD, the City, and nonprofit housing developais working to address the 73

family units before the contract expires.
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Grand Rapids
Housing Market Analysis
Vacancy 0&1 2 3+ Substandard
Housing Stock Inventory Rate Bedroom | Bedrooms | Bedrooms Total Units
Occupied Units: Rente 7,820 11,665 7,715 27,200 730
Occupied Units: Owne 1,695 8,720 34,895 45,310 100
Vacant Units: For Rer| 9.3% 800 1,260 455 2,520 60
Vacant Units: For Sal 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+
2-per $582
3-per $574
RentAffordable at 30% of 4-per $604
50% of MFI (in $s) 5-per $465
6-per $465
7-per $627
Public Housing Units
Occupied Unit§  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 Needgin $9 see total see total see total | $18.4 mil
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Affordable Housing Needs

Housing Needs General

Unless otherwise indicadethe data used in this section is from the 2009 CHAS Databook provided by
the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Developifi¢dD) The 2009 CHAS data is derived from the
200507 American Community Survey estimates for Grand Rapigs to rounding of data, there may

be some minodifferencesn thenumbersfrom table to table For example, the total estimatedvner
households apgar 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 householdkat are eligible for federadhousing 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.

HouseholdincomeGroupby Tenure
2009 CHAS Estimates
Income Group Owner Renter Total % ofTotal
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 AM 16,670 21,130 37,800 51.5%
Subtotal> 80% of AMI 28,765 6,800 35,565 48.6%
Total 45435 27,930 73,365 100%

Householdincome byRace / Ethnicity

The D09 CHAS estimates indicatertain racial and ethnic groups are disproportionately represented in
the low- and moderateincome groups. For example, Black househotusprisel8.7%of all
householdsput 41.0% of Black households are very low income. Likewise, Hispanic households
comprise 114% of all households, but 3% of Hispanic households are very low income. In contrast,
White households comprise/63% of the all households, but only .B% d 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
%of Race/ %of Race/ %of Race/
Ethnicity Ethnicity Ethnicity
Race / Ethnicity | Totals No. Group No. Group No. Group
White 49,340 7,546 15.3% 6,310 12.8% 9,630 19.%%
Black 13,705 5,620 41.0% 2,400 17.5% 2,545 18.8%
Asian 1,010 150 14.8% 90 8.9% 165 16.3%
Americanindian 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 rentarcupied. Small family households, with 2 members, are the
Y2alid 02YY2y K2dz&aSK2fR (GeL)lSz F2ft26SR o0& a! ff
non-family households and singf@rsons households, except elderly individuals.

hiKS

HouseholdTypes by Tenure
2009 CHAS Estimates
Percent of

Household Type Owner Renter Total Total
Elderly

9,780 4,335 14,115 19.2%
(1¢ 2 members)

Il Rel
Small Related 20,815 9,800 30,615 41. 7%
(2¢ 4 members)
Large Related 4,665 2,050 6,715 9.2%
(5+ members)
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) occupg dwelling that lacks complete kitchen facilities; 2) occupy a dwelling that

lacks complete plumbing facilities; &cupy a dwelling that isvercrowded (more than one person per
room); or 4)havea housing cost burden greater than 30% of their grossnre

General. The 2009 CHAStimates indicate that 83% of very low income households,.@%
of low income, an®9.3% of moderate income experience a housing problem. &6k ofhouseholds
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with income over 80% of AMiave housing problemsThe howing needs of the elderly population will
be discussed later in this section.

Disabled. Whilethe 2009 CHAS8oes not identify the type of disability, it is reasonable to
assume that many of thikouseholds classified as disabl@duld benefit from accesmodifications to
their home. Depending on individual circumstances, these modifications could include wheelchair
ramps and/or interior alterationsThe 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
%of Income

All HHs w/HP 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
HHs %of Income HHs %of Income
All w/HP Group All w/HP Group
Very Low Income 2,525 1,825 72.3% 2,105 1,695 80.9%
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.%% 2,035 1,405 69.0%
Owner 2,190 1,090 49.8% 905 455 50.3%
Renter 1,420 850 59.%% 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 uitgl 735 renter units meet this definition, 1% of

the housing stock.

Likewisemoderatelyovercrowded and severely overcrowded housingsigot affect significant
numbers of householdsHowever there is anecdotal evidence from the homeless provider comtpuni
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 Burdens2009 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, hgusosts include rent and utilities.

Where housing costs exce88% 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% wfcome are severely cost burdened. The following table breaks out
cost burdens by tenure and income group.
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Housing Cost Burdens Byenure andncome Group
2009 CHAS Estimates

Moderate Cost Burden Severe Cost Burden
> 30% of Income > 50% of Income
All HHs %of Income HHs %of Income
w/MCB Group w/SCB Group
Very Low Income 12,265 1,585 12.%% 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.M 1,675 35.9%
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. ™0 405 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% ofncome

% of Race/ % of Race/
HHs Ethnicity HHs Ethnicity
Race / Ethnicity Totals w/MCB Group w/SCB Group
White 49,340 8,090 16.4% 6,325 12.7%
Black 13,705 2,705 19.%% 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 Burdens200509 ACS Data

More recent data from the 20089 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 neuls renter needs.

Owners with a Mortgage.For homeowners with a mortgage, the median monthly cost was
$1,138. The datedicate that 31.3% of these households have a cost burden in exce38%fof their
income. This is a 10.5%¢crease from the 200 Census level 0f328%.

Owners without a Mortgage.Forhomeowners without a mortgage, the median monthly cost
was only $411. Even s&.%% of these households had a cost burden in excess of 30% of their income.
This is &.5%increase from the 200Census level of.0%.

Renters. The median montly rent for renter households was $702. Furthermore, 36 of
renter households had a cost burden in exces3086 of their income. This is a 16.Bffrease from the
2000 Census level dD.2%.

Observatims on Housing Datg General
Income 1 Households in the very low income group are three times more likely 1
be renters than owners.
1 75.7% of all renters have incomes < 80% of AMI.

63.3% of all owners have incomes > 80% of AMI.

1 Blacks and Hispanics are disproportionately represented in thedods
moderateincome groups.

1 Black households compris&.2% of all households, but 4P6 of Black
households are very low income.

T Hispanic households comprise.4% of alhouseholds, but 3@% of
Hispanic households are very low income.

]

Household 1 Small families are the most common household type, and compfis&a
Types of all households.
1 More small families own their own home than any other household tyg
Elcerly households account fdi©.2% of all households.
9 All other households comprisz9.9% of all households, and are more
likely to rent their home than any other household type.

=

Housing
Problems 1 Most owners and renters in the very low and low incogneups
experience at least one housing problem.
 The lowerahousehol®d Ay 02 YS3> the@iseNoINB A
experience housing problems.
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Observatims on Housing Datg General

T

Substandard

Overcrowding 1

Cost Burdens

0097dshallb

In terms of percentages, housing problems are distributed fairly equal
between owners and renters in treame income group.

The single largest group experiencing housing problems is very low
income renters.

Only 100 owner unitsand BNB y 1 SNJ dzy AGa YSSG |
substandard housing,. 1% of the housing stock.

Overcrowded and severely overcrowded housingsiwot affect a
significant numbers of households.

It may be that the levebf overcrowding is understated asecdotal
evidence from the homeless provider community suggests that doubli
up is a common ocerence. It may be that households in this situation
not report extra persons living in their units.

As might be expected, the lowarhousehol@a Ay 02 YSZI 4k
householdis to be cost burdened.

Renters in very low andw 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 cos
burdens. The percentage of very low income owners with severe cos
burdens (4.8%)is higher than the percentage of renters (6%).
However, in actual numbers, severely cbstdened renters outhumber
severely cosburdened owners by a ratio of almost 3 to 1 (6,195 to
2,305).

Moderate income households are more likely to experieageoderate
cost burden than a severe cost burden.

Households with incomes in excess of 80% of AMI have a very low
incidence of cost burdens.

60
FY 2012 FY 2016 Housjnand Community Development Plan



Housing Needg 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 fddlow the tables. Strategies for

owners are found in th&ffect of Housing Market Data on Strategiestion

Owner Households by Income Group
2009 CHAS Estimates
Number % of Total
Very Low Income 3,080 6.8%
Low Income 4,715 10.4%
ModerateIncome 8,875 19.5%
Subtotal < 80% of AM 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
%of Race/ % of Race/ % of Race/
Ethnicity Ethnicity Ethnicity
Race / Ethnicity Totals No. Group No. Group No. Group
White 34,615 1,766 5.1% 3,065 8.9% 6,060 17.6%
Black 5,635 840 14.%% 640 11.4% 1,295 23.0%
Asian 375 0 0% 25 6.7% 50 13.3%
Americanindian 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

% of Income
Totals HHs w/HP Group
Very Lowincome 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 AM 16,670 9,470 56.8%
Subtotal > 80% of AM 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
Severely
Substandard Overcrowded Overcrowded
Totals | % of Income| Totals | % of Income| Totals | % of Income

Totals Group Group 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 Severe Cost Burden
> 30%of Income > 50% of Income
HHs HHs
Household Type All w/MCB | %of HH Type| w/SCB | % of HH Type
Elderly 9,780 1,475 15.1% 1,265 12.%
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 Severe Cost Burden
> 30%of Income > 50% of Income
HHs %of Income HHs % of Income

Income Group Totals w/MCB Group w/SCB 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
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Owner Households with Housing Cost Burdens by Race /Ethnicity
2009 CHAS Estimates
Moderate Cost Burden Severe Cost Burden
> 30% of Income > 50% of Income
%of Race/ % of Race/
HHs Ethnicity HHs Ethnicity
Race / Ethnicity Totals w/MCB Group w/SCB Group
White 34,615 5,080 14. 7% 2,650 7. ™%
Black 5,635 1,240 22.0% 1,365 24.2%
Asian 375 40 10.7%6 60 16.0%
Americanindian 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 Unitswith a Mortgage
Monthly HousingCosts as a Percentage of Household Income
Comparison of 2000 Census aR@0509 ACS Estimates

2000 Census 200509ACS
Housing Cost as % % Change
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 t0 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. 76 7.4%

Owner Total 28,935 32,917

Source: 2000 Census, 20089 American Community SurvéfACS) Estimates for Grand Rapids, Ml
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Owner Unitswithout a Mortgage
Monthly Housing Costs as a Percentage of Household Income
Comparison of 2000 Census aR@0509 ACS Estimates
2000 Census 200509ACS
Housing Cost as ¥ % Change
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 t0 29.9% 406 3.5% 689 6.1% 2.6%
30 to 34.9% 216 1.9% 324 2.% 1.0%
35% or more 823 7.1% 1,430 12.6% 5.5%
Owner Total 11603 11,356

Source: 2000 Census, 2609 American Community Survey (ACS) Estimates for Grand Rapids, Ml

Observations on Owner Households

Income

Housing
Problens

Substandard
Overcrowding

Cost Burdens
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income. The majorityof this group fallsvithin the 51%- 80% income
bracket
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63.3% of households with incomes over 80% of AMI are homeowners.
6.8% of households with incomes below 30% of AMIremmeowners.
76.3% of White households are owness)dless than 1/3 of these are lov
or moderate income.

12.4% of Black households are homeowners, and nearly half of these
low or moderate income.

9.3% of Hispanic households are homeowners, avwtthirds of these are
low and moderate income.

89.4% of very low income owneed 70.6% of low income ownengwve a
housing problem of some type

Substandard housing is not a significant issue among homeowners.
Moderate overcrowding is a minor isswmdsevere overcrowding is rare

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 burder
15.5% of all owners withouh mortgage have a cost burden

74.8% of very low income owners53% 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 estima®380elderly owner households live within the City of Grand Rapids, which
represents 2.5% of all owners. The following tables provide information on income and housing
problemsfor elderly owners Observations on this data follow the tables. Strategies for elderly owners
are found in theEffect of Housing Market Data on Strateggesction

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 AM 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

% of Income
Totals HHs w/HP 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 AM 6,320 2,805 44.4%
Subtotal > 80% of AM 3,460 455 13.2%
Elderly Owner Totals 9,780 3,260 33.3%

Note: HH = Households, HP = Houdrgblems

Observations on Elderly Owner Households

Income 1 64.6% of elderly owner households have incomes below 80% of AMI.
Housing
Problemns 1 81.9% of very low income elderly owners, a#@.8% of low income

elderly owners have a housing problemsoime type.

Cost Burdens 9§ 15.1% of elderly owner households have moderate housing cost burde
and 12.9% have severe housing cost burdens.
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Non-Elderly Owner Households

The 2009 CHAS estimates 33,585-ptaterly owner households live within the City of Grand Rapids,
which represents 74% of all owners. Nelderly households are divided into small family, large family,
and all other households. The following tables palevinformation on income, housing problems, and
cost burdens for noselderly owners. Observations on this data follow the tables. Strategies fer non
elderly owners are found in theffect of Housing Market Data on Stratedgesction

Non-Elderly OwneHouseholds
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 AM 10,350 30.8%
Subtotal> 80% of AMI 23,235 69.2%
Non-Elderly Owner Total 33,585 100.0%

Non-ElderlyOwner Households with Housing Problems
2009 CHAS Estimates

% of Income
Totals HHs w/HP 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 AM 10,350 6,665 64.4%
Subtotal > 80%f 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 No+Elderly Owner Households

Income 1 69.2% of nonrelderly owner households have incomes over 80% of AM
Housing
Problens 1 94.6% of very low income neelderly owners, and& 7% of low income

non-elderly owners have a housing problem of some type.

Cost Burdens 9§ Small family owners comprise 20, 815 (28.4%) of all households. Of t

16.7% have a moderate cost burden and 9.4% have a severe cost bu

9 Large family owners comprise 4,665 (6.4%) of all households. Of the:
19.5% have a moderate cost burdemdal 3.5% have a severe cost
burden.

1 All other owner households comprise 10, 175 (13.9%) of all householc
Of these, 18.4% have a moderate cost burden and 11.2% have a sevi

cost burden.

66

0097dshallb FY 2012, FY 2016 Housinand Community Development Plan



Renter Housing NeedsGeneral

The 2009 CHASStimates 27,90 renter households live witin the City of Grand Rapid3he following

tables provide information on income, housing problems, substandard and overcrowded conditions, and
cost burdens for renters. Observations on this data follow the tables. Stratigieenters are found in

the Effect of Housing Market Data on Stratedsestion

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%f AMI 21,130 75.7%
> 80% of AMI 6,800 24.3%
RenterTotal 27,930 100.0%
Renter Households by Income Group and Race /Ethnicity
2009 CHAS Estimates
Very Low Income Low Income Moderate Income
%of Race/ % of Race/ % of Race/
Ethnicity Ethnicity Ethnicity
Race / Ethnicity Totals No. Group No. Group No. 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%
Americanindian 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

%of Income
All HHs w/HP Group
Very Low Income 9,185 7,490 81.5%
Low Income 5,905 4,530 76.%6
Moderate Income 6,040 2,475 41.0%
Subtotal < 80% of AM 21,130 14,495 68.6%
Subtotal> 80% of AMI 6,800 440 6.5%
RenterTotal 27,930 14,935 53.5%

Note: HH = Households, HP = Housing Problems
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Renter Householdsvith Substandard or Overcrowded Housing
2009 CHAS Estimates
Severely
Substandard Overcrowded Overcrowded
Totals | % of Income| Totals | % of Income| Totals | % of Income

Income Group Totals Group Group 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 Severe Cost Burden
> 30% of Income > 50% of Income
HHs HHs

Household Type All w/MCB | % of HH Typg 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%
RenterTotal | 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 Severe Cost Burden
> 30% of Income > 50% of Income
HHs %of Income HHs % of Income
Income Group All w/MCB Group w/SCB 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. 405 6.7%
>80% of AMI 6,800 175 2.6% 0 0
RenterTotal | 27,930 5,900 21.1% 8,310 29.8%

Note: HH = Households, MCB = Moderate Cost Burden, SCB = Severe Cost Burden

68
0097dshallb FY 2012, FY 2016 Housinand Community Development Plan



Renter Households with Housing Cost Burdens by Race /Ethnicity
2009 CHAS Estimates
Moderate CostBurden Severe Cost Burden
> 30% of Income > 50% of Income
% of Race/ % of Race/
HHs Ethnicity HHs Ethnicity
Race / Ethnicity Totals w/MCB Group w/SCB 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.%%
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 Burdeg 200509 ACS Data

The 200509 ACS data on renter households showed the median nipreght 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 levelddf. 2%.

Renter Units
Monthly Housing Costs as a Percentage of Household Income
Comparison of 2000 Census aR@0509 ACS Estimates
2000 Census 200509ACS
Housing Cost as % % Change
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 11.2% (3.6%)
20 to 24.9% 3,641 13.1% 3,325 12.5%% (0.6%9
25 t0 29.9% 2,883 10.%% 2,966 10.% 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.%%
RenterTotal 27,739 100.0% 27,292 100.0%

Source: 2000 Census, 20089 American Community Survey (ACS) Estimates for Grand Rapids, Ml

Renter Cost Burdeg Area Median Income and Fair Market Rent Trends

Between FY 2006 and FY 2010, the Grand R&pydening metropolitan Area Fair Market Rents (FMR)
increased byan average gjust abovel0%. While rents dropped slightly between FY 2008 and FY 2009,
the majority of tte 5yearincrease occurred between FY(@0and FY 2010. Fob&droom and 2

bedroom units, the ongrear increase was.X% and 7.3% respectivelpr 3-bedroom units, it was 8%,

and for 4bedroom units it was 16%.
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Fair Market Rents (FMRSs)
FY 200 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. Departmenbf Housing and Urban Development for Grand Rapitfyoming MSA
Note: No comparisons were made for FY 2005 and earlier years because the Metropolitan Statistical Are
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 increasedsr 10%, while median family income only increased by

Median Family Income
FY 200, FY 2010
(100%) Median Change
Family Income 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 Urb&wevelopment for Grand
RapidsWyoming MSA

1.6%, providing another indication of the widening gap between income and rent.

Renter Cost Burdens An Analysis oRental Affordability
As indicated abovéousing0 2 a U &

Thecalcula A 2 y &
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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 afiditgabut illustrates the depth

of the issue in Grand Rapids. Under all of these scenarios, no families with Very Low Income (30% AMI)
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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).
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could afford appropriately sized housing units. In short, the gap between income and housing costs
continued to incrase since 2000 and appears to be a structural economic veisug&o easy solution.

OneBedroom FamilyScenario For the purposes of this assessment, it is assumed thaba 1
2- person family would require only one bedroom. (Such families mightdadisingle person, a
couple, or a parent with one child. In some cases, this would require that a parent and child share the
bedroom.) A fultime income of $11.96/hr ($24,880/annual) would be needed to afford atwedroom
unit at FailMarket Rent. N&/ery Lowor Lowlncome 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 onebedroom unit at FMR. Only families in the Moderate Income (80% Altiyary could
afford a onebedroomunit.

Two-Bedroom Family Scenarid-or the purposes of this assessment, it is assumed thaba 3
4-person family would require only two bedrooms. (Such families might include parents and two
children, a single parerand two or three children, or an extended or midenerational 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 affatwobedroom unit at Fair
Market Rent. No Very Lowr LowIncome family of 3, even onghose income ($13.29/hr) is at the top
end of the Low Income (50% AMI) category could afford aliedroom unit at FMR. Somepérson
families, whose income was tite very top of the Low Income category ($14.76/hr) could afford a two
bedroomunit. Otherwise, only those in the Moderate Income (80% AMI) category could affohg
unit.

ThreeBedroom ScenarioFor the purposes of this assessment, it is assurhatld 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-getierational family. In
many cases, this would require anent 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 timedroom unit at Fair
Market Rent. No Very Lover LowIncome family of 5 or 6, even oméhose incom&$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 thrd@edroom wnit.
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Income Needed for Rent Affordability

Number of FY 2010 Monthly Income Annual Income | FulkTime Hourly
Bedrooms Fair Market Rent Required Required 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 Rapigiesming MSA. Grand Rapids Community

Development Department

| 2dzNX¥ @ 2+3S& Ay 11504 LyO2YS
Hourly Wages Hourly Wages Hourly Wages
0-30% of Median | 31-50% of Median| 51-80% of Median| Minimum Unit
VeryLowIncome Low Income Moderate Income 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 Rapigiesming MSA. Grand Rapids Community
Development Department

For more information on housing affordability issues, see the 2010 Housing and Transportation
Affordability Report, entied Roofs to Rootpublished by the Grand RapidleeaCoalition to End
Homelessnes@CTEH)http://www.roofstoroots.org/housingstudy

Observations on Renter Households

Income  75.™ofthe/ A i@ Q& NBY (SN K2 dzi-Sknbleri |
income. 2.9% fall within the 0% 30% income group.

1 ¢KS f26SN) 2ySQa AyO2YSz GKS Y2N
1 9,125 renter households have incomes below 30% of AMI.
1 5,905 rentethouseholds have incomes between 31% and 50% of AMI.
9 6,040renter households have income between 51% and 80% of AMI.
1 39.3% of all White renter households are very low income.
1 59.2% of all Black renter households are very low income.
1 48.3% of all Hipanic households are very low income.

Housing

Problens 1 ¢KS 2SN 2ySQa AyO2YS: GKS Y2N
I 68.6% of all low and moderate income renter households have a hous
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Observations on Renter Households

Substandard
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Cost Burdens
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problem of some type, compared to only586 with incomes over 80% of
AMI.

81.5% of very low income renteend 76.7% of low income rentehave a
housing problem of some type.

Substandard housing is not a significant issue among renters.
Of the estimated 73 substandard rental units, 635 are occupied

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 aecdotal
eviderce from the homeless provider community suggests that doublir
up is a common occurrence. It may be that renter households do not
report extra persons living in their units.

As a group, renters suffer a greater housing cost burden tvamers.
12.4%of very low income renters havemoderatecost burden, and
67.4%have aseverecost burden.

47.3% of low income renters have a moderate cost burden, an@?29
have a severe cost burden.

29.76 of moderate income renters have a moderate cost burden, and
6.7% have a severe codgtiralen.

A minority household is more likely to have a cost burden than a white
household.

Per the 2009 CHAS, .4% of all White renter households, &% of all
Blackrenter households, and 58% of all Hispanic renter households
suffer from a cost burden.

Per the 200809 ACS, 56% of renter households experience a cost
burden.

Per HUD Area Median Income and Fair Market Rent data, area incom
increasedl.6% andrents have gone upver10% since FY 2006.

A one or two-person family would require an annual income of $24,88
($11.96/hr) to afford a ondedroom rental unit.

A three or four-person family would require an annual income of $29,¢
($14.40/hr) to dord a two-bedroom rental unit.

A five or sixperson family would require an annual income of $38,240
($18.47/hr) to afford a thredvedroom 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. Observationgtos data follow the tables. Strategies for elderly
renters are found in th&ffect of Housing Market Data on Strategiestion

Elderly Renter Households
2009 CHAS Estimates

Income Group No. % of Total
Very Low Income 1,280 29.™
Low Income 1,420 32.%%
Moderate Income 818 19.0%

Subtotal < 80% AM 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

HHs % of Income
Income Group All w/HP Group
Very Lowincome 1,280 805 62.9%
Low Income 1,420 850 59.%
Moderate Income 818 278 34.0%
Subtotal < 80% AM 3,518 1,933 54.%%
Subtotal > 80% AM 795 50 6.3%
Elderly RentefTotal 4313 1,983 46.0%

Note: HH = Households, HP = Housing Problems

Observationson Elderly Renter Households

Income 1 81.8% of elderly renter households are low or moderate income.
Housing
Problems 1 62.9% of very low income elderly renters abf.%% of low income elderly

renters have a housing problem of some type.

CostBurdes 9§ 20.0% of elderly renter households have a moderate housing cost bur
and29.6% have a severe housing cost burden.
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Non-Elderly Renter Housing Needs

The 2009 CHAS estimates 23,617-ptaterly 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 natderly renters. Observations on this data follow the tables.
Strategies for notelderly renters are found in thEffect ofHousing Market Data on Strategi8sction

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

% of Income
Income Group All HHs w/HP 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%f AMI 17,612 12,562 71.3%
Subtotal > 80% of AM 6,005 390 6.5%
Non-Elderly Renter Total 23,617 12,952 54.8%

Note: HH = Households, HP = Housing Problems

Observations on NotElderly Renter Households

Income 1
Housing
Problens i

Cost Burdens

0097dshallb

74.6% of norelderly renter households are low or moderate income.

84.6% of very low income noelderly renters and 82% of low income
non-elderly renters have a housing problem of some type.

22.4% of smalfamily renter households have a madge housing cost
burden, and 35.% have a severe housing cost burden.

30.%% of large family renter households have a moderate housing cos
burden, and 355% have a severe housing cost burden.

18.9%0f all otherrenter households have a moderate housing cost
burden, and 2.6% 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
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Summary of Housing Priorities
by Household Type and Income Groups
Very Low Low Moderate
HouseholdTypes Income Income Income
Owners
SmallFamilies, Large Families, @ther H H M
Elderly M M M
Renters
SmallFamilies, Large Families, @ther H H L
Elderly M M L

Strategies for Owners

Since norelderly householdsvith 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 priorityHousing market data support a continued targeting of resources fo
housing rehabilitation programs within the General Target Area (GTA), where the majority of the older
housing stock icated¢ 61.2% of the housing units were built prior to 1940. The treatment ofdead
based paint hazards and energy conservation inpnoents are important components of the
rehabilitation strategy. (All low and moderate income homeowners in the GTA are eligible for
homeowner rehabilitation ssistance). Minor home repairs provide a larger number of homes with
assistancend special purpse repair programs, such as access modifications, aretasesp owners
stay intheir homes.

Within the GTA, singi&amily homes comprise 52% of the housing stock and twamily homes

comprise 201%. While providing homeownership opportunitieshang been an important component

2T GKS [/ A @& Qahe fecedzindrigage féracidbsliré Gisisthas only increased the importance
of that strategy. Many homes have been purchased by investors for rental purposes, and these homes
are at risk of beig 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 rel&fil@v 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
homeownershp is very difficult. Assistance with downpayment and closing costs is intendedito
first-time homebuyers andupplement efforts to maintain the homeowner housing stock.

CKS /AGeQa adNrGS3e T2N) K2dza Ay 3 casiintendedtdhglg@ Ay Of dzRS
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 repgirograms are an essential companion strategy to opening the door to
homeownership. Given the significant portion of the Grand Rapids population that-Enmglish

speaking, iterpretation and translatiorservices for real estate transactions are anotkiategy for

ensuring access and fairness.

Small Families.Small famif ownerscomprise20815 (2Z.6%) of thetotal households in theity.
Of the 20,815 households, 16.7% have a moderate cost burden and 9.4% have a severe cost burden.
Due to the lage number of small family owners, this household type is a high priority for very low
income and low income. Itis a medium priority for moderate income.

Large FamiliesLarge family owners comprise6$b (64%) of the total households in the city.
Ofthe 4,665 household49.%% have a moderate cost burden an8l®%6 have a severe cost burden.
Although this household type is not a large group, it is high priority becaafuiteneed for larger
housing units and its housing cost burdens. Large famaitea high priority for very low income and
low income. It is a medium priority for moderate income.

Other Households All other households comprise 1,5 (13.9%) of the totahouseholds in the
city. To the extent househaddwithin this group areligble 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 ownethouseholds (13% of cityhouseholds) isower than the number of family and other
households. Elderly owner households have access to the same repair and rehabilitation programs and
housing services as naiderly families.
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Strategies for Renters

More than anything else, renters suffer fronghihousing 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
thisincome group often have sufficient income to becohwneownerghrough organizations such as
Habitat for Humanity) Renal housing calls for a twprong strategy. The first is a rental rehabilitation
program used to reward responsible rental property @mswho makesignificant reinvestment in their
properties. The treatment of lealdased paint hazards and energy conservation improvements are
important components of the rehabilitation strategy. Since the majority of housing code complaints
originate inthe 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 neeled, the same access modifications available for owner units are also available for rental
units throughout the city.

Although the GTA hansistently experienced housing vacancy rates near 9% over the last several

decades, it is now abou215%,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 goneargy 1.6% since FY 2006, but area Fair MafRents have

increased by more thah0%, making rental affordability a growing problem in Grand Rapids. The 2005

09 ACS indicates that 586 of renter householdsave a cost burden in excess of 30% of their income.
SincedeD2 Yy OSYUNF A2y 2F LRGSNIe Aa 2yS 2F (KS /AdeQa
affordable and high quality rental housing are directed to mikemme housing developments

throughaut the city, as well as permanent supportive housinghfomelessspecial needs populations

throughout the metropolitan area.

Due tothe cost burdens experienced by renters, terndaised rental assistance is the most appropriate

response to address affoathility, butthere are not enough funds to meet the demantio the extent

HOMEor other federafunds are not needed for housing development projects in the next five years,

short-term rental assistance (not to exceed 24 months) may be available. itthe@ds to be flexible

enough to be used in ways consistentwithtB&@ YYdzy AG e Qa STFF2NIa G2 SYyR K2Y
targeted for homeless preventicand rapid rehousing.

¢CKS /AGeQa adNYrGS3e T2N NByd SN K xezicasyhindadid o A f A (&
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 rentersomprise 9,800 (13%) of the totahouseholds in the city.
Of the 9,800 household224% have a moderate cost burden ansl&®o havea 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 smallamily renters are a medium priority.
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Large FamiliesLarge familyenters comprise 2,0502.8%) of the total households in the city.
Ofthe 2,050 household$80.%6 have a moderate cost burden antl®%o have a severe cost burden.
Although this househd 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 gdorigry low income and
low income. It is a medium priority for moderate income.

Other Houselolds. All other households comprise 11,740 (%) of the total households in the
city. Ofthe 11,740 household48.9% have a moderate cost burden anti@®6 have a severe cost
burden. To the exterthouseholds in this group amdigible for federal houagassistance, 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 modenateme renters are given a low
priority. This is simply because the number of eldeztyter households §.9% oftotal 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 asatderly families.
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Grand Rapids Housing Caonmnssion (Public Housing)

Mission Statement
Grand Rapids Housing Commission
The Grand Rapids Housing Commission provides housing assistance and affordable housii
opportunities to lowefrincome families, the disabled and senior citizens in a manner tHiataly
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 putmmbeauthorized tgurchase, acquire,

construct, maintain, operatémprove, repair or extend housing facilities and eliminate adverse housing
conditions Funded primarily by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Develofigh) the

GRHC is indeperdtly administered and governed by a fimeember board appointed by the City

Commission. The GRHC serves lemesme residents through a diverse portfolio of housing programs.

Management and Operations

Certifications and OversightThe Housing 2 YYA &daA 2y Qa YIyl3ISyYSyd GSIy
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
MichiganStateHousing Development Authority (MSHDA), insurarg] private mortgage companies.
The Housing Commission meets annually to determine a strategibatat on outcomes and industry
standards that are identified as high performance targets by goventragencies.

Housing Inventory.The Grand Rapids Housing Commission was created to serve extremely low
and lowincome renters in GRH&@vned projects. With the advent of the Section 8 program, the GRHC
expanded its services to include both projgesed and tenanbased assistance. Households aided by
the Housing Commission include the elderly, disabled, and families (adults with children). The following
OKI NIi &adzyYlFI NAT S&a GKS Dwl / Qa ealy2@$thfelHBuNiBg Canfmssdnd a A 4 G SR
managa 949 housing units imine developments and 2,966 Housing Choice Vouchers.
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Grand Rapids Housing Commission
Assisted Housing Inventory2011
Waiting
Development Units Income Level Targeted Family Type List #s
Public Housing
Adams Park Apartments 188 Low & Moderate Elderly & Disabled 2,355
Campau Commons Apartments 92 Low & Moderate Families
Creston Plaza Apartments 100 Low & Moderate Families 6,344
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 Apartmentg Phase | 125 Extremely Low & Low Elderly (55 yrs) 148
Mount Mercy Apartmentg; Phase I 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 projectbasedunits)
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 & | 3,545
Disabled
Total | 3,915 13,907
Source: Grand Rapids Housing Commission

* These units are included in the total number of units for each of these privatehed housing developments and should
y2i 085 -0RRIZ/MICKERE | & SkedAttathinénd R\ssirgdAHbUSIAY Inventofyr more detailed information on
Housing Camission sites.

Public Housing and Tenafiased Waiting ListsThe Housing Commission maintains waiting
lists for its public housing and tenahased assistance programs. The Housing Commission continues to
accept and process applications for its subsidized housing developments.
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The waiting list forSection 8Housng Choice Vouchers closed Aagust 1, 2004and did not reopen
until a 5day period between November 15 and 19, 2010. During that tih@€)0applications were
received, of which 3,000 were chosen by a computerized random Iaibdvg added to the cuent list
The current number of people on the waiting list for VoucheB5¢5 The waiting lists closed again.

Capital Fund ProgramThe HousingCommissiomeceives funding through the formulaased
Capital Fund Program for renovations gutdysical improvements to the Adams Park, Campau Commons
and Creston Plaza developments, and to the Scattered Site rental units. ThadgHoasimission must
documentuse of these funds by submitting an Ann8&tement and a Fiviear Plan with a rollingalse
to HUD. Arolling 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 presefyefivgeriod beginning
with the current year. The Housing Comrasss advisd yearly of the exact amount of dollars
available. Theaverage fiscal yedapital Fund allocation has bee®(%,059

Plans for Improvement.¢ KS | 2 dza Ay 3 / 2N FX 208Pad pi@idesC, H A M
considerable detail on plans for upgrading the housing developments under the ownership&RthE.
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

Major Items in the

Developments Current Condition FY 11¢ FY 14mprovement Plan
GRHC Public Housing
Adams Park Apartments Excellent Condition, Rooftop heat exchanger.
renovated in 2010
Campau Common&partments | Excellent Condition, Fencing, exterior paint, drainage system, and
newly built 2007 concrete work.
Creston Plaza Apartments Needs Renovation If funding becomes available under Hope VI or

LIHTC, the development would be demolished ¢
rebuilt onsite. Otherwise, ongoing maintenance
items totaling $1,719,980 through FY 2014 are

planned.

Scattered Sites Roof repairs, fencing, exterior doors, and concrg
work.

Other GRHC Developments

Hope Community Good Condition Deck replacement, fenaepairs, cabinetry and
countertop replacement, appliances, flooring, ar|
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

Major Items in the
Developments Current Condition FY 11c FY 14mprovement Plan

Mount Mercy Apartments Good Condition Corridor paint and carpet, domestic hot water
heater, airmake up unit replacement, appliances
unit paint and carpet, and roof repairs.

Ransom Tower Apartments Excellent Condition, Window replacement, air make up unit
renovated 2009 replacement, domestic water heater and heat
boiler replacement, plumbing refrd, common
area improvements including ceilings, doors,
carpet, and paint.

Sheldon Apartments Excellent Condition, Maintenance storage area, card access reader,
renovation and new exterior lighting, drainage system, concrete repg
construction in 2005 and painting.

Source: Grand Rapids Housing Commission

Section 504 Needs Assessmemits a result of the Section 504 Needs Assessment, the Housing
Commission has maodified existing structures (both common areas and dwelling units) to accommodate
persons with disabilities and dedicatas muchas 10% oits new construction to barriefree units.

Policies, applications, forms and services have also been modified to make reaswtartenodations.

Hope VI and Other DevelopmentVhile 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 RevitalizatiovaBlan
deweloped, and the Housing Commissiapplied for Hope VI Revitalization Grant fundiogcomplete
the Creston project. The grant application was not awardBdie to unfavorable money markets, tax
credit development has not been a viable option for thisjpecd. 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 eant<k8 unitsof Scattered Site Public
Housing.

Living Environment
The Housing Commission is committed to improving the living environment for its residents through a
variety of methodswith a focus on resident initiatives

Safety and SecurityThe Housing Commission acknowledges that a safe anulese
environment is fundamental to the success of its housing developments. The GRHC plans to continue its
commitment to public safety through the following actions.
T {dzLILR2 NI 20Kt fF¢ SYyF2NOSYSyd | OGAgdAGASE (KL
developments and the surrounding neighborhoods safe and secure.
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establishing orsite Grand Rapids Police Departme@tRP[poffices, and meeting with
neighborhood officers on a retar basis to develop functional artiime strategies.
1 Continue aggressive screening procedures to reduce evictions due to violations of criminal
laws.
§ Continue to provide osite security guards at Adams Park Apartments. Seek additional
funding so the GRC can expand security services.

Resident Involvement in Managementlo encourage resident participation in management,
the GRHC formed a Resident Advisory Baathprised of residenteepresentngthe various housing
sites as well as voucher holderBhe Resident Advisory Board reviews policies and activities of the GRHC
and makes suggestions for future initiatives. In addition, individual housing devetapmwifer
opportunities fordevelopment of resident associations, crime prevention teams,ranilent initiatives
such as theperation of food pantries, social events and life skills curricula.

Family Self SufficiencyThe Family SeSufficiency (FSS) Program giegincome public
houdngresidents 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 paysThe GRHC deposits the difference between a partigipati K2 dza SK2f RQa o6l as |
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 homeownship programs below.As of early 2011365 participants are enrolled in the FSS
program. Over the next five years, the Housing Commission intends to expand the program to support
the selfsufficiency goals @00additional lowincome families.

Secton 5(h) Homeownership Programnd Section 32 Homeownership Prograrhe Housing
I 2YYA&aaArz2yQa {SOGA2Yy poKOL | 2YS2ySNEKALI t N2INFY 2
public housing development program. Through the two programs to date, the&€@Rsibuilt or
substantially rehabilitated 50 singlefamily homes, then has leased thdsemesto qualified low
income families. Leaseholders have the option to purchase the property they occupy. Thu8 far, 12
leaseholders have exercised their optionparchase a homeThe Commission will continue
administer this programThe 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 HomeshwmBrogram through which
48 new singldamily homes will become available to lemcome families.

Section 8 Homeownership Progrant.he Housing Commission intends to continue
implementation of the Section 8 Homeownership Program. Under this program, qualifisddome
families are able to apply their Housing Choice Voucher assistance toward the purchase of a home.
Since the incegion of the programin 200Q 70 clientshave become homeowners.
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Resident Services Progranthe 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 senicettiesathifamily
housing developments operated by the Housing Commission. In addition to providing direct services to
residents, the Housing Commission partners with local educational, social service, atthéaith
organizations to bring residents a broaday of supportive programs and services. During the next five
8SINARZ (GKS 1 2dzaAy3 /2YYAadaArzy AyaSyRa G2 AYLNRGS
economic opportunity anthcreasedquality of life. The GRHC plans to:

1 Apply for funding folramily Self SufficiencyF§pcoordinators to continue implementation

of the FSFrogram, and will continue to implement @ite self sufficiency programs at
Campau Commons, Creston Plaza, and Scattereth8itly housing developments.

1 Continue to providease management and other supportive services for families, empower
the disabled to live independently, and enable the elderly to age in place.

1 Seek funding for ResideBervices Specialists to asisttwork180clients at Adams Park
Apartments.

1 Leverage eammunity 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.

9 Foster strong community partnerships imgtituting a program to publicly recognize
outstanding partner contributions to GRHC programs and services.

1 Support the Resident Advisory Board to ensure commisside representation.
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Grand Rapids Housing Commission
Supportive Housing Needs
Adams Campau | Creston Hope Leonard Mount Ransom | Sheldon | Scattered
Facility Park Commons| Plaza | Community| Terrace Mercy Tower Apts Site
Population(sBerved E,D F,E,D F,E,D F ED E,D E E D F
Percent of Reidents with Supportive 66% 85% 85% 95% 66% 66% 66% 60% 85%
ServiceNeeds
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
E = Elderly D = Persons with Disabilities F = Families
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CrestonPlaza 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 Planthe 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 4month planning process conducted in coltaation with Creston Plaa 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, miredme environment. Specific goals are to:

Deconcentrate the populatioof verylow and lowincome families.
Create a racially integrated, mixétcome environment.

Provide greater housing choices for families, seniors, and the disabled.
Better integratethe apartmentswith the surrounding neighborhood.

=A =4 =4 =4

The revitalizatiorplan includes demolishing the existing 100 apartments on the Creston Plaza site and
developing a total of 91 erand 9 offsite units. Orsite development would include @8w-density

units and 28 mediurdensity apartments laid out in a traditional neigithood configuration. Of§ite
development would include new construction or acquisition and retie® units of housing for families.
Forty-eight @8) affordable homes would be constructed on vacant parcels located thorough the city.
These would becomeJ- NIi 2F GKS Dwl/ Qa {OFGG§SNBR {AGS I'yR

The GRHC will offer residents a variety of relocation options, including Housing Choice Voucher
assistance, and relocation to other GRHC developments. Assistance in evaluatirajeakabsidized
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 identifiepriority public housing needs for the period July 1, 2@Diine 30, 204.

Grand Rapids Housing Commission
FY 201X FY 2014 Priority Public Housing Needs

Priority Need Level Estimated
Public Housing Need Category (High, Medium, Low)| 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 (necapital)
Capital Improvements

Safety/Crime Prevention/Drug Eliminatio H $ 160,000
Other (Specify)
Elderly Case Management and H $ 1,560,000
Supportive Services
Family Case Management and M
Supportive Services
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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Leadbased Paint Hazards

This section provides an overview of issues surrounding lead hazards and childhood poisoning, and
examines relevant data for Grand Rapid$ie estimated number of housing units with Ieladlsed paint
hazards, sccesses to dateontinuing strategies to raete the number of unitwith leadbased paint
hazards, and how leadased paint hazard reduction is integrated into hougndicies and programis
described.

Number of Housing Units with Leablased Paint Hazards

A national survey conducted in 2002 &slished estimates for the percentageladmes containing lead

based @int, based on the year of construction. Utilizing these percentage2@d@d Censudata, it

was determined thatt0,712 or approximately52%, ofi K S/ A (i & Q aweré at grieftiaf dk fdey A ( &
leadbased paint hazards 2000

Units with Potential Leaebased Paint Hazards
2000 Census

City GTA Non-GTA
Year Built Est. % of Units w/ Total w/ Lead Total w/ Lead Total w/ Lead
Lead Hazards Hazards Hazards Hazards
<1949 90% * 28,492 25,643 21,597 19,438 6,895 6,205
1940¢ 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
X Mdyn 4% * 10,392 416 1,914 77 8,478 339
Total 77,988 40,712 36,967 25,242 41,022 15,470

Source:2000Censudor Grand Rapids Mland The Prevalence of Ledohsed 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, @Wihreadgin of
error.

Occupied Housing UnitsAs of 2000, there were 4,712 vacant hougimits in Grand Rapids.
Assuming these vacant units were evenly distributed across all years of construction, then an estimated
2,462 housing units with ledwhzards were vacant, and conversely, 38,264 units with potential lead
hazards were occupied.

Households with Young ChildrerAs of 2000, 9.6% of Grand Rapids households had children 0
¢ 5 years of age. Assuming that households with small children eggrally distributed across all years
of construction, there were a projected 3,673 occupied housing units with childegmhyiears of age
that contain lead hazards.

Low and Moderatelncome PersonsAs of 200064.6% of the population within the GT¥as
Low- or Moderatelncome (M), with 36.7% of an-GTA residents classified as su&ased on these
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statistics, it is estimated lowand moderateincome persons occupied approximately 21,982 housing
unitsthat contained lead hazarda 2000.

NeedsAssessment

Affects of Lead Poisoning-ead is highly toxic and can affect virtually every system of the body.
The people most at risk from high exposure fatises, infants, and children under age six because they
absorb lead more readily than adulied lead interferes with development at that agé\s a resujt
permanent brain damage&educed intelligence and attention span, reading and learning disabilities, and
hyperactivitycan occur

Since most leaghoisoned children show no obvious symptoms ttast 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 microgr@ng per deciliter (dL) of bloodThe Centers
for Disease Comdl and Prevention (CDC) consider a child with a blood level at or above 10 pg/dL to be
lead poisoned.However, most recent studies indicate that significant developmental damage can occur
at lower blood lead levels. Therefore, preventative interventifmmschildren withblood leadlevels
between 5¢ 9 pg/dLarealso \ery important.

Sources of Lead Poisoninghe most common source of childhood exposure to lead is
deteriorated leadbased paint. Young children most frequently become poisoned by inizly
ingesting lead contained in household dust during the course of normaktmarmbuth 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 vaslbn 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 concentratéal thith
/I AGeQa D¢! 3z (GKAA FNBIF Aad UKlasedphhtYidzaids. F2 Odza F2NJ (K

Childhood Lead Screenin@.he Kent County Health Department (KCHD) performs childhood
lead screenings for children participating in the WIC (Women, Infants and Children) program. Of the
4,976 childrerunder age sixestedin calendar year 200809 were found to have blood leadviels < 10
pg/dL, whilem pm  OKA £ RNBY dzy RS Ng/dL.3rBe miapiofihe follolRng ¥ St & x ™~
illustrates the concentration of the housing units where the lead poisoned children live.
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Leadbased Paint Poisoning Risk in Grand Rapids

Grand Rapids High- and Moderately High-Risk Census Block Groups
and Children with Blood Lead Levels >= 5 ug/dL in 2007
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Sucesgul Lead Treatment Actionthrough June 30, 2010

The City of Grand Rapids received a Lead Hazard Control (LH@ngraritead Hazard Reduction
Demonstration (LHRD) grant in 20@3econdLead Hazar&®eductionDemonstration (LHRD) grant in
2005 andadditionalLead Hazard Reduction Demonstrateomd Lead Hazard Contrgdantsin 2008. As
of June 302010there have been more thandb million in construction contracts for lead hazard
remediation,$4.6 million of which was frorocal funds The follaving outcomes have been achieved:

I 918homes arenow lead safe

796landlords and contractorsave beertrained in leadsafe work practices

1 43women minority, low-income individuals, andontractors haveeceivedLead Abatement
Professional training.

1 757 individualshave beertrained in leadsafe cleaning practices

=

Strategies to Reduce Ledwhsed Paint Hazards
The City will continue to participate with the Healthy Homes Coalition of West Mictaganmmunity
coalitionrepresentnglocalorganizationsnvolved in government, health careousingand 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, collaboratiors leedé¢o

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
childhoodenvironmental health issue¥ey eéments of the2007 Get the Lead Out! Strategic Plan
OFtf SR T2NJ Sy a dzidlgadsal® khk coRmuiBity MderstaytBe causes of childhood
lead poisoning, and that all childrerc® years of age are assessed for lead risk and receive ajgimp
testing and treatment.

To sustain these efforts, the Healthy Homes Coalition of West Michigan was incorporated aprafiton
organization with the State of Michigan in August 2006, the same year the Get the Lead Out! campaign
was recognized by thdg.S. Environmental Protection Agency with a Children's Environmental Health
Excellence AwardToday, Healthy Homes focuses on childhood lead poisoning, carbon monoxide and
radonpoisoning and other household environmental hazards that contribute todtttibd ilinesses

The City intends to pursue funding opportunities for ldebsedpaint hazardemediationand other
healthy homes itiiatives in the next five years in continued partnership with the Kent County Health
Department and the Healthy Hom&oalition.

Integration of Leadbased Paint Hazard Treatment into Policies and Programs
Housing Rehabilitation ProgramsThe City currently operates a number of housing

rehabilitation programs through its Communbevelopmens S LI NJi No8syh@Rehaklitation

Division Occupants of units assisted under these programs are provided with an informational notice

on leadbased paint issues. (This notice is available in Spanish as well as EAgiphrt of the
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application process, the occupant is aghe provide information about potential lealblased paint
concerns, includinguestions regarding the presence of children under the age of six and whether the
childrenhave elevated blood lead levels. The application also gives specific informatiortladout
availability of lead screening blood tests.

Under existing procedures, whémusingrehabilitation work exceeds $5,000, a risk assessment is
obtained and all identified lead hazards are treated (unless the work qualifies as egentipé Lead

Safe tdusing Rule, June 2004). Corrective action to removell@add paint hazardsincorporated

into the projectdesign. The corrective actiégmcludes such items as enclosure of lead p&idsurfaces
throughinstallation of vinyl siding, removal of contarated bare soil, encapsulation of defective paint
surfaces, and replacement of deteriorated wood windows.e 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 fundingor rehabilitationmust comply with the Lea&de Housing Rule. To ensure compliance,
City Housing Rehabilitation staff review a risk assessment anebkesatipaint inspection performed for
each proposed property. Prior to commencement of work, staffiesthat the treatment plan

properly addresss 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 Enfcement. The following section was addéalthe/ A 1 @ Q& | 2 dzA Ay 3
recent years and is enforced through routine certification inspections and complaint inspections.

6Section 8587. Loose Paint Particles.

(2) Loose Paint Particles, Removal Requiféd.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 conditioshall exist.

2) Bare SoilFrom 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 instadifition
dense vegetation, permanent paving material, or a minimurirgik 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 natrclead hazards.

3) Remodeling, Repair or Paintifgny 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 Environmertedd®on Agency and/or the
United States Office of Housing and Urban Developréent.
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LeadSafe Housing RegistryThe City of Grand Rapids maintains a E8afé Housing registry. It
lists addresses wheleadhazardtreatment has been successfully comidd. The registry may be
viewedthroughi KS / A& Qa /2YYdzyAide 5S@St2LIYSyid 5SLI NILYSy(
Lead Safe Housing Registhttp://www.grcity.us/index.pl?page id=3222
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Impediments toFair Housing

The City of Grand Rapids completed an Analysis of Impediments to Fair HolsiogAl)studyin
2010,as required by the U.S. Department of Housing and UBrelopment.Sx (6) local
impedimentswere identified, alongwith recommendation®n possible ways to resolve the problems

Identified Impediments and Recommendations

Lack of Education and Awareness of Fair Housing Lalie Al found therés a lack of fair
housing education and awareness in the community. Antangsingindustry professionals, the issue is
primarily the need for ongoing training in fair housirigewlandlords are not aware of fair housing
rights and often place discriminaty advertisements on rental websites. Unlike the print media, web
site staff does not monitor the content i ads for compliance with fair housing laws.

RecommendationsGiven the variety of audiences that would benefit from increased
educationand awareness of fair housing laws, different types of educational approaches should be
developed to provide the most favorable outcomes.

9 Provide continuing education on fair housing topicéitwusing industryprofessionals (Realtors®,
lenders, developes, investors, and property owners).

1 5S@St2L) YR YINJSG | & FoaseddurkcBlum Xopigs wauld inalueld, ¢
but not be limited to: discriminatory practices, enforcement options, and reasonable
accommodations for persons with dishties.

91 Develop printed materials on fair housing to be made available to housing professionals, home
sellers and buyers, and the general public.

9 Find creative methods to reach new landlords and encourage them to learn more about fair
housing.

1 Findcreative 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 NeEnglish Speaking Population3he 200509 AC$ata indicate that
M 2F (KS / avar23neo pedgd)idas boin bidsife the United States or its territories
The Grand Rapids Public Schools indidateon-English languages were spokenitsystudents. (The
primary language of 86% ofdhe students is SpanishThe Al found thahon-Englishspeaking
populations in Grand Rapids have a difficult experience when renting or buying a Néhile.
interpreter services are available to a degree, they are not routinely used in the local tagal es
industry. Furthermore, even when family members attempt to interpret, complicated rental or
purchase information is often not fully understood

Recommendationsinterpretation and translation services should be expanded and

targeted to real estatéransactions where the renter or buyernsn-Englishspeaking. 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 t&redit from Prime LendersGrand Rapids 2002 HMDA datdicate
that prime lenders made more loans in White and uppeome 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 Ilsaompared to national medians. Grand Rapids
2008 data indicate that African Americans and Hispaaiegyiven higher proportions alubprimeloans
thanWhitesare. LG A& o06Sf ASOSR G(GKIFd t SYRSNARQ LI GGSNya IyR
applications are taken and from whom.

RecommendationsA 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 tgrime conventional metgages 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 servidesnclude credit repair and counseling seesdargeing
residents of the central city and develop referral partnerships with lenders.

Limited Supply of Accessible Housingxcept in downtown, most residential construction in
Grand Rapids somprised ofinglefamily units or small developmentsTheMichigan Residential Code
governs new construction ind3 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 hougj 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 acceBsibike
single year 2009 AC& estimated D.6% (20109 of Grandv | LJA R-insditutidriblifed residents e
a disability. In Grand Rapids, there are more pewajlk disabilitiesages 18 to 64 than in thalisabled
senior population Of the disabled population60% (0,557 wereunder age 65suggesting a market for
accessible housing sized for families.

RecommendationsDetermine whetherit isfeasible to require that a portion of
housing units built or substantially rehabilitated with federal housing funds conform to universal design
standards.¢ K S /Caniménify DevelopmenDepartmentis sensitive to the issue of accessibility and
OdzNNBy Gt & &adza3asaila SYSPREESA avhabdc@piédiunid Yniversal designa
standards wouldnake homes easr to live in now andvould set the stage fofurther housing
modifications if needed in the future. Furthermothe concepts of universal design should be

encouraged in all private housing developments.

Enforcementof the Local Fair Housing Ordinanc&he Al found it has provdfifficult for the
/I AGe (G2 SyF2NDS GKS f20Ff CIFANI I 2dzaAy3d 2NRAYLlIyOS
language is intended tbelp people holding Section 8 rental vouchers obtain housing of their choice.
The City is unable to successfuirosecute violations of the local ordinance protecting source of income
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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:lt is recommeded thatthe existing Fair Housing Ordinance
enforcement issude reviewedto determineif there is another legal method to enforce the intent of
the ordinance.

Funding for Continued Fair Housing Testignforcement Education and Outreach
Discrimiration in housingrelated activities exists in the community and fair housing work is still needed.
However, fundhg for testing, enforcementducation,and outreachas well as periodic studies on
special topics, is a persistent challenge for the commyuriRoutine 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 difficit.

Recommendation:It is recommended that the City of Grand Rapidstmue funding
basic &ir housing activitiesuch as testing, enforcement and educatiand alvocate for change to
CDBGegulations so that funding fdair housing activitiegre not subject tdunding caps.

NOTE:Over the course of the Al study, considerable input was heard on affordable housing issues as
well as fair housing issues. Those comments have been incorporatedrintgssections of this Plan
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Barriersto Affordable Housing

The City of Grand Rapids has a long history of focusing its policies, regulations, and administrative
proceduresn waysthat removeor ameliorate barriers to affordable housin@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 fowd moderateincome groups,

but also to encourage monacial 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 PolicieSupporting Affordable Housig

For many years novthe City has worked in good faith with affordable housing provideideatify and
remove unnecessary, excessive, or procedural problems that may impact the affordability of housing.
Following is a brief summary of existing progrplans, and regulations which support affordable
housing in Grand Rapids.

2002 MasterPlan¢t KS al adiSNJtfly aSOiAz2y 2y AaDNBFG bSA3
of housing options. The Master Plan calls for a variety of housing unit types to mes¢eéds 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, retiredee the Zoning Ordinance below for specific examples.

Zoning Ordinance The Zoning Ordinance is the regulatory device that implements the Master
Plan. A total revrite of the outdated 1969 ordinance was completed in 208y provisions in the
ordinance includgoermitting livework units,allowingaccessory dwelling units in singkmily
neighborhoodsencouragingnixeduse buildings (with housing on the upper floors) in commercial
districts,and promotinginfill developmant by permitting small homes on narrow lot&€nabling 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, anprovides a dasity bonus for mixedncome housing projects. h& Zoning
Ordinancealso establishedtaff review and approval standds 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 lowfee.

Development Center The Development Center, formed in 1988a onestop service for plan
review and building permit approvals. Most plan reviews are completed in 5 days or less, and many
building permits, including new singlamily homes, can be approved within 1 day. A speedy approval
process saves the devegler 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 uncertaintya@mstruction costs.

Michigan Rehabilitation CodeThe 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. THéexibility of this Code usually results in reduced construction costs.

No Impact FeesThe 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 Mitdiga

Homeowner and Rental Rehabilitation ProgramRecently, the City updated its Housing and
Rental Rehabilitation Policies to encourage the inclusie@nefgyefficiencyand waterconservation
measures. The incremental increase in cost to inktgher efficiency productis now a grant with no
repayment required. The Housing Rehabilitation Policy was also amended to reduce the maximum
AYGSNBadG NI GS G2 w:r:o ¢KS wSydarf wSKFIoAfAGlIGAZ2Y ¢
materialssuch as lowwOQaints and adhesives, recycled carpeting, and linoleum in lieu of vinyl
flooring.

Sales Policy forCity-owned TaxReverted Property! Y RSNJ 4 KS / AieQa -Ll2f A0e
reverted property, nonprofit housing developers are givba first opportunity to purchase vacant and
abandoned houses in the GTA for rehabilitation (or demolition andireplacement).This policy
encourages taxeverted homes to be rehabilitated to high standards and to be resold to homeowners,
rather thanbe acquired for investment purposedhis policy may changehenthe Kent County Land
Bankis operational

HUD Dollar Sales ProgranThe Ciy participates with the local HUD office in the Dollar Sales
Program for FHAepossessetiomes. The City, in collaboration with nonprofit housing developers,
created a process to obtain thebemes and convey them to nonprofits. Following rehabilitatitive
homes will be made available for eithaffordableowner or rental housingProceeds 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 proprty 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 Planningepartmentstaff or Planning Commission. As a redwines are more likely
to remain in the affordable housing stock.

Payment in Lieu of Taxes (PIL®POlicy The City Commission, on a cdsecase basis, may
permit a 4% payment in lieu of property taxes for rental developments that serve loweme
persons. Developments intended to service formerly homeless persons may have the payment waived
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in full. Thigolicy has the effect of reducing the carrying costs of certain rental developments, thereby
increasing their affordability.

Nonprofit Housing Tax Exemptiorin March 2008, th&City Commissionapproved a policy to
provide a tax exemption for propertiesumed by certain types of nonprofit organizations that are
intended forresale to lowincome people.By reducingarrying coststhis policy improves the
affordability of housing.

ExistingBarriersto Affordable Housing

Barriers to affordable housing exist on a number of levels, and arise from a variety of iSsunesare
economic or income issues (access to affordable credit), some are institutionalized in the real estate
industry (compensation based on housing pricenortgage amount)some arecommunity-based (e.g.
Gb2iG Ay aeée . I O] &l NdudbébvzaypolsidklréquirEmehts/orR practzes.SThe
following is a summary of those barriers

Economic ConditionsD NI Y R w I LJA R-pa@ingf senasdlledrnufacufing jobhkas
SEIFIOSNDBFGSR GKS FAYlIYyOAlFf 3FL) 0SG6SSyinrécens 2N Ay3a 7T
years Even as the city is experiencing one of the highest unemployment rates in the country, the cost of
rental housing has @reased. And while owner housing may be available at a stable or reduced cost,
and mortgage rates are very lomanypotential homeowners are either unable or unwilling to buy
homesat this time. As a resulbomes go vacant or are sold to investors fental housing.

Furthermore one effect of highunemployment housing vacanciesnd declining property values
reduced tax collections fdocal governmentresulting in severely curtailed neighborhood\sees such
as Housing Code enforcement

The hgh cost of utilities is anothexconomicbarrier 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 baséeds.

Real Estate Market (Supply, Cost, Rent Assistance, Sales, Lending,Rxal estate market
forces will not produce affordable housing without financial incentivEisere 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 workingwith higher priced homes and largenortgages than for moderatelypricedhomes
and affordable mortgagesAt this time, government progrants reduce mortgage foreclosures are not
being used by lenders, making it very difficult for financial counselors to keep families in their homes.

. S0FdzaS 2F UGUKS YAaYFUOK 0Sié6SSy LIS2LX SQa AyoO2YSa
for renta 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 integrityof singlefamily homeowner housing in Grand Rapids is at risktdlee high rate of
mortgage foreclosuresWhen left vacant, théhomes deteriorate and the whole neighborhood loses
value. When purchased, th®mes are often acquired by new, inexperienced landlords unaware of
their responsibilities as landlords and thghts oftheir tenants.

Another barrier to affordable housing is the lack of handicap accessible units for all family types, not just
singlepersonhousehold.

Community Perceptions A significant barrier to the construction of affordable housiag be
neighborhood oppositionparticularly when the housing is designed for families or persons with mental
iliness. Likewise, neighborhood opposition (NIMBYb 2 i Ay a @applids @moderat&idR £
high-density housing. While this barrier isually overcome by compliance with fair housiagsand
zoning requirements, it can add time and frustration to the approval process.

Impactof 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 governmenikhe City believes its efforts have been largely
successful and that few, if any, major issues remadowever, it is alse@cognize that new situations

arise each day to test City policies atsimpact on the affordability of housing. The City remains ready
and willing to examine situati@and make adjustments in code provisions or administrgprecedures

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 collabstalbNghedo

develop and implement a strategy to esgstemichomelessness in the Grand Rapgadlsa TheVision

to End Homelessnes&s created through a twgear communitywide planning process, and eglsed

in early2006. TheVisionfocuses on prevention homelessnessapidly rehousing people im housing

crisis, and transforming the system so more peopledatatain and maintain lousing. See the last page

in this Sectionoviewa¥ f 2 ¢ OKI NI 2F GKS O2YYdzyAdeéeQa aeadsSy G2

Housing Continuum of Care and Essential Needs Task F&icee the midl990s, the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Developmbas 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 comnoafigiporation anca
focused, structurd approach to identify existingeeds andesources, and to examine service gaps and
funding prioritiesfor homelessshelter andservices. The Coalition is the designated HouSmgtinuum
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 eresthe essential needs of housing, transportation,
utilities, food and economic/workforce development are addressed across the community.

See Attachment B HousingContinuum of Caréor a description of the fundamental components in the
Continuum of Ga system, including an inventory of shelters and sernaeeta description of the
O2YYdzyAlleQa 5A&0KINAS tflyyAy3a t2f A0ASaod

CoalitionStructure. While the Coalition is its own entity, it is not an independent 501(c)3
nonprofit organization.The Salvabn ArmyBooth Family Servicésthe employer ofecord for Coalition
staff, andalsoa core partner in this effortThe following describes the roles of key groups within the
Coalition.

9 Steering Committee. The Coalition Steering Committee providéaigee on overall policy
issues, approves funding recommetidas, sets the direction afiork across the system,
and ensuregorward movementin implementation olVision to End Homelessné$3 EH)
strategies.

1 Coalition Coordinator and Staff. The Coalition Coordinator and staff provide support and
follow through on the work of the Steering and otlssbcommittees, assist with facilitating
committees and action teams, support the funding review and allocationgssfor
EmergencysolutionsShelterGrants and Supportive Housing Prograswordinate
committeeswork and objectives, provide training and capacity building opportunities for
partners, and facilitate local planning activities.
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1 GeneraMembership and @e Partner Group. The Coalition general membership includes
more than60 core partnerorganizationsand more than 25@takeholders in the systems
change process. The Core Partner Group is comprisg@agfenciesand individualghat
deliver homeless swices 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.

1 Codition Committees.In addition to the Steering Committee, the Coalition facilitates a
number of Committees and Action Teams, including the Community Advisory Council;
Steeringand Strategy Council; Resource Allocatanm Analysis; Governance/Finance; Bat
Quality; Communications; System Barriargl Coordination; Homeless Management
Information System (HMIS) Users; Affordable Housing Action Team; Supportive Services for
Permanent Supportive Housingnd Homeless Service Provider Action Tedhese 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.

T Community. Representatives from more thahf/stems including mental health, foster
careand child welfaregriminal justice primary and secondary educatipneighborhood
institutions, local government, hospitals, community action agengib#anthropic
organizationsand the faithbased communy collaborate through the Coaliticio
implementthe Visionandto end systemidomelessness.

Vision to End Homelessness

In December 2003, the Grand Rapitea Housing Continuum of CqHCOC3ponsored a Vision to End
Homelessness Summit, where mdhan 125 people representing homeless shelter and service
providers made a commitment to end homelessness in Kent ColByyearly 2005, project teams and
focus groups were meeting to assess how specific circumstancesysiains impact the ability to
obtain and maintain permanent housingn late 2005 aclient survey and four community forums were
conducted. In all, more thaB00 community members participated in the planning procdssllowing
LJdzo £ A Ol { Wisoyf to Er#l Haimkl&ssndshe HCOReorganized to becomthe Grand Rapids
AreaCoalition to End Homelessness (CoEthe Coalitio. As longterm housing and homeless service
system planning evolved, the Coalition began usigpRoofs to Rootscampaignlanguagean 2010to
better define the work of the Coalition and its relationshiphousing.

TheVision to End Homelessndsst (i K S O glariférgméveritidg @ricending systemic
homelessness in the Grand Rapids amghin ten years and is based on the guiding principles
described in the next subsection. TWisionchallenges 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 pwision of safe, affordab)@ermanent housing. Theisionoutlines how the

system will shift away from managing homelessness to endinthigplanmay be viewedn its entirety

at http://www.roofstoroots.org/sites/default/files/VisionDoc.pdf The following is a brief summary of
the strategy.
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G/ f2a8S GKS CNRYy(d 5 ResdlEceslant§edvicds aratigett@dodprevert a ¢
K2YSft SaaySaaT (KS K aysamis/bioaderedandeBharcatltofprevent i |
homelessness or provide immediate placement in permanent inguge homeless system includes
services fopersons exitingnstitutions (jail, mental health, substance abuse, foster care, etc.); and
supportive services are communHyasedc not programbasedc and areaccessible, voluntary, and
available to people while in permanent housing.

GhlLISy GKS . I 01 5 22 NFhe heddfor sh@terin 2Mpdrarpsiagsyare & a
dramatically decreasegget services are structured to ensure an adequate safety net; the back door
opens with rehousing services and an array of safe, affordable, permanent housing options sufficient in
guantity and quality; and supportive services are available as needed toiople to remain
successfully housed.

Build the Infrastructure to End HomelessnesBublic and private funders bags financial
supporton consistencwvith the Vision the Homeless Management Information System (HMIS) is used
to support theVision resources are redirected to ensure a continuum of permanent housing options
and funding decisions are informég a broad cost/benefit analysis.

Guiding Principles

The guiding principles listed below represém values and beliefs shared by the agencies who
participate in theVision to End Homelessngsscessand the implementation of the coiidzy A pla@ Q &
to end homelessness.

Housing is the Response to HomelessneFheCoalitionutilizes adhousing firs€ approach,
basedon the principle that every person the community deserves access to quality, affordable,
permanent housing.Therefore, homeless service providers focuselpingconsumersbtain
permanent housingmmediately, and maintairthat housingwith asupport system tailored to the
AYRAGARIZ f K2dzaSK2f RQa ySSRa 2NJ OKIFffSy3aSao

Focus on Consumerd$roviders irthe Coalitionusea strengthsbased modelwhich assumes
the consumer comes to any situation with a variety of strengths and resogm@seknown, some
unknown. All staffistrainedin and uses the strengtisased approach in their interactions with
consumerdgo ensure the primary focus of programmingmains on the end user.

Centralized Intakeand Referral Model The Coalito@d & SNIWA OS RSt AGSNE aeai
centralized intake, assessment and referral mod&ghceDecember2010, this coordinated point of
entry has been housed in a Giiynedbuilding at 1120 Monroe Avenue N\Ahd isknown as the
Gl 2dza Ay 3 | dziochtion provideS a chllab6rativeSspace for thealitionto provide a
collective impact on homelessnessisltritical to the process of how consumers consistently access and
receiveassistance when they experience a housing crisis.
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In order for themodel to work effectively, service providers regularly engage with central intake to:

9 share information on services and resources that are available for consumers

9 coordinate with, and receive referrals from, the central intakstemin order to effectiely
serve the consumer

1 provide feedback about the consumer totdemine if they were provided with services
and/or resources, and the outcome of the service or information

1 ensure consistent knowledge and understanding about how the system operatétsand
I 3SyoeQa NRtS Ay Al

Coordinated Supportive Serviceg\gencies, services, and resources are coordinated with each
other and accessible to consumers with as few barriers as posSblwices are provided as they are
needed by the consumer.

Data, Evaluatiorand Quality Improvement EmphasisProviders all agree to eat complete,
accurate and ufio-date data into the ldmeless Management Information SystenMI9) ¢ or other
system for Domestic Violence providers order to track the outcoms of services, the
implementation of theVision and the overall community impact.

Nature and Extent of Homelessness

Like most communities across the country, Grand Rapidéshakare oimembers whdave
experiencel or will experience housing crisisLack of affordable dusing ighe primaryreason people
enter the homeless/housing crisis system. Historically, the commbagyesponded to homelessness
as an emergency, with shet@rm or temporary shelter and services.

Generallyspeaking, there are two forms of homelessness: episodic and chronic. Episodic homelessness
occurs when a orime financial or family crisis occurSince nany individuals and families live on the

edge of poverty and homelessness, the loss of a job,edticiviolence, 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 withiryadhree

period and has a disability of long duration, including mental iliness, 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 sipgiesonhouseholds and 38% were families of two or more
persons. Twenty four percentZ4% 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 dsability conditions (10%) including mental illness and substance abuse, and other issues
(19%) such adomestic violence or divorce-orty-seven percent (47%) of these people experienced
homelessness for the first timgln 2010, 2911 people entered thbomeless systemmepreseninga 4%
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decrease from 2009. However, these figures do not include data from two missions and are not
complete.)

Episodic Homelessnes3wo-thirds of homelessness instances in 2009 were caused by income
issues and/or housingosts. Ninety four percent (94%) of households assessed & the” Y dzy A (1 @ Q&
central intakehad incomes 40% or less of area median income. A large majority of households are
paying 50% or more of their income towarasusing costg at least20%more thanwhat HUD
considers affordable. Per the 20§ 2009 American Community Survey, 5860 of Grand Rapids renter
households had cost burdens in excess of 30% of their gross income. In other words, adeadily a
two-bedroom unit ($749/month) would requira fulttime income 0f$14.40/hr (or $29,650/yr). Viewed
another way, it would take 1.9 fufime jobs at minimum wage to afford a talmedroom unit. (For more
information on the widening gap between income and housing costs, se&ftbedable Housingedion
of this Plan). Services that focus on permanermiusing are the best response to episodic homelessness.

ChronicHomelessnessAccording to local Homeless Management Information System (HMIS)
data, there were 386 chronically homeless persons incttramunity during 2009 (8% of the total
annual count), using the HUD definition of chronically homel@$mse who are chronically homeless
often suffer from mental iliness or substance use disordétemelesgrevention forspecialneeds
populations (Discharge Planning Policies) and permanent supportive housing are the best responses to
chronic homelessnessService providers who put housirigsf have been found to be extremely
effective with this population.High rates of housing staibyl have been achieved by usihghly trained
outreach and engagement and/or Peer Educator staff coupled with ragitusing resourceservices
or Permanent Supportive Housing

Trends in Homelessnes$Vhile the number opeopleentering the homeles system in 2009

was still unacceptably high, it represented a 15% reduction from 2008 believed that this reduction
occurred fo multiple reasons, including:

1 Additional financial investment in housing assistance that supported homeless prevention
and rehousing services.

T EELI yarzy 2F GKS Ogtake agyessinéntaad reledraf forMill periohsS R
experiencing a housing crisis.

1 Development othe Housing Resource Specialist model which allmwuseholds access to
supportive services wia in permanent housing.

1 New permanent, affordable housing like Verne Barry Place and scattered site programs like
Gl12YS 140 [Lalzé @KAOK KI a perrsmwhplaie ShRonicltzi NS I OK
homeless and havaco-occurring disordeof mentd illnessandsubstance abuse. An
Assertive Community Team (ACT) supptireéseindividuals once they are houséy
providing services necessary to maintain permanent housing. ©¥#r of person# the
Home At Last program have remained stably housedniore thanfour years.
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Racial and Ethnic Composition of Homeless Populatiofi$ie Coalitiordoesnot to make data
on race available

Homeless Population and Subpopulations Chafthe Coalition has collected monthly peint
time counts of alemergency shelter, mission, and transitional housing providers through the centralized
intake for more than ten years.idlence Against Women Actestrictedagencieand norHMIS
participating agencies also participate in this monthly count to facilitlademost comprehensive
assessment of sheltered homeless persons, while continuing to maintain the necessary client
confidentiality. Data examined as part of this peiimtime count include household type, bed capacity,
and bed utilization rates. Each M8/participating agency records clidevel data within HMIS for each
client in the program. This information is compiled and analyzed by the HMIS System Administrator in
conjunction with the poirdin-time count datasubmitted to the community's centratake, which is
then presented to the Coalition.

Data in the following Continuum of Care Population and Subpopulations Chart is drawn from-@a-point
time count of homeless persons conducted the evening of January 21, 2010. The purpose of this study
wasto facilitate the most comprehensive assessment of sheltered homeless persons while continuing to
maintain the necessary client confidentiality. The geographic area and locations hekute of the
emergency shelter, mission, and transitional housirayaers serving homeless persons throughout

Kent Couty/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' emergecy shelter, mission, and transitional housing providers can only be at one location at a
time, there is zero duplication within our sheltered homeless persons fioitine count. For the
unsheltered homeless persons count, Coalition staff and loca¢fdarcement 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 hasot encountered a person who is in more than one location during the three hour
count.
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