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Executive Summary 

There has been a need for market analysis of housing condition in the Tri-County Region consisting 
of Clinton, Eaton, and Ingham Counties in Michigan. This area has a variety of demographic and 
socioeconomic characteristics. However, there has never been a holistic attempt to diagnose 
demographic and socioeconomic characteristics of the region, identify housing profiles in relation 
to those characteristics, and propose goals for the housing affordability improvement in the 
Region. 
 
This regional affordable housing study was conducted to provide an accurate diagnosis of current 
housing conditions and set practical and achievable goals to improve housing affordability across 
the Region. Data collection began with a review of 2000 and 2010 census data. From the census 
data, the research team obtained and analyzed information on the demographic and 
socioeconomic characteristics of the regional population, its households and physical and 
socioeconomic characteristics of housing stock. The census data were compared to identify 
notable changes between 2000 and 2010. In addition, the research team reviewed real estate data, 
and websites of local communities and jurisdiction. The team also visited neighborhoods located 
in these regions to observe physical conditions of existing housing and understand housing related 
issues. Based on these initial results, the team developed tools to investigate housing experts, 
urban planners, and residents’ opinions on housing affordability in the region. 
 
Regional housing experts were consulted for insights into housing affordability issues. Seventeen 
urban planners were also interviewed to elicit suggestions about housing programs and services to 
make regional housing more affordable. These two interview results were analyzed and complied 
to build a foundation for the future housing planning direction. The research team also reviewed 
comprehensive plans to analyze their community housing development strategies and 
affordability. The team studies the land use and zoning regulations of each city or township in the 
Tri-County Region to examine criteria and standards for improving housing affordability. The team 
focused on housing profile, efforts to improve housing affordability, housing programs and 
services, and the mixed-zoning and energy-efficient housing improvement.  
 
Finally, the research team conducted a questionnaire survey to collect residents’ opinions on 
regional housing conditions. This intensive survey delivered diverse voices from over 790 residents 
and envisioned the future directions for enriching regional housing conditions. Based on the 
results from the multiple data sources, the research team proposed suggestions for improving 
housing affordability in the Tri-County Region. 
 

1. Major Suggestions for Improving Housing Affordability in the Tri-County Region 
 
a. Provide Affordable Owner- and Renter-Occupied Housing 
The homeowners and renters in Tri-County areas need more affordable housing option. Housing 
experts and planners from all three counties strongly emphasized more affordable housing units 
and diverse types of affordable housing for both homeowners and renters. This report suggested 
detailed strategies in proving affordable housing for homeowners and renters respectively in 
Chapter 6. The need for more diverse rental housing options was strongly addressed by the 
housing experts and planners from Eaton County, although this area provided more options than 
the other two counties. Based on the evidence from the holistic data analysis, the research team 
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emphasized that the Tri-County Region should meet the need for more affordable rental units for 
low-income families, single-parent families, homeless people, veterans, students, low-income 
older people, and residents with disabilities. This need was addressed by many stakeholders from 
the Region. 
 
Additionally, rental housing is needed for people who are not interested in purchasing a home and 
want to stay in the rental market purposely due to their preference or occupational situations. For 
instance, this research discovered a new trend: some people have chosen to stay in the rental 
housing market. Previous studies of housing affordability assumed that renters usually wanted to 
become homeowners but they could not afford to so. This study found that some residents were 
willing to stay in the rental market as long as they were satisfied with the quality of rental housing 
options or properties. This result supports the finding that the Tri-County Region should provide a 
variety of affordable rental units for different types of tenants. 
 
b. Continue Existing Programs and Pursue New Partnerships 
Planners who were already involved in housing programs reported that they would continue to 
deliver the same services. Some planners, including those without existing programs, mentioned 
reviving programs that had ended. Those programs included rehabilitation, land banking, quality 
of life programs, community engagement programs, and down payment assistance.   
 
Planners expressed a desire to implement programs that educate renters and owners about home 
maintenance. Better maintenance would keep home affordable by preserving their quality and 
their ability to be sold or rented again. 
 
c. Target Senior Living in the Region 
The results from the interviews with housing experts and planners and a resident survey 
highlighted a need for more options of affordable housing for seniors. The census data analysis 
also evidently showed an increase in the senior population in the Tri-County Region. The research 
team thus suggested that planners and developers need to implement design strategies that allow 
populations to age in place, so that the housing stock can evolve with the population. This will 
make housing stock more diverse and better to accommodate special needs from seniors and 
residents with disabilities. Easiness in the maintenance is also a component of affordability for 
them, since seniors typically have less income to spend on housing. 
 
d. Introduce More Mixed-Use Housing 
Increasing density through mixed-use properties and downtown-living trended across many 
planners as a way to diversify the housing stock. Future planning should incorporate such mixed-
use development tactics and the planners who indicated that such plans are already in place hope 
to see the tactics implemented while there is still a demand for them. This strategy was especially 
noted in the Lansing area. More mixed-use housing could increase density, integrate residents of 
different socio-economic backgrounds, and provide an infrastructure for renters and buyers who 
are more interested in the urban lifestyle.   
 
e. Encourage Energy Efficiency 
Only a few municipalities have been offered an incentive for energy-efficient housing upgrades. 
Housing experts and planners participating in the data collection process expressed a need to 
increase energy efficiency by making good use of subsidies and other available funds. From an 
affordability standpoint, this will increase the durability of homes and decrease the long-term 
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costs. Energy efficiency should be considered both when retrofitting existing structures and 
planning new construction. 
 
f. Reduce Vacant Units 
Before replacing vacant units with new buildings, developers and planners need to consider a way 
to save some historically significant vacant buildings. Many residents supported offering incentives 
to resolve the housing vacancy issue in the Region. Many of them also agreed to convert vacant 
commercial or unaffordable housing units into more affordable housing units. 
 

g. Offer More Options for Public Transportation 
Public transportation has been planned to meet the regional transportation need. However, it is 
not sufficient for Eaton and Clinton Counties. The data analysis showed that more Ingham County 
respondents used public transportation while only small number of Clinton and Eaton County 
respondents did. It was related to the insufficient and unavailability of transportation services. 
Residents from the low-income group wanted to use public transportation more frequently if the 
services were available to them. For the other income-groups the region will also need to provide 
a variety of transportation modes so that residents can choose their preferred one.  

 
h. Housing Plan Supporting Aging-In-Place and Positive Health Impact 
Future housing plans should consider that owners, seniors, and middle- or higher-income 
residents showed a greater intention to age in place. The survey results also showed that poor 
housing conditions had disproportionately negative effect on the health of renters, low-income 
people, younger residents, and students. They should be properly served when housing planning 
considers the effects of unaffordable housing on residents’ health.  
 

2. Suggestions for Planners and Developers in the Region 
The Tri-County Region has demonstrated strong partnerships between its public and private 
sectors. It is necessary to encourage this collaboration for improving housing affordability across 
the region.  
 
The research team suggests several items for developers to consider for improving housing 
affordability in the region. The main expectations for the developers are to: 

 Establish or continue their partnership with planners in local governments. 

 Consider the local context as well as the individual project site for future development. 

 Introduce new types of affordable housing to local markets 
o Three- or four-bedroom rental units for low-income families were 

addressed by housing experts.  
o Contemporary housing types such as high-tech homes, net-zero houses 

and zero-step homes need to be introduced to accommodate emerging 
population groups. Residents expressed their interest in moving to 
energy-efficient houses or upgrading their current homes to be more 
energy efficient. They also showed strong desire for aging in place, so 
more zero-step homes need to be introduced to the region. 

 
The research team concluded that planners needed to establish a comprehensive regional housing 
plan should be established. This plan will be a guideline for the future development and 
partnerships with private sector or non-profit organizations. Specific housing and community 
development plans need to be developed within the comprehensive housing plan. The priorities of 
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the housing and community development issues need to be tailored to the housing development 
plan. The prioritized issues should be resolved through a systematic planning process and 
implementation plan. This plan should determine the priority of housing related issues and rank 
them. In addition, planners need to continue encouraging private developers in their areas to build 
more affordable housing units for owners and renters. 

 
3. Featured Comprehensive Plans for Three Counties 
 
Comprehensive housing plans should be proposed based on the evidence from intensive housing 
studies. As its cornerstone, this study presents key factors to consider for future housing plans in 
three Michigan counties. Due to their demographic and socioeconomic differences, housing plans 
for Clinton, Eaton, and Ingham Counties should have different strategies and priorities in housing 
issues.  
 

a. Ingham County  
This county’s population is becoming more diverse and median housing value is lower than in the 
other two counties. Its gross rent, however, is not the lowest. This strongly indicates the need for 
affordable tenant- and owner-occupied units. Among the three counties, Ingham County has a 
higher percentage of younger population, the lowest demand for single-family detached housing, 
and the highest demand for mixed-use development. The strategy to provide mid-rise affordable 
rental units can be implemented in this county sooner than the other two counties.  Ingham 
County has more vacant housing units, so effective plans to reduce this percentage needs to be 
established. Residents in Ingham County expressed the strongest needs for walkable and bikable 
environments. The percentage of household without vehicles was highest and the need for public 
transportation was strongest in Ingham County. These results showed transit-oriented plans 
should be established soon in this County.  
 

b. Clinton County  
Among the three counties, Clinton County has the highest percentage of Whites. The average age 
of the population is rising. This county has the lowest percentage of population living below the 
poverty line. It also has the lowest percentage of vacant housing units, the highest desire for 
single-family housing development and the lowest preference in offering diverse housing types.  
The plan for this county needs to be slightly conservative and avoid dramatic change in community 
settings because the majority of the county’s population preferred to have the current housing 
features preserved. This county’s residents show the lowest need for walkability and public 
transportation.  The future housing plan, therefore, needs to adapt a step-by-step approach 
without imposing too many new planning trends -- such as mixed-use development, compact 
development, or public transit oriented plans -- in this county.  
 
However, some parts of the county have been experiencing in an increase in younger and 
international populations. More than 30% of residents expressed the need for better walkability 
and bikability, public transportation, diverse housing types, and mixed-use developments. Future 
plans should consider these features. 
 

c. Eaton County 
The interviews with housing experts and planners revealed that Eaton County has been managing 
housing affordability issues somewhat better than the other two counties. The county has a 
community development director and a housing service organization that could make it easier for 
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low-income residents to access affordable housing options and resources available. The county 
also emphasizes affordable rental housing options for tenants with disabilities or shelters for 
single-parent families that have escaped from domestic violence. The research team suggests that 
Eaton County should continue these efforts. In addition, Eaton County needs to offer more diverse 
types of housing. Both low-rise rental housing and mixed-use developments can offer affordable 
housing units. In this county, planers and developers also need to pay attention to the fact that 
the housing stock became outdated. Rehabilitation plans for old housing or vacant units should 
thus be refined.  

 
The outcome of this holistic and empirical research is a set of policy and program directions that 
should be the basis of a strategic plan to maximize housing affordability in the Tri-County Region.   
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1.1 Introduction to a Regional Affordable Housing Study 

 

1.1.1  Introduction 

 
There has been a need for an intensive study to analyze housing conditions and market 
characteristics in the Tri-County Region. This region consists of Clinton, Eaton, and Ingham 
Counties in Michigan where a variety of demographic and socioeconomic characteristics is found. 
This region includes the state capital, an internationally renowned university, a community college, 
refugees from several cultures, small villages, rural areas, and various types of middle-income 
communities. As a result, the residents in the region consist of state employees, college students, 
faculty, staff, refugees, and low-, middle-, and high-income families.  
 
However, there was no holistic study that diagnosed demographic and socioeconomic 
characteristics of the region and identified housing profiles. Because this region experienced 
economic turndown after automobile companies left in the 1990, the economy and population in 
these areas are now growing, so it is important to investigate demographic, socioeconomic, and 
housing characteristics to envision future directions for improving housing affordability in the 
region and achieving sustainable community goals.  
 

1.1.2  Affordable Housing Need in the Tri-County Region in Michigan 

According to the 2010 American Community Survey (US Census Bureau, 2011), there are 4.5 
million housing units in Michigan. As of 2010, the Tri-County Region had 196,866 housing units 
comprising 4.4% of the total stock of Michigan homes. The average homeownership rate in Tri-
County area was 73.2% which was slightly less than the state average (74.2%). The median value 
of owner-occupied housing units is $152,770 which was slightly higher than the state average, 
$144,200.  
 
These homeownership rates and the median housing values were different among three counties. 
Ingham County has the lowest homeownership rate and the median housing value; Clinton County 
has the highest. Through implementing a Regional Five-Year Comprehensive Housing Plan and Fair 
Housing plan, the research team expects to increase homeownership rates throughout the Tri-
County Region and resolve discrepancies. 
 
The necessity of affordable and energy efficient housing was already emphasized by the study 
completed in 2008. According to the 2008 State of the State Survey, 1,001 Michigan residents 
selected affordable housing as the greatest need among various sustainable community 
development issues (i.e., walkable environments, public transportation, downtown revitalization, 
open space and sports facility design, wildlife and natural environment preservation, energy-
efficient and affordable housing design, child-friendly residential design) in Michigan (see Kim, Lee, 
& Bell, 2008).  
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Table 1. Overview of Housing in Tri-County Region  

 

1.1.3  Research Scope of the Regional Affordable Housing Study 

This regional affordable housing study is an empirical research that analyzes the housing inventory 
in Clinton, Eaton, and Ingham counties. The main purpose of the research is to provide an accurate 
diagnosis of current housing and set practical achievable goals to improve housing affordability 
across the region. 
 
The research process that includes data collection and analysis methods is presented in Figure 1. A 
review of 2000 and 2010 census data was the first step of data collection. From the census data, 
the research team obtained and analyzed information on demographic and socioeconomic 
characteristics of the population and households in these areas (e.g., household age, gender, age, 
education, income level, employment, average mortgage amount), and physical and 
socioeconomic characteristics of housing stock (e.g., number of current housing units, year of 
completion, structure, energy efficiency, homeownership rate, median housing value). The census 
data were compared to identify notable changes between 2000 and 2010. This comparison was 
expected to bring more accurate diagnosis of housing stock and help the research team set up 
practical goals to improve housing affordability across the Tri-County Region.  
 

 
Figure 1. Process of the Affordable Housing Study 

American Community Survey 
Items 

Ingham 
County 

Clinton 
County 

Eaton 
County Michigan 

Housing units, 2010 121,281 30,695 47,050 4,532,233 
Homeownership rate, 2006-10 61.7% 82.5% 75.3% 74.2% 
Median value of owner-
occupied housing units $137,900 $167,700 $152,700 $144,200 

Median household income, 2010 $45,808 $58,016 $54,885 $48,432 
Persons below poverty level, 
percent, 2006-10 20.0% 8.5% 9.1% 14.8% 

Source: US Census Bureau (2010), State & County QuickFacts 
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Physical conditions of existing housing stock were also examined through several site visits. The 
research team visited local communities and observed physical conditions of housing and analyzed 
their main features. The research team also collected housing information from real estate data 
and websites of local communities and jurisdiction. Based on the census analysis and these data 
sources, the research team developed measure tools to be used for the interviews with housing 
experts and planners.  
 
Local housing experts were consulted for insights into housing affordability.  After the interview 
questionnaire was constructed and approved by the Institutional Review Board of Michigan State 
University in November 2012, interviews began in December 2012. The Office for Survey Research 
at Michigan State University conducted telephone interviews with 33 housing experts identified 
from the Tri-County Region. Seventeen urban planners were also interviewed to gain their input 
about housing programs and services to improve regional housing affordability. Finally, the 
research team collected residents’ opinions on regional housing conditions. More detailed 
contents will be explained in Chapters 3 through 5 of this report.  
 
Additionally, the research team reviewed comprehensive plans to analyze their community 
housing plans. The team also reviewed the land use and zoning regulations of each city or 
township in the Tri-County Region to examine criteria and standards for improving housing 
affordability. The team focused on housing profile, efforts to improve housing affordability, 
housing programs and services, and the mixed-zoning and energy-efficient housing improvement.  
 
In regards to energy-efficient housing, Michigan residents' need for energy-efficient affordable 
housing was identified in 2008 through the State of the State Survey conducted by the Institute for 
Public Policy and Social Research at MSU (Kim, Lee, & Bell, 2008), as mentioned earlier. As a 
further step, the research team investigated 
more specific opinions of residents in the Tri-
County Region on housing affordability. Such 
opinions on a variety of housing types, size, 
location, cost, and jobs/housing balance were 
solicited in the questionnaire survey. 
Participants in this regional survey were 
selected randomly from Ingham, Clinton, and 
Easton counties. A total of 4,000 samples were 
selected for the survey. Additionally, 3,000 
college/graduate students were randomly 
selected and 500 samples were purposively 
selected. The details of the resident survey are 
explained in Chapter 5. 
 
The outcome of this holistic and empirical 
research should be a set of policy and program 
directions that should be the basis of a 
strategic plan to maximize housing 
affordability in the Tri-County Region.  Figure 2 
presents the timeline of this research. 
 

Figure 2. Research Timeline 
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1.2 Definitions and Programs 

1.2.1 Definitions of Affordable Housing and Relevant Problems 

The HUD definition of housing affordability is for a household to pay no more than 30 percent of 
its annual income on housing (US Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2012). 
According to HUD, families that pay more than 30 percent of their income for housing are 
considered cost burdened and may not be able to afford food, clothing, transportation and 
medical care.  
 
According to 2011 American Community Survey, approximately 115 million housing units are 
occupied in the U.S. and 33 million renter and homeowner households pay more than 35 percent 
of their annual incomes for housing. This is over 29.1% of occupied unit households.  
 
The State of Michigan shows that a similar percentage of households spent more than 35 percent 
of their annual pay for housing. Out of 3.8 million occupied housing households, 1.08 million 
renter and homeowner households (=28.3% of occupied unit households) spent more than 35 
percent of their annual pay for housing. The lack of affordable housing is a significant hardship for 
low-income households that may not be able to afford other basic needs such and food and 
healthcare; this also makes it difficult if not impossible for them to save. 
 

1.2.2 Affordable Housing Programs 

HUD Primary Affordable Housing Programs: 
 

The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) (2014) recognizes that there is a 
shortage of affordable housing in the United States and offers programs to increase the affordable 
housing stock.  
 
Within HUD, the Office of Community Planning and Development (CPD), the Office of Housing, and 
the Office of Public and Indian Housing provide programs that support HUD’s goal of increasing 
the affordable housing stock across the country. The primary programs offered by these offices 
are the HOME Investment Partnership Program (HOME), Self-Help Ownership Opportunity 
Program (SHOP), and National Housing Trust Fund (HTF)  
(Source: http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/HUD?src=/program_offices/comm_planning/affordablehousing). 
All three programs are for low-income families, but each program has its own approach. 
 
The HOME program is the largest federal grant for the development of decent and affordable 
housing. The funds are given to state and local governments who often work in partnership with 
non-profit organizations. This program can be applied in different ways based on the distribution 
of funding. The range of eligible activities include programs that support “building, buying, and/or 
rehabilitating affordable housing for rent or homeownership” or “other reasonable and necessary 
expenses related to the development of non-luxury housing” including “direct rental assistance for 

http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/HUD?src=/program_offices/comm_planning/affordablehousing
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low-income people” (source: 

http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/HUD?src=/program_offices/comm_planning/affordablehousing/programs/
home). 
 

The Self-Help Ownership Program (SHOP) program is meant to increase of the affordable housing 
stock by granting funds to non-profit organizations committed to building or rehabilitating 
affordable homes with volunteer- based homeownership programs. Programs like Habitat for 
Humanity, have received grant money from the SHOP program for their volunteer-based 
homebuilding projects. The recipients are to use funds only “for land acquisition, infrastructure 
improvements, and administrative costs.” All homeowners must invest their own “sweat equity” in 
their project. (Source: http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/HUD?src=/program_offices/comm_planning/ 

affordablehousing/programs/shop). 

 
The National Housing Trust Fund (HTF) provides support for the acquisition, new construction, or 
reconstruction of rental units for extremely low-income families or families with incomes below 
the poverty level.  
 
States and state-designated entities such as the Michigan Department of Housing Development 
Authority (MSHDA) are eligible for this fund. Of the annual formula grants, at least 80 percent 
must be used for rental housing; up to 10 percent for homeownership; and up to 10 percent for 
the grantee's administrative and planning costs. 
 
Housing Trust Fund funds are to be used for the production or preservation of affordable housing 
through the acquisition, new construction, reconstruction, and/or rehabilitation of non-luxury 
housing with suitable amenities. All HTF-assisted units will be required to have a minimum 
affordability period of 30 years. More information is available at: 
http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/HUD?src=/program_offices/comm_planning/affordablehousing/
programs/home/htf. 
 
Neighborhood Stabilization Program (NSP) provides targeted emergency assistance to state and 
local governments to acquire and redevelop foreclosed properties that might otherwise become 
abandoned and blighted. MSHDA identified 17 high-need cities for expedited access to funds in 
2008 (MSHDA 2008). These cities are CDBG entitlements that would have received from $500,000 
to $2 million directly from HUD, except for HUD’s $2 million NSP cut-off (in addition to two Cities 
of Promise). These cities will have expedited access to up to $21.75 million of MSHDA’s allocation 
including 10% administration.   
 
Eligible activities include:  

 Establishment financing mechanisms for the purchase and redevelopment of abandoned 
and foreclosed upon homes 

 Purchase and rehabilitation of homes and residential properties that have been 
abandoned or foreclosed for sale or rental 

 Acquisition and disposal of property by land banks 

 Demolition of blighted structures 

 Redevelopment of demolished or vacant property 
 

http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/HUD?src=/program_offices/comm_planning/
http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/HUD?src=/program_offices/comm_planning/affordablehousing/programs/home/htf
http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/HUD?src=/program_offices/comm_planning/affordablehousing/programs/home/htf
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Within the Tri-County Region Lansing and Ingham County Land Bank is a recipient of the NSP2 
grant ($17,369,638) and working on improving the issue of foreclosure in this region.  More 
information is available at http://www.michigan.gov/mshda/0,1607,7-141--217713--,00.html. 
 
Additional HUD Affordable Housing Related Programs for either Homeowners or Renters 
        
The Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) Program indirectly subsidizes the development of 
affordable rental housing properties. It was created by the federal Tax Reform Act of 1986, which 
is intended to increase and preserve affordable rental housing by replacing earlier tax incentives 
with a credit directly applicable against taxable income.  
 
In Michigan, the program is administered by the Michigan State Housing Development Authority 
(MSHDA). It permits investors in affordable rental housing who are awarded the credit- 
corporations, banking institutions, and individuals - to claim a credit against their tax liability 
annually for a period of 10 years. 
 
A project may receive maximum tax credits based on a percentage of the portion of rental housing 
(whether the housing is newly constructed or rehabilitated) that the owner agrees to maintain as 
both rent and income restricted for a period of at least 18 years. “At a minimum, either 20 percent 
of the units must be for residents whose incomes do not exceed 50 percent of area median 
income or 40 percent of the units must be for residents whose incomes do not exceed 60 percent 
of the area median income (as determined and adjusted annually by HUD).” Further information is 
available at http://www.michigan.gov/mshda/0,4641,7-141-5587_5601-21934--,00.html. 
 
HUD also provides multifamily subsidized housing programs. These programs support low-income 
renters by subsiding privately owned multifamily housing. The subsidies should stay with the 
development. Renters cannot thus take subsidies. Actually, owners receive subsidies from the 
government to lower the cost of their mortgages or to rehabilitate housing or build new 
apartments. They have to set aside a certain percentage of apartments as affordable for low- and 
moderate-income people in exchange.  
 
All apartments in a development can be subsidized. It is also possible to subsidize some 
apartments while renting others at the market rate. Multifamily housing can be subsidized by 
more than one program.  
 
There are many types of multifamily housing programs in Michigan, each with its own rules, 
income limits, and affordability restrictions. The Tri-County Region also offers diverse renter 
assistance based on those programs. Table 2 presents the total number of subsidized rental units 
in Tri-County Regions as of January 2013.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.michigan.gov/mshda/0,1607,7-141--217713--,00.html
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Table 2. Subsidized Multifamily Housing Units in Tri-County Regions 
Ingham county Eaton County Clinton County 
Admin HUD MSHDA Other Public 

Housin
g 

Rural 
Housi
ng 

HUD MSH
DA 

Other Public 
Housi
ng 

Rural 
Housi
ng 

HUD MSH
DA 

Other Public 
Housi
ng 

Rural 
Housing 

Developments 19 24 4 8 7 4 10 3 1 14 1 2 0 1 6 

Units  

Family Units 1127 1074 464 550 184 0 246 312 24 473 178 174 0 30 154 

Elderly Units 725 1293 90 317 96 281 516 90 0 40 0 82 0 0 16 

Total Units 1852 2367 554 867 280 281 762 402 24 513 178 256 0 30 170 

Program Units  

Barrier Free 135 64 0 9 3 72 34 6 1 13 13 5 0 0 3 

Market Rate 665 476 0 0 0 0 44 0 0 0 0 81 0 0 0 

Section 8 2290 881 0 0 0 686 456 0 0 0 298 120 0 0 0 

Section 236 358 212 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Section 202 43 0 0 0 0 51 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

R/S 158 144 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

LIHTC 922 166 554 0 16 0 526 402 0 76 0 107 0 0 52 

Section 221(d)3 56 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Special Housing 30 18 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

MSHDA 0 574 0 0 0 0 121 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

MSHDA-LIHTC 0 467 0 0 0 0 156 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16 

Public Housing 0 0 0 877 0 0 0 0 24 0 0 0 0 30 0 

Section 515 0 0 0 0 165 0 0 0 0 345 0 0 0 0 2 

RAP 0 0 0 0 115 0 0 0 0 119 0 0 0 0 116 

Data source: http://www.mshda.info/housing_locator/ 

 
A total of 62 developments consisting of 5,920 units are available rental units as of January 2013 in Ingham County, 32 developments consisting 
of 1,982 units in Eaton County, and 10 developments consisting of 634 units in Clinton County.  
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Among various programs offered in these three county regions, Section 8, Section 236, and LIHTC 
are three major programs for rental housing. More information about each program is 
summarized below. 
 
The housing choice voucher Section 8 program is the federal government's program for assisting 
very low-income families, the elderly, and the disabled to obtain decent, safe, and sanitary 
housing in the private market. Participants are supposed to find their own single-family homes, 
townhouses and apartments. Any unit that meets the requirements of the program can be chosen. 
It does not need to be in subsidized housing projects. Their current residence may be eligible. The 
housing owner should agree to rent under the program.  
 
Housing choice vouchers are usually administered by local public housing agencies (PHAs). The 
PHAs receive federal funds from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) 
to administer the voucher program. Michigan State Housing Development Authority (MSHDA) is 
the major administrator of this program for the Tri-County Region. Rental units must meet 
minimum standards of health and safety, as determined by the PHA (or MSHDA). 
 
A housing subsidy is paid directly to the landlord by the PHA on behalf of the participating family. 
The family then pays the difference between the actual rent charged by the landlord and the 
amount subsidized by the program. Under certain circumstances, if authorized by the PHA, a 
family may use its voucher to purchase a modest home. 
 
The maximum amount of housing assistance is calculated by the PHA. It is generally the lesser of 
the payment standard minus 30% of the family’s monthly adjusted income or the gross rent for 
the unit minus 30% of monthly adjusted income. The voucher allows families to move without the 
loss of housing assistance. Families should give a prior notice, terminate its lease within the lease 
provision, and find acceptable housing.  
 
Project-based Section 8 assistance for multifamily housing program started in the mid-1970s by 
HUD. This is for new construction, for substantial rehabilitation of existing buildings, for additional 
assistance for Section 221(d)(3) and Section 236 developments that were having financial difficulty 
(also called loan management set-aside), and for sale of multifamily developments (property 
disposition) that HUD had acquired when the owners went into default. The term of these Section 
8 subsidy contracts can vary from 5 to 40 years. Rent is set at 30% of renters’ income.  
 
This program is different from the Section 8 Project-Based Voucher (PBV) discussed above. It is 
easy to be confused due to the similarity in names. This Section 8 assistance, does not come from 
a housing agency's regular Section 8 voucher inventory, but is from the owner's direct Section 8 
contract with HUD. 
 
Section 236 Multifamily Housing is a HUD’s program that provides a subsidy to reduce owner’s 
mortgage interest. HUD sets a basic rent and the tenant must pay at least either the basic rent or 
30% of income, whichever is higher.  However, the development may receive other forms of rent 
subsidy under the rent supplement, Section 236 Rent Assistance Program or Section 8 project-
based assistance programs. There are 570 units in Section 236 developments in the Tri-County 
Region as of January 2013.  
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Section 236 Rental Assistance Program (RAP) 
This is an early form of rental subsidy. It was used for up to 20% of the units in Section 236 
developments prior to the Section 8 program. Some developments still have Section 236 RAP 
assistance. With this subsidy, the rent was set at 30% of income. 
 
Section 221(d)3 program originally provides a below market interest rate loan of 3 percent with 
FHA mortgage insurance. The (d)(3) component targets nonprofits while (d)(4) targets for profits.  
Properties subsidized under this program are sometimes referred to as Below Market Interest 
Rate (BMIR) property. Rents are not based on a percentage of a tenant's income, but are a flat 
amount that HUD approves. However, in a number of these developments, there may be other 
rental assistance under the rent supplement or Section 8 project-based assistance programs for 
some or all apartments that will change these rent rules. In Tri-County regions, there are 56 units 
in Section 221(d)(3) developments. 
 
Rent Supplement Program (R/S) is an early form of rental subsidy that was used in Section 
221(d)(3) and Section 236 developments prior to the Section 8 program. A total of 302 units are in 
Rent Supplement Program developments in Ingham County. There is no unit in this R/S 
development in Clinton and Eaton Counties. 
 
Section 202 housing for seniors and people with disabilities is HUD’s grants or loans provided for 
nonprofits that construct or rehabilitate housing for seniors and people with disabilities. The 
Section 202 program evolved into a program renamed Supportive Housing for Elderly, which was 
only for seniors where one or more people in the household were 62 or older. Usually there is a 
form of Section 8 project-based assistance tied to the development, and rent is set at 30% of 
income. There are 94 apartments in Section 202 developments in the Tri-County Region. 
 
The Rural Housing Service (RHS) division of the U.S. Department of Agriculture funds affordable 
rental housing development in rural areas through its Section 515 mortgage program. The 
program provides low-interest long-term direct loans to nonprofit and for-profit developers who 
agree to keep units affordable for at least 20 years. In the Tri-County Region, there are 512 units 
are in Section 515 developments. Among them, Ingham County has 165 units, Eaton County has 
345 units, and Clinton County has 2 units.  
 
Federal Low-Income Housing Tax Credit Program (LIHTC) is a federal program created in 1986 
that has funded about 2,800 affordable apartments in Tri-County Regions. Under the program, 
private owners raise money to develop and operate affordable rental housing by selling federal tax 
credits to investors. These tax benefits are distributed through state housing agencies, such as 
MSHDA. In return for tax credits, participating developers agree to reserve a percentage of the 
apartments for low-income families. There are two alternative types of rent restrictions: 40% of 
the apartments must be affordable to those with incomes at or below 60% of the area median 
income; or 20% of the units must be affordable to those with incomes at or below 50% of area 
median. The apartments generally must remain affordable for at least 30 years.  
 
LIHTC rents do not change based on family income changes unless some other subsidy rules apply 
to the program. These flat rents may not be affordable to those with lower incomes. However, an 
owner of a federal tax credit development has an affirmative duty to accept Section 8 tenant-
based vouchers for available apartments and provide affordable rental fees for those lower-
income renters.  
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State Low-Income Tax Credit Program is also available. The state program is run by MSHDA and 
has features that are similar to the federal low-income housing tax credit program. State tax 
credits were used to help develop 623 affordable apartment units in Ingham and Eaton Counties.  
 
There are additional programs for rental housing.  
Section 811 housing for people with disabilities program provides supportive housing for people 
with disabilities who are very low-income. Usually there is a form of Section 8 project-based 
assistance tied to the development under this Section 811, and rent is set at 30% of income.  
 
Section 8 Moderate Rehabilitation Program is also available by HUD. In exchange for providing a 
moderate level of rehabilitation to a property, the owner can gain a rent subsidy for a number of 
years by the local housing authority or a regional nonprofit housing agency. Some Section 8 
moderate rehabilitation funds are part of the McKinney program and are targeted for single room 
occupancy (SRO) units for the homeless.  
 
To be issued, renters must apply through the local housing authority or a regional nonprofit 
housing agency, and they must regularly report to that agency regarding their income and 
household composition. The rent is limited to 30% of income and cannot be higher, as it can with 
the regular Section 8 voucher program. The owner can evict (or not renew the lease) only for good 
cause. The housing agency that issues the subsidy can terminate the subsidy if renters did not 
observe Section 8 program rules, such as not properly reporting their income or family 
composition. 
 
This multifamily housing subsidy is tied to the building, and cannot be used by the tenant to 
relocate to another location. If the tenant moves out or is evicted, this person loses the subsidy, 
therefore.  
 
Additional Loans for Low-Income Home Owners 
 
Down Payment Assistance 
Down payment assistance is available up to $7,500 with MSHDA’s FHA or Rural Development first 
mortgages. It is a non-amortizing loan with zero-interest and no monthly payments. The loan is 
due upon sale or transfer of the property or if the first mortgage is refinanced or paid in full. This 
assistance program is for low- to moderate-income homebuyers, depending on the home location 
and the family size. The program includes a homebuyer education class that will provide useful 
information for pursuing homeownership.  Funds may be used for down payment, closing costs, 
prepaid/escrow expenses and a home inspection performed by a qualified home inspector.   
 
Past Due Property Tax Assistance 
MSHDA created the Michigan Homeowner Assistance Nonprofit Housing Corporation (MHA) which 
is operated under the name of Step Forward Michigan in 2010. This is for oversee the distribution 
of the Hardest Hit Funds which assist homeowners with past due property taxes. If determined 
eligible, a onetime payment will be sent directly to the county treasurer to pay toward 
outstanding county and local property taxes. The maximum program reservation per household is 
$30,000.  
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Foreclosure Prevention Assistance 
A number of programs are available to assist homeowners who are at risk of foreclosure and 
otherwise struggling with their monthly mortgage payments. The majority of these programs are 
administered through the U.S. Treasury Department and HUD. 
 
The Making Home Affordable ©  (MHA) Program is a critical part of the governmental strategy to 
help homeowners avoid foreclosure, stabilize the country's housing market, and improve the 
nation's economy. 
 
Several programs are available to modify or refinance homeowners’ loans for lower payments. 
They are: Home Affordable Modification Program (HAMP), Principal Reduction Alternative (PRA), 
Second Lien Modification Program (2MP), and Home Affordable Refinance Program (HARP). 
 
There are several programs available to assist unemployed homeowners. They are: Home 
Affordable Unemployment Program (UP), Emergency Homeowners’ Loan Program (EHLP) available 
in Connecticut, Delaware, Idaho, Maryland or Pennsylvania, and FHA Forbearance for Unemployed 
Homeowners. In addition, Home Affordable Foreclosure Alternatives (HAFA) is offered. If the 
mortgage payment is unaffordable and the homeowner is interested in transitioning to more 
affordable housing, the owner may be eligible for a short sale or deed-in-lieu of foreclosure 
through HAFA SM.  
 
Homeowners can still reclaim their homes after they have already been sold at a foreclosure sale 
in the period of “Redemption.” To be eligible, homeowners need to pay the outstanding mortgage 
balance and all costs incurred during the foreclosure process.  More information is available at 
http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/HUD?src=/topics/avoiding_foreclosure. 
  
Home Improvement Program 
This program offered by MSHDA provides low interest home improvement loans for eligible 
homeowners and landlords. The homeowners with annual household incomes less than $105,700 
are eligible. They must have a credit score of at least 620.  
 
Eligible improvements must substantially protect or improve the basic livability or utility of the 
property. Examples of eligible improvements are: 
  

 Roof repair or replacement;  
 Insulation, siding, window replacement, and other improvements that increase the energy 

efficiency of the property;  
 Central air conditioning and furnace replacement;  
 Kitchen and bathroom remodeling;  
 Permanently installed carpeting (wall-to-wall) and built-in kitchen appliances (must be 

permanently affixed as an integral part of the kitchen, hard-wired or plumbed);  
 Ramp installation;  
 Attic and basement finishing;  
 Upgrading electrical wiring;  
 Building an addition;  
 Walkway and driveway installation;  
 Lead paint hazard remediation;  
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 Garage repair and construction (not to exceed 800 square feet in area). Carports are also 
allowed;  

 Decks and gazebos that are not for hot tub use or around a swimming pool;  
 Fences (chain link, brick, wood, iron);  
 Fireplaces (indoor);  
 Pole barns and utility buildings on a permanent masonry / concrete foundation;  
 Fire suppression sprinkler system (indoor);  
 Solar water heating systems;  
 Solar room sunspace / solarium (permanently installed for use as a sun room, family room);  
 Windmills for purposes of furnishing power to residential structures;  

 
The maximum loan term is 20 years. There are no annual fees and no penalty for early layoff. The 
interest rates vary depending on household income.  
 
For protecting and assisting current and future homeowners with low-income, additional 
programs are available. Example programs are Individual Development Accounts (IDA), Mortgage 
Credit Certificates, and Homeownership counseling. More detailed information is available at 
http://www.michigan.gov/mshda/0,4641,7-141-45866_45869---,00.html.  
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2.1. Study Area and Data Analysis 

2.1.1 Study Area 

The study area is the Tri-County Region centered on the state capital that covers Clinton, Eaton, 
and Ingham Counties. These regions include the Lansing-East Lansing Metropolitan Statistical Area 
(MSA) and diverse types of cities, townships, and villages. This study selected major cities or 
villages from each county for understanding the current housing market and affordable housing 
needs. The list of cities and villages is presented below.   

 Ingham County: Mason, Lansing, East Lansing, Webberville, Stockbridge, 
Williamston, Lansing Charter Township, and Meridian Charter Township 

 Eaton County: Charlotte, Eaton Rapids, Grand Ledge, Potterville, Sunfield, and 
Delta Charter Township  

 Clinton County: DeWitt, Fowler, Maple Rapids, Ovid, and St, Johns 
 
Figure 3 presents these selected cities and villages in the Tri-County regions.   

 
Figure 3. Study Target Region and Cities 
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2.1.2 Data Sources and Analysis Plan 

To holistically understand housing profiles in the Tri-County Region, the research team analyzed 
data sets obtained from the US Census Bureau. The main data sources were (1) “2000 and 2010 
Profile of General Population and Housing Characteristics, Census SF1,” for analyzing general 
demographic and housing characteristics in 2000 and 2010, (2) “Profile of Selected Housing 
Characteristics: 2000” in Clinton, Eaton, and Ingham Counties from the Census 2000 Summary File 
(SF) 3, Sample Data set for analyzing more specific 2000 housing characteristics, and (3) “Selected 
Housing Characteristics 2006-2010 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates” for analyzing 
more specific 2010 housing characteristics. Figure 4 shows data sources available at 
http://factfinder2.census.gov/. These data were gathered through American Fact Finder offered 
by the US Census Bureau.  
 

 
Figure 4. Example Data Sources Used for the Analysis 

 
Table 3 and 4 show the items selected for the demographic, socioeconomic, and housing profile 
analyses. 
 
Table 3. Selected Items for Demographic and Socioeconomic Profile Analysis 

Category Specific Items 

Demographic profile  Population 
 Age  
 Ethnicity 

 Gender 
 Place of birth 

Socioeconomic profile  Per Capita Income 
 Educational Attainment  
 10 major industries  

 Unemployment rate 
 Occupation 
 Total household income 

  

http://factfinder2.census.gov/
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Table 4. Selected Items for Housing Profile  

Category Specific Items 

Housing occupancy  Total housing units 
 Vacant housing units 
 Rental vacancy rate 

 Occupied housing units 
 Homeowner vacancy rate 
 

Housing tenure  Owner-occupied  
 Average household size of owner-

occupied unit 

 Renter-occupied 
 Average household size of renter-

occupied unit 

Units in structure  Unit, detached 
 2 units / 3 or 4 units / 5 to 9 units 
 Mobile home / Boat, RV, van, etc. 

 Unit, attached 
 10 to 19 units / 20 or more units 
 

Year structure built  Built 2005 or later  
 Built 1990 to 1999 
 Built 1970 to 1979  
 Built 1950 to 1959  
 Built 1939 or earlier 

 Built 2000 to 2004 
 Built 1980 to 1989 
 Built 1960 to 1969 
 Built 1940 to 1949 

Bedrooms  No bedroom 
 2 bedrooms  
 4 bedrooms  

 1 bedroom 
 3 bedroom 
 5 or more bedrooms 

Value 
 

 Less than $50,000  
 $100,000 to $149,999  
 $200,000 to $299,999  
 $500,000 to $999,999  
 Median (dollars) 

 $50,000 to $99,999 
 $150,000 to $199,999 
 $300,000 to $499,999 
 $1,000,000 or more 

Mortgage status  Housing units with a mortgage  Housing units without a mortgage 

Selected monthly 
owner costs (Housing 
units with/without a 
mortgage) 

 Less than $300  
 $500 to $699  
 $1,000 to $1,499  
 $2,000 or more  

 $300 to $499 
 $700 to $999 
 $1,500 to 1,999 
 Median (dollars) 

Selected monthly 
owner costs as a 
percentage of 
household income 
(SMOCAPI) 

Housing units with/without a 
mortgage  

 
 Less than 20.0 percent 
 25.0 to 29.9 percent 
 35.0 percent or more 

(excluding units where SMOCAPI 
cannot be computed) 

 20.0 to 24.9 percent 
 30.0 to 34.9 percent 
 Not computed 

Gross rent 
(Occupied units paying 
rent) 

 Less than $200 
 $300 to $499 
 $750 to $999 
 $1,500 or more 

 $200 to $299 
 $500 to $749 
 $1,000 to $1,499 
 Median (dollars) 

Gross Rent as a 
Percentage of 
Household Income 
(GRAPI) (Occupied 
units paying rent) 

 Less than 15.0 percent 
 20.0 to 24.9 percent 
 30.0 to 34.9 percent 
 Not computed 

 15.0 to 19.9 percent 
 25.0 to 29.9 percent 
 35.0 percent more 

Housing Maps 
(from Zillow.com) 

 Single family housing distribution 
 Foreclosed housing distribution 

 Multifamily housing distribution 
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2.2 Demographic and Socioeconomic Profile 

2.2.1 Demographic Profile 

As Table 2.1 illustrates regional population statistics, this region had a total population of 447,728 
in 2000 and 464,036 in 2010 according to the US Census.  
 
Table 5. Demographic Profile  

Year Items United States Michigan 

Tri-County Regions 

Clinton 
County 

Eaton 
County 

Ingham 
County 

Total 

2000 [1] Population 281,421,906 9,938,444 64,753 103,655 279,320 447,728 

2010 [2] Population 308,745,538 9,883,640 75,382 107,759 280,895 464,036 

Source: http://factfinder2.census.gov/ 
[1] DP-1 Profile of General Demographic Characteristics: 2000, Census 2000 Summary File 1 (SF 1) 100-Percent 
Data 
[2] DP-1-Geography-United States: Profile of General Population and Housing Characteristics: 2010, 2010 Census 
SF 1 

As Table 5 shows, Clinton County had a total population of 64,753 in 2000, with 49.7% of its 
population male and 50.3% female. Approximately 14.9% of the population was age 60 or over. 
Eaton County had a total population of 103,655, with 48.6% of its population male and 51.4% 
female. Approximately 15.2% of the population was at least 60 years old. Ingham County had a 
total population of 279,320, with 48.3% of male and 51.7% female. About 12.3% of the population 
was age 60 or older. Of three counties, Eaton County had a higher portion of older population than 
the other two counties, although the actual number of older adults age 60 or older was larger in 
Ingham County. 
 
On the contrary, among the three counties, Ingham County had a higher percentage of younger 
population than the other two counties, including children under the age of 9 (12.9%), teens 
between ages 10 and 19 (16.0%), and college-aged-population (20.5%). Table 6 presents these 
demographic characteristics.  
 
When the research team looked at the change in demographic characteristics, gender ratios 
stayed the same, but the populations in Clinton and Eaton Counties were getting older while 
Ingham County still had a higher percentage of the population between the ages of 20 to 29 (20.5% 
in 2000 and 21.3% in 2010).  
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  Table 6. Demographic Characteristics 1 - Age and Gender 
Demographic Characteristics United States Michigan Clinton County Eaton County Ingham County 

n % n % n % n % n % 

2000 
[1] 

Age Total population 281421906 100.0  9938444 100.0  64753 100.0  103655 100.0  279320 100.0  

  Under 9 years 39725303 14.1  1417186 14.3  9632 14.9  13953 13.5  36076 12.9  

  10 to 19 years 40747962 14.5  1466879 14.8  10227 15.8  16186 15.6  44594 16.0  

  20 to 29 years 38345337 13.6  1298468 13.1  6304 9.7  12578 12.1  57384 20.5  

  30 to 39 years 43217052 15.4  1494909 15.0  9940 15.4  14899 14.4  38667 13.8  

  40 to 49 years 42534267 15.1  1545911 15.6  10935 16.9  17180 16.6  39780 14.2  

  50 to 59 years 31054785 11.0  1118929 11.3  8082 12.5  13108 12.6  28396 10.2  

  60 to 69 years 20338992 7.2  705979 7.1  4708 7.3  7276 7.0  15290 5.5  

  70 years and over 25458208 9.0  890183 9.0  4925 7.6  8475 8.2  19133 6.8  

2010 
[2] 

Age Total Population 308745538 100.0  9883640 100.0  75382 100.0  107759 100.0  280895 100.0  

  Under 9 years 40550019 13.1  1234070 12.5  9619 12.8  12799 11.9  32205 11.5  

  10 to 19 years 42717537 13.8  1414815 14.3  11140 14.8  15361 14.3  43051 15.3  

  20 to 29 years 42687848 13.8  1258655 12.7  10003 13.3  13063 12.1  59819 21.3  

  30 to 39 years 40141741 13.0  1187059 12.0  8479 11.2  12304 11.4  33255 11.8  

  40 to 49 years 43599555 14.1  1410062 14.3  11158 14.8  15377 14.3  33223 11.8  

  50 to 59 years 41962930 13.6  1448638 14.7  11007 14.6  16863 15.6  35902 12.8  

  60 to 69 years 29253187 9.5  987436 10.0  7479 9.9  11866 11.0  23425 8.3  

  70 years and over 27832721 9.0  942905 9.5  6497 8.6  10126 9.4  20015 7.1  

2000 
[1] 

Gender Total population 281421906 100.0  9938444 100.0  64753 100.0  103655 100.0  279320 100.0  

  Male 138053563 49.1  4873095 49.0  32194 49.7  50381 48.6  134801 48.3  

  Female 143368343 50.9  5065349 51.0  32559 50.3  53274 51.4  144519 51.7  

2010 
[2] 

Gender Total population 308745538 100.0  9883640 100.0  75382 100.0  107759 100.0  280895 100.0  

  Male 151781326 49.2  4848114 49.1  37057 49.2  52595 48.8  136594 48.6  

  Female 156964212 50.8  5035526 50.9  38325 50.8  55164 51.2  144301 51.4  

Source: http://factfinder2.census.gov/ 
[1] DP-1: Profile of General Demographic Characteristics: 2000, Census 2000 SF 1 100-Percent Data 
[2] DP-1: Profile of General Population and Housing Characteristics: 2010, 2010 Census SF 1 

 
Figure 5. Age Distribution in the Tri-County Region  
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The demographic profiles differed depending on the areas within the Counties, as Table 7 shows. 
According to the 2000 and 2010 censuses, within Ingham County, Mason City experiences a 22.9% 
increase in population, which was larger than in other areas in this county. In Eaton County, 
Potterville city had a 20.7% increase in population. In Clinton County, Maple Rapids village 
experienced a 4.5% increase in population.  
 
Table 7. Changes in Demographic Profile 

Location County Population Rate (%) 

2000 2010 2000-2010 

USA  281,421,906 308,745,538 9.7% 
Michigan  9,938,444 9,883,640 -0.6% 
Clinton  Clinton 64,753 75,382 16.4% 
Eaton Eaton 103,655 107,759 4.0% 
Ingham Ingham 279,320 280,895 0.6% 
DeWitt City Clinton 4,702 4,507 -4.1% 
Fowler Village Clinton 1,136 1,208 6.3% 
Maple Rapids Village Clinton 643 672 4.5% 
Ovid Village Clinton 1,514 1,603 5.9% 
St. Johns Clinton 7,485 7,865 5.1% 
Charlotte City Eaton 8,389 9,074 8.2% 
Eaton Rapids Eaton 5,330 5,214 -2.2% 
Grand Ledge City Eaton 7,813 7,786 -0.3% 
Potterville City Eaton 2,168 2,617 20.7% 
Sunfield Village  Eaton 591 578 -2.2% 
East Lansing City Ingham 46,525 48,579 4.4% 
Lansing City Ingham 119,128 114,297 -4.1% 
Mason City Ingham 6,714 8,252 22.9% 
Stockbridge Village Ingham 1,260 1,218 -3.3% 
Webberville Village Ingham 1,503 1,272 -15.4% 
Williamston City Ingham 3,441 3,854 12.0% 
Source: http://factfinder2.census.gov/ 
[1] DP-1 Profile of General Demographic Characteristics: 2000, Census 2000 Summary File 1 (SF 1) 100-Percent Data 
[2] DP-1-Geography-United States: Profile of General Population and Housing Characteristics: 2010, 2010 Census SF 1 
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Race distribution among Tri-County populations is different. Clinton County had a higher 
percentage of White (96.4%) than Eaton County (90.3%) or Ingham County (79.5%). Aligned with 
this fact, Ingham County had higher percentages of African-American population (10.9%) and 
Asian population (3.7%) than the other two counties. However, overall non-while population 
numbers increased and more Asian population increases in three counties were detected. Table 8 
shows these characteristics. 
 
Table 8. Demographic Characteristics 2 - Race 

Subject United States Michigan Clinton County Eaton County Ingham County 

2000 [1] n % n % n % n % n % 

Total population 281429016 100.0 9938444 100.0 64753 100.0 103655 100.0 279320 100.0 

One race 274595678 97.6 9746028 98.1 63995 98.8 101896 98.3 270965 97.0 

      White 211460626 75.1 7966053 80.2 62420 96.4 93549 90.3 221935 79.5 

      Black or African American 34658190 12.3 1412742 14.2 405 0.6 5481 5.3 30340 10.9 

      American Indian and  
      Alaska Native 

2475956 0.9 58479 0.6 282 0.4 453 0.4 1528 0.5 

      Asian 10242998 3.6 176510 1.8 337 0.5 1173 1.1 10273 3.7 

      Native Hawaiian and  
      Other Pacific Islander 

398835 0.1 2692 0.0 28 0.0 31 0.0 143 0.1 

      Some other race 15359073 5.5 129552 1.3 523 0.8 1209 1.2 6746 2.4 

 Two or more races 6826228 2.4 192416 1.9 758 1.2 1759 1.7 8355 3.0 

HISPANIC OR LATINO           
Total population 281421906 100.0 9938444 100.0 64753 100.0 103655 100.0 279320 100.0 

Hispanic or Latino (of any race) 35305818 12.5 323877 3.3 1688 2.6 3323 3.2 16190 5.8 

Not Hispanic or Latino 246116088 87.5 9614567 96.7 63065 97.4 100332 96.8 263130 94.2 

2010 [2]           

Total population 308745538 100.0 9883640 100.0 75382 100.0 107759 100.0 280895 100.0 

RACE           

    One Race 299736465 97.1 9653321 97.7 73898 98.0 104999 97.4 269757 96.0 

      White 223553265 72.4 7803120 78.9 70018 92.9 94561 87.8 213913 76.2 

      Black or African American 38929319 12.6 1400362 14.2 1549 2.1 6811 6.3 33047 11.8 

      American Indian and  
      Alaska Native 

2932248 0.9 62007 0.6 333 0.4 466 0.4 1546 0.6 

      Asian 14674252 4.8 238199 2.4 1115 1.5 1809 1.7 14599 5.2 

      Native Hawaiian and  
      Other Pacific Islander 

540013 0.2 2604 0.0 15 0.0 18 0.0 114 0.0 

      Some Other Race 19107368 6.2 147029 1.5 868 1.2 1334 1.2 6538 2.3 

    Two or More Races 9009073 2.9 230319 2.3 1484 2.0 2760 2.6 11138 4.0 

HISPANIC OR LATINO           

  Total population 308745538 100.0 9883640 100.0 75382 100.0 107759 100.0 280895 100.0 

    Hispanic or Latino  
    (of any race) 

50477594 16.3 436358 4.4 2947 3.9 5101 4.7 20526 7.3 

    Not Hispanic or Latino 258267944 83.7 9447282 95.6 72435 96.1 102658 95.3 260369 92.7 

Source: http://factfinder2.census.gov/ 

[1] DP-1: Profile of General Demographic Characteristics: 2000, Census 2000 SF 1 100-Percent Data 

[2] DP-1: Profile of General Population and Housing Characteristics: 2010, 2010 Census SF 1 
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2.2.2 Regional Socioeconomic Profile 

The research team analyzed per capita income, unemployment rate, educational attainment, 
population below the poverty level, and ten major industries of the regions to understand the 
regional socioeconomic profile based on  Census 2000 SF 3, which are sample data, and the 2006-
2010 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates for the year of 2010.  

 

1) Per Capita Income 

In the Tri-County Region, per capita income was $22,134 in 2000, increasing to approximately 
$25,690 in 2010. Among the three counties, Clinton County had the highest per capita income in 
both 2000 and 2010. Unemployment rates were 2.1 in Clinton County, 3.0 in Eaton County, and 
3.9 in Ingham County in 2000, but by 2010 they had increased to 6.9 in Clinton County, 8.2 in 
Eaton County, and 8.9 in Ingham County (see Table 9). 
 
Table 9. Per Capita Income and Unemployment Rate 

Year Items United States Michigan 

Tri-County Regions 

Clinton 
County 

Eaton 
County 

Ingham 
County 

Tri-County 

2000 
Per Capita Income 

[1] 
21,587 22,168 22,913 22,411 21,079 22,134.30 

2010 
Per Capita Income 

[2] 
27,334 25,135 27,223 25,963 23,883 25,689.70 

2000 
Unemployment 

rate [1] 
3.7 3.7 2.1 3.0 3.9 3 

2010 
Unemployment 

rate [2] 
7.9 11.5 6.9 8.2 8.9 8 

Source: http://factfinder2.census.gov/ 
[1] DP-3 Profile of Selected Economic Characteristics: 2000, Census 2000 Summary File 3 (SF 3) - Sample Data 
[2] DP03 Selected Economic Characteristics, 2006-2010 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 

2) Educational Attainment 

Among the population 25 years and over in 2000, approximately 89.2% held high school diploma 
or higher in Clinton County, 89.6% in Eaton County, and 88.1% in Ingham County in 2000. The 
population having bachelor’s degree or higher were 21.2% in Clinton County, 21.7% in Eaton 
County, and 32.9% in Ingham County.  
 
The population having high school diploma or higher were similar in 2010. In Clinton County, 
about 92.9% held this level of educational attainment, 92.4% in Eaton County, and 90.6% in 
Ingham County. These are all higher than the State average, which was 88.1% in 2010. Among the 
population 25 years or over, 27.2% held bachelor’s degree or higher in Clinton County, 24.4% in 
Eaton County, and 35.4% in Ingham County in 2010. In Michigan, the percentage of the bachelor’s 
degree or higher was 25.1% in 2010 (see Table 10).  
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Table 10. Educational Attainment 
2000 [1] Michigan Clinton County Eaton County Ingham County 

EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT Number % Number % Number % Number % 

Population 25 years and  
over 

6,415,941 100.0 41,864 100.0 67,044 100.0 162,909 100.0 

    Less than 9th grade 299,014 4.7 1,577 3.8 1,800 2.7 5,360 3.3 

    9th to 12th grade, no  
   diploma 

765,119 11.9 2,945 7.0 5,217 7.8 13,981 8.6 

    High school graduate  
   (includes equivalency) 

2,010,861 31.3 13,753 32.9 20,361 30.4 38,118 23.4 

    Some college, no degree 1,496,576 23.3 10,962 26.2 19,301 28.8 39,290 24.1 

    Associate degree 448,112 7.0 3,740 8.9 5,805 8.7 12,470 7.7 

    Bachelor's degree 878,680 13.7 5,793 13.8 9,908 14.8 30,151 18.5 

    Graduate or professional  
    degree 

517,579 8.1 3,094 7.4 4652 6.9 23,539 14.4 

         

High school diploma or higher 5,351,808 83.4 37,342 89.2 60,027 89.6 143,568 88.1 

Bachelor’s degree or higher 1,396,259 21.8 8,887 21.2 14,560 21.7 53,690 32.9 

2010 [2] 
 PLACE OF BIRTH Number % Number % Number % Number % 

 Population 25 years and over 6561843 100.0 47992 100.0 72338 100.0 165615 100.0 

  Less than 9th grade 232790 3.5 913 1.9 1614 2.2 4811 2.9 

9th to 12th grade, no diploma 552198 8.4 2468 5.1 3876 5.4 10662 6.4 

High school graduate      
(includes equivalency) 

2064575 31.5 15016 31.3 21879 30.2 39113 23.6 

Some college, no degree 1538716 23.4 12015 25.0 20038 27.7 38555 23.3 

  Associate's degree 532181 8.1 4507 9.4 7330 10.1 13750 8.3 

  Bachelor's degree 1014345 15.5 8403 17.5 11475 15.9 33639 20.3 

Graduate or professional  
degree 

627038 9.6 4670 9.7 6126 8.5 25085 15.1 

         

High school diploma or  
higher 

5,776,855 88.1 44,611 92.9 66,848 92.4 150,142 90.6 

Bachelor’s degree or  
higher 

6,791,200 25.1 13,073 27.2 17,601 24.4 58,724 35.4 

Source: http://factfinder2.census.gov/ 
[1] DP-2 Profile of Selected Social Characteristics: 2000, Census 2000 SF 3 - Sample Data 
[2] DP02 Selected Social Characteristics in the United States , 2006-2010 American Community Survey 5-Year 
Estimates 
 

 

Figure 6. Educational Attainment between 2000 and 2010  
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3) Population Below Poverty Level 

The median household income in Clinton County was $58,244 in 2011 based on 2007-2011 
estimates from State and County QuickFacts (2012). In Eaton County, the median household 
income was $54,170, and it was $45,758 in Ingham County. The State average was $48,669 in 
2011, which reflects the fact that Ingham County had a lower median household income value 
than the State average while Clinton and Eaton counties had higher median household income 
values.   
 
The population below poverty level was examined based on the Census 2000 SF 3 – Sample Data 
and 2006-2010 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates. The population below poverty level 
in 2000 was 4.6% in Clinton County, 5.8% in Eaton County, and 14.6% in Ingham County. These 
percentages seemed to increase between 2000 and 2010. Based on the American Community 
Survey 5-year estimates, it was 8.5% in Clinton County, 9.1% in Eaton County, and 20.0% in Ingham 
County.  
 
These numbers increased slightly in 2011 based on 2007-2011 estimates. It is needed to pay 
attention to the increase in population below poverty level in Ingham County. It rose from 14.6% 
in 2000 to 20.0% in 2010, which means one person out of five was below poverty level in this 
county. This can create significant negative effects on this County’s short- and long-term 
socioeconomic growth and development (see Table 11).   
 
Table 11. Population below Poverty Level 

Poverty 
Level 

Michigan Clinton County Eaton County Ingham County 

All income 
levels 

Below 
poverty 
level 

Percent 
below 
poverty 
level  

All 
income 
levels 

Below 
poverty 
level 

Percent 
below 
poverty 
level 

All income 
levels 

Below 
poverty 
level 

Percent 
below 
poverty 
level 

All income 
levels 

Below 
poverty 
level 

Percent 
below 
poverty 
level 

2000 [1] 9,700,622 1,021,605 10.5% 64,038 2,963 4.6% 101,885 5,948 5.8% 262,680 38,421 14.6% 

2010 [2] 9,726,785 1,444,004 14.8% 73,727 6,249 8.5% 106,567 9,685 9.1% 260,537 51,986 20.0% 

2011 [3] - - 15.7% - - 10.3% - - 9.7% - - 20.4% 

Source: http://factfinder2.census.gov/ 
[1] DP-3 Profile of Selected Economic Characteristics: 2000, Census 2000 SF 3 - Sample Data 
[2] S1701 Poverty Status in the Past 12 Months, 2006-2010 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 
[3] 2007-2011, State and County QuickFacts. Data derived from Population Estimates, American Community 
Survey, Census of Population and Housing, State and County Housing Unit Estimates. 
http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/26/26065.html 

 

4) Ten Major Industries 

To understand each county’s economic structure, the research looked at ten major industries in 
each county as Table 2.7 presents. In Clinton County, the major industries were ordered as follows: 
“educational, health, and social services (19.6%),” “manufacturing (16.9%),” “public administration 
(10.6%),” and “retail trade (10.5%).” The percentage of “educational, health, and social services” 
increased to 23.0% in 2010 while that of manufacturing declined to 11.5% in the same year.  
 

In Eaton County, the major industries in 2000 were “educational, health, and social services 
(19.4%),” “manufacturing (18.2%),” “retail trade (11.6%),” and “public administration (10.4%).” 
These percentages changed slightly in 2010. About 21.8% were in “educational, health, and social 
services.” The percentage for “manufacturing” declined to 15.6%, and that for “retail trade” 
declined to 10.8%, while the “public administration” stayed about same (10.2%).  
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In Ingham County, the primary industry was “educational, health, and social services (27.3%)” in 
2000 which was the same in 2010. The next major industries were “retail trade (10.9% in 2000 and 
11.2% in 2010),” “manufacturing (10.4% in 2000 and 8.9% in 2010),” “arts, entertainment, 
recreation, accommodation, and food services (9.4% in 2000 and 10.1% in 2010),” and “public 
administration (8.7% in 2000 and 7.6% in 2010).” 
 

Table 12. Ten Major Industries in the Regions 
2000 Michigan Clinton County Eaton County Ingham County 

INDUSTRY Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 
Total 4,637,461 100.0 32,920 100.0 53,442 100.0 142,675 100.0 
Agriculture, forestry, fishing and 
hunting, and mining 

49,496 1.1 829 2.5 538 1.0 1,060 0.7 

Construction 278,079 6.0 2,431 7.4 3,260 6.1 7,035 4.9 
Manufacturing 1,045,651 22.5 5,562 16.9 9,736 18.2 14,787 10.4 
Wholesale trade 151,656 3.3 1,150 3.5 1,513 2.8 3,856 2.7 

Retail trade 550,918 11.9 3,445 10.5 6,213 11.6 15,608 10.9 
Transportation and warehousing, 
and utilities 

191,799 4.1 1,291 3.9 2,286 4.3 4,401 3.1 

Information 98,887 2.1 494 1.5 853 1.6 3,918 2.7 
Finance, insurance, real estate, 
and rental and leasing 

246,633 5.3 2,309 7.0 3,870 7.2 9,196 6.4 

Professional, scientific, 
management, administrative, 
and waste management services 

371,119 8.0 2,157 6.6 3,428 6.4 11,110 7.8 

Educational, health and social 
services 

921,395 19.9 6,438 19.6 10,373 19.4 38,984 27.3 

Arts, entertainment, recreation, 
accommodation and food 
services 

351,229 7.6 1,702 5.2 3,029 5.7 13,367 9.4 

Other services (except public 
administration) 

212,868 4.6 1,608 4.9 2,786 5.2 6,930 4.9 

Public administration 167,731 3.6 3,504 10.6 5,557 10.4 12,423 8.7 
2010  
Civilian employed population 16 
years and over 

4,369,785 100.0 35,532 100.0 53,117 100.0 133,958 100.0 

Agriculture, forestry, fishing and 
hunting, and mining 

54,946 1.3 877 2.5 473 0.9 1,317 1.0 

Construction 230,305 5.3 1,870 5.3 2,828 5.3 4,857 3.6 

Manufacturing 770,715 17.6 4,092 11.5 8,296 15.6 11,955 8.9 
Wholesale trade 122,378 2.8 923 2.6 1,374 2.6 2,599 1.9 
Retail trade 507,530 11.6 3,889 10.9 5,734 10.8 15,035 11.2 
Transportation and warehousing, 
and utilities 

181,648 4.2 1,460 4.1 2,114 4.0 4,280 3.2 

Information 82,395 1.9 539 1.5 572 1.1 2,823 2.1 
Finance and insurance, and real 
estate and rental and leasing 

250,855 5.7 2,935 8.3 3,931 7.4 9,026 6.7 

Professional, scientific, and 
management, and administrative 
and waste management services 

388,626 8.9 2,923 8.2 4,123 7.8 12,021 9.0 

Educational services, and health 
care and social assistance 

1,012,153 23.2 8,178 23.0 11,603 21.8 39,788 29.7 

Arts, entertainment, and 
recreation, and accommodation 
and food services 

397,267 9.1 2,615 7.4 3,846 7.2% 13,473 10.1 

Other services, except public 
administration 

206,152 4.7 1,886 5.3 2,822 5.3% 6,612 4.9 

Public administration 164,815 3.8 3,345 9.4 5,401 10.2% 10,172 7.6 

Source: http://factfinder2.census.gov/ 
[1] DP-3 Profile of Selected Economic Characteristics: 2000, Census 2000 SF 3 - Sample Data 
[2] DP03 Selected Economic Characteristics, 2006-2010 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 
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2.3. General Housing Profile: Based on Census 2000 and 2010 

2.3.1 Total Housing Units and Housing Occupancy  

1) Tri-County 

According to Census 2000 and 2010, the Tri-County Region had 181,804 housing units in 2000 and 
199,026 units in 2010. Clinton County had 24,630 housing units in 2000 and 30,695 units in 2010, 
experiencing a 23.5% increase, which is the biggest increase among the three counties. Eaton 
County had 42,118 units in 2000 and 47,050 units in 2010, undergoing an 11.0% increase. Ingham 
County had 115,056 housing units in 2000 and 121,281 units in 2010, showing a 5.4% increase (see 
Figure 7).  
 

 
Figure 7. Total Housing Units in 2000 and 2010 in Tri-County Regions 

(Source: 2000 and 2010: DP-1 Profile of General Demographic Characteristics, Census SF1) 
 

In the Tri-County Region, about 183,422 (94.8%) of the housing units were occupied, with about 
5.2% vacancy in 2000, while this vacancy rate increased to 7.8% (15,604 units) in 2010. Ingham 
County experienced a greater increase in housing vacancy between 2000 (5.6%) and 2010 (8.3%) 
than the other two counties (see Figure 8). 

 
Figure 8. Housing Vacancy Rate in 2000 and 2010 

(Source: 2000 and 2010: DP-1 Profile of General Demographic Characteristics, Census SF1) 
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Vacant housing units included units “for rent,” “rented, not occupied,” “for sale only,” “sold, not 
occupied,” “for seasonal, recreational, or occasional use,” and “all other vacants.” Table 13 shows 
housing occupancy facts in Tri-County regions. 
 

Between 2000 and 2010, homeowner vacancy rates also increased. In Ingham County, the 
homeowner vacancy rate increased from 1.6% to 2.9%, while in Clinton County the rate increased 
from 1.0% to 1.7%, and in Eaton County from 1.3% to 2.3%. Compared to the homeowner vacancy 
rates, rental vacancy rates slightly increased. The rental vacancy rate in Clinton County increased 
from 6.9% to 9.5% (+2.7%), in Eaton County the rate went up from 5.7% to 9.3% (+3.6%), and in 
Ingham County the rate rose from 6.3% to 8.8% (+2.5%). Such figures show these regions need 
support to fill vacant housing units. 
 

Table 13. Housing Occupancy – Counties 

Year 2000 Michigan Clinton County Eaton County Ingham County 

Subject n % n % n % n % 

HOUSING OCCUPANCY         

Total housing units 4,234,279 100.0 24,630 100.0 42,118 100.0 115,056 100.0 

  Occupied housing units 3,785,661 89.4 23,653 96.0 40,167 95.4 108,593 94.4 

  Vacant housing units (1) 448,618 10.6 977 4.0 1,951 4.6 6,463 5.6 

   For rent 72,805 1.7 257 1.0 629 1.5 2,861 2.5 

   For sale only 44,250 1.0 198 0.8 393 0.9 1,055 0.9 

   Rented or sold, not occupied 27,161 0.6 108 0.4 235 0.6 581 0.5 
   For seasonal, recreational, or 
occasional use 

233,922 5.5 94 0.4 257 0.6 519 0.5 

   For migrant workers 1,449 0.0 3 0.0 0 0.0 15 0.0 

   Other vacant 69,031 1.6 317 1.3 437 1.0 1,432 1.2 
         

  Homeowner vacancy rate (%) [A] 1.6 (X) 1.0 (X) 1.3 (X) 1.6 (X) 

  Rental vacancy rate (%) [B] 6.8 (X) 6.9 (X) 5.7 (X) 6.3 (X) 

Year 2010 Michigan Clinton County Eaton County Ingham County 

Subject n % n % n % n % 

HOUSING OCCUPANCY         

Total housing units 4,532,233 100.0 30,695 100.0 47,050 100.0 121,281 100.0 

  Occupied housing units 3,872,508 85.4 28,766 93.7 43,494 92.4 111,162 91.7 

  Vacant housing units 659,725 14.6 1,929 6.3 3,556 7.6 10,119 8.3 

    For rent 141,687 3.1 648 2.1 1,227 2.6 4,363 3.6 

    Rented, not occupied 6,684 0.1 46 0.1 67 0.1 157 0.1 

    For sale only 77,080 1.7 404 1.3 733 1.6 1,957 1.6 

    Sold, not occupied 17,978 0.4 95 0.3 151 0.3 349 0.3 
    For seasonal, recreational, or 
occasional use 

263,071 5.8 164 0.5 402 0.9 492 0.4 

    All other vacants 153,225 3.4 572 1.9 976 2.1 2,801 2.3 
         

 Homeowner vacancy rate (%) [A] 2.7 (X) 1.7 (X) 2.3 (X) 2.9 (X) 

 Rental vacancy rate (%) [B] 11.5 (X) 9.5 (X) 9.3 (X) 8.8 (X) 
Main Source: 2000 and 2010: DP-1 Profile of General Demographic Characteristics, Census SF1 
   (1) Subdata of Vacant housing units of 2000: H005 VACANCY STATUS [7], Census SF1 
   [A] The homeowner vacancy rate is the proportion of the homeowner inventory that is vacant "for sale." It is computed 
by dividing the total number of vacant units "for sale only" by the sum of owner-occupied units, vacant units that are 
"for sale only," and vacant units that have been sold but not yet occupied; and then multiplying by 100. 
   [B] The rental vacancy rate is the proportion of the rental inventory that is vacant "for rent." It is computed by dividing 
the total number of vacant units "for rent" by the sum of the renter-occupied units, vacant units that are "for rent," and 
vacant units that have been rented but not yet occupied; and then multiplying by 100. 
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2) Clinton County 

Table 14 summarizes total housing units and housing occupancy in five 
selected areas in Clinton County. Any changes in total housing units, 
occupied housing units, and vacant housing units between 2000 and 
2010 are presented. The homeowner vacancy rate increased between 
2000 and 2010 in all five areas. The rental vacancy rate decreased from 
18.8% to 14.5% in Maple Rapids, and from 5.1% to 4.6% in Ovid, but the 
other areas experienced an increase in rental vacancy rate.  
 

Table 14. Housing Occupancy – Clinton County 

Year 2000 De Witt Fowler village Maple Rapids Ovid St. Johns 

Subject n % n % n % n % n % 

HOUSING OCCUPANCY 

  Total housing units 1,661 100.0 446 100.0 262 100.0 604 100.0 3,148 100.0 

   Occupied housing units 1,624 97.8 428 96.0 246 93.9 575 95.2 2,994 95.1 

   Vacant housing units (1) 37 2.2 18 4.0 16 6.1 29 4.8 154 4.9 

      For rent 7 0.4 7 1.6 9 3.4 8 1.3 41 1.3 

      For sale only 5 0.3 3 0.7 4 1.5 11 1.8 24 0.8 

      Rented or sold, not  
      Occupied 

7 0.4 2 0.4 1 0.4 3 0.5 22 0.7 

       For seasonal, recreational,  
       or occasional use 

5 0.3 1 0.2 1 0.4 1 0.2 19 0.6 

      For migrant workers 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

      Other vacant 13 0.8 5 1.1 1 0.4 6 1.0 48 1.5 
                      

Homeowner vacancy rate (%) [A] 0.4 (X) 0.8 (X) 1.9 (X) 2.5 (X) 1.2 (X) 

Rental vacancy rate (%) [B] 2.0 (X) 8.5 (X) 18.8 (X) 5.1 (X) 4.1 (X) 

Year 2010 De Witt Fowler village Maple Rapids Ovid St. Johns 

Subject n % n % n % n % n % 

HOUSING OCCUPANCY 

  Total housing units 1,808 100.0 488 100.0 277 100.0 618 100.0 3,451 100.0 

   Occupied housing units 1,732 95.8 451 92.4 251 90.6 578 93.5 3,147 91.2 

   Vacant housing units 76 4.2 37 7.6 26 9.4 40 6.5 304 8.8 

      For rent 23 1.3 14 2.9 8 2.9 9 1.5 127 3.7 

      Rented, not occupied 3 0.2 0 0.0 1 0.4 0 0.0 18 0.5 

      For sale only 18 1.0 6 1.2 5 1.8 12 1.9 58 1.7 

      Sold, not occupied 8 0.4 2 0.4 3 1.1 2 0.3 11 0.3 

      For seasonal, recreational,  
       or occasional use 

7 0.4 3 0.6 0 0.0 2 0.3 13 0.4 

      All other vacants 17 0.9 12 2.5 9 3.2 15 2.4 77 2.2 
           

Homeowner vacancy rate (%) [A] 1.3 (X) 1.6 (X) 2.3 (X) 3.0 (X) 2.8 (X) 

Rental vacancy rate (%)  [B] 5.2 (X) 15.7 (X) 14.5 (X) 4.6 (X) 10.1 (X) 

Source: 2000 and 2010: DP-1 Profile of General Demographic Characteristics, Census SF1 
   (1) Subdata of Vacant housing units of 2000: H005 VACANCY STATUS [7], Census SF1 
   [A] The homeowner vacancy rate is the proportion of the homeowner inventory that is vacant "for sale." It is computed 
by dividing the total number of vacant units "for sale only" by the sum of owner-occupied units, vacant units that are 
"for sale only," and vacant units that have been sold but not yet occupied; and then multiplying by 100. 
   [B] The rental vacancy rate is the proportion of the rental inventory that is vacant "for rent." It is computed by dividing 
the total number of vacant units "for rent" by the sum of the renter-occupied units, vacant units that are "for rent," and 
vacant units that have been rented but not yet occupied; and then multiplying by 100. 
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3) Eaton County 

Table 15 summarizes total housing units and housing occupancy in six 
selected areas in Eaton County. Any changes in total housing units, 
occupied housing units, and vacant housing units between 2000 and 
2010 are presented.  
 

The homeowner vacancy rate increased slightly between 2000 and 
2010 in all six areas. The rental vacancy rates were different among 
the six areas. The rate increased from 4.2% to 7.8% in Charlotte, and 
from 5.2% to 8.3% in Delta Township. Sunfield showed a small 
increase from 5.1% to 5.8%, while Grand Ledge had a larger increase 
from 3.7% to 8.5%. However, the rental vacancy rate increase should 
be paid attention to in Eaton Rapids and Potterville. The rental vacancy rate in Eaton Rapids 
enlarged from 3.3% in 2000 to 10.9% in 2010, but the rate in Potterville shot up from 7.1% to 
24.7%.  
 

 Table 15. Housing Occupancy – Eaton County 

Year 2000 Charlotte Delta charter 
township 

Eaton Rapids Grand Ledge Potterville Sunfield 

Subject n % n % n % n % n % n % 

HOUSING OCCUPANCY   

  Total housing units 3,417 100.0 13,112 100.0 2,168 100.0 3,405 100.0 892 100.0 235 100.0 

   Occupied housing units 3,249 95.1 12,559 95.8 2,067 95.3 3,262 95.8 802 89.9 222 94.5 

   Vacant housing units (1) 168 4.9 553 4.2 101 4.7 143 4.2 90 10.1 13 5.5 

      For rent 48 1.4 247 1.9 22 1.0 42 1.2 15 1.7 3 1.3 

      For sale only 31 0.9 94 0.7 27 1.2 36 1.1 31 3.5 0 0.0 

      Rented or sold, not  
      Occupied 

9 0.3 63 0.5 16 0.7 32 0.9 0 0.0 3 1.3 

       For seasonal, recreational,  
       or occasional use 

16 0.5 83 0.6 22 1.0 11 0.3 2 0.2 1 0.4 

      For migrant workers 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

      Other vacant 64 1.9 66 0.5 14 0.6 22 0.6 42 4.7 6 2.6 
              

Homeowner vacancy rate (%) [A] 1.4 (X) 1.2 (X) 1.9 (X) 1.6 (X) 4.9 (X) 0.0 (X) 

Rental vacancy rate (%) [B] 4.2 (X) 5.2 (X) 3.3 (X) 3.7 (X) 7.1 (X) 5.1 (X) 

Year 2010 Charlotte Delta charter 
township 

Eaton Rapids Grand Ledge Potterville Sunfield 

Subject n % n % n % n % n % n % 

HOUSING OCCUPANCY   

  Total housing units 3,997 100.0 15,186 100.0 2,387 100.0 3,656 100.0 1,112 100.0 241 100.0 

   Occupied housing units 3,661 91.6 14,201 93.5 2,092 87.6 3,357 91.8 952 85.6 215 89.2 

   Vacant housing units 336 8.4 985 6.5 295 12.4 299 8.2 160 14.4 26 10.8 

      For rent 118 3.0 465 3.1 103 4.3 111 3.0 78 7.0 4 1.7 

      Rented, not occupied 2 0.1 32 0.2 4 0.2 7 0.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 

      For sale only 74 1.9 182 1.2 60 2.5 63 1.7 43 3.9 10 4.1 

      Sold, not occupied 12 0.3 41 0.3 3 0.1 10 0.3 4 0.4 3 1.2 

      For seasonal, recreational,  
       or occasional use 

21 0.5 96 0.6 35 1.5 25 0.7 18 1.6 4 1.7 

      All other vacants 109 2.7 169 1.1 90 3.8 83 2.3 17 1.5 5 2.1 
                         

Homeowner vacancy rate (%) [A] 3.1 (X) 2.0 (X) 4.5 (X) 2.8 (X) 5.7 (X) 6.1 (X) 

Rental vacancy rate (%)  [B] 7.8 (X) 8.3 (X) 10.9 (X) 8.5 (X) 24.7 (X) 5.8 (X) 

Source: 2010: DP-1 Profile of General Demographic Characteristics, Census SF1 
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   (1) Subdata of Vacant housing units of 2000: H005 VACANCY STATUS [7], Census SF1 
   [A] The homeowner vacancy rate is the proportion of the homeowner inventory that is vacant "for sale." It is computed 
by dividing the total number of vacant units "for sale only" by the sum of owner-occupied units, vacant units that are 
"for sale only," and vacant units that have been sold but not yet occupied; and then multiplying by 100. 
   [B] The rental vacancy rate is the proportion of the rental inventory that is vacant "for rent." It is computed by dividing 
the total number of vacant units "for rent" by the sum of the renter-occupied units, vacant units that are "for rent," and 
vacant units that have been rented but not yet occupied; and then multiplying by 100. 

 
4) Ingham County 

Table 16 summarizes total housing units and housing occupancy in eight selected areas in Ingham 
County. Any changes in total housing units, occupied housing units, and vacant housing units 
between 2000 and 2010 are presented.  
  
The homeowner vacancy rate increased slightly between 2000 and 
2010 in these areas, except for Mason (2.4% in 2000 and 2.0% in 2010). 
The rental vacancy rate also increased in all these areas except for East 
Lansing, where it decreased between 2000 and 2010 (6.4% in 2000 and 
6.0% in 2010). The other areas experienced some increases in rental 
vacancy rate between 2000 and 2010. The rate went up from 7.2% to 
10.3% in Lansing, from 4.3% to 10.4% in Lansing Charter Township, 
from 5.2% to 7.6% in Meridian Township, from 4.0% to 8.9% in 
Stockbridge, from 8.4% to 13.7% in Webberville, and from 3.0% to 11.5% 
in Williamston.  
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



45 

 

Table 16. Housing Occupancy – Ingham County 

Year 2000 East Lansing Lansing Lansing Charter 
Township Mason Meridian Charter 

Township Stockbridge Webberville Williamston 

Year 2000 n % N % n % n % n % n % n % n % 

HOUSING OCCUPANCY       

  Total housing units 15,321 100.0 53,159 100.0 4,317 100.0 2,961 100.0 17,120 100.0 510 100.0 612 100.0 1,528 100.0 

   Occupied housing units 14,390 93.9 49,505 93.1 4,104 95.1 2,806 94.8 16,414 95.9 480 94.1 561 91.7 1,470 96.2 

   Vacant housing units (1) 931 6.1 3,654 6.9 213 4.9 155 5.2 706 4.1 30 5.9 51 8.3 58 3.8 

      For rent 653 4.3 1,633 3.1 85 2.0 53 1.8 341 2.0 7 1.4 10 1.6 16 1.0 

      For sale only 58 0.4 586 1.1 30 0.7 44 1.5 73 0.4 11 2.2 7 1.1 16 1.0 

      Rented or sold, not  
      occupied 

46 0.3 344 0.6 30 0.7 9 0.3 69 0.4 1 0.2 4 0.7 10 0.7 

        For seasonal,   recreational, or  
        occasional use 

53 0.3 231 0.4 28 0.6 12 0.4 111 0.6 5 1.0 1 0.2 5 0.3 

      For migrant workers 0 0.0 2 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

      Other vacant 121 0.8 858 1.6 40 0.9 37 1.2 112 0.7 6 1.2 29 4.7 11 0.7 
                                  

Homeowner vacancy rate (%) [A] 1.2 (X) 2.0 (X) 1.3 (X) 2.4 (X) 0.7 (X) 3.4 (X) 1.5 (X) 1.6 (X) 

Rental vacancy rate (%) [B] 6.3 (X) 7.2 (X) 4.3 (X) 4.8 (X) 5.2 (X) 4.0 (X) 8.4 (X) 3.0 (X) 

Year 2010 East Lansing Lansing Lansing Charter 
Township Mason Meridian Charter 

Township Stockbridge Webberville Williamston 

Year 2010 n % N % n % n % n % n % n % n % 

HOUSING OCCUPANCY       

  Total housing units 15,787 100.0 54,181 100.0 4,319 100.0 3,574 100.0 18,569 100.0 552 100.0 573 100.0 1,789 100.0 

   Occupied housing units 14,774 93.6 48,450 89.4 3,929 91.0 3,278 91.7 17,377 93.6 481 87.1 508 88.7 1,605 89.7 

   Vacant housing units 1,013 6.4 5,731 10.6 390 9.0 296 8.3 1,192 6.4 71 12.9 65 11.3 184 10.3 

      For rent 630 4.0 2,587 4.8 222 5.1 128 3.6 560 3.0 19 3.4 18 3.1 71 4.0 

      Rented, not occupied 11 0.1 84 0.2 8 0.2 9 0.3 18 0.1 0 0.0 1 0.2 2 0.1 

      For sale only 143 0.9 1,074 2.0 53 1.2 44 1.2 213 1.1 10 1.8 12 2.1 52 2.9 

      Sold, not occupied 27 0.2 167 0.3 10 0.2 11 0.3 55 0.3 1 0.2 3 0.5 5 0.3 

         For seasonal,   recreational, or  
        occasional use 

53 0.3 154 0.3 19 0.4 18 0.5 106 0.6 3 0.5 1 0.2 11 0.6 

      All other vacants 149 0.9 1,665 3.1 78 1.8 86 2.4 240 1.3 38 6.9 30 5.2 43 2.4 
                                 

Homeowner vacancy rate (%) [A] 2.8 (X) 3.9 (X) 2.5 (X) 2.0 (X) 2.0 (X) 3.4 (X) 2.9 (X) 4.6 (X) 

Rental vacancy rate (%) [B] 6.0 (X) 10.3 (X) 10.4 (X) 10.4 (X) 7.6 (X) 8.9 (X) 13.7 (X) 11.5 (X) 

Source: 2000 and 2010: DP-1 Profile of General Demographic Characteristics, Census SF1 (1) Subdata of Vacant housing units of 2000: H005 VACANCY STATUS [7], Census SF1 
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2.3.2 Housing Tenure 

1) Tri-County 

In the Tri-County Region, 172,413 housing units were occupied in 2000, and 183,422 units were 
occupied in 2010 which was 92.2% of the total housing units (199,026 units). When the team 
looked at these occupied housing units depending on housing tenure, 67.3% of 172,413 units were 
owner-occupied (115,950 units) and 32.6% were renter-occupied in 2000. These numbers were 
slightly different in 2010. Of the total units, 65.4% were owner-occupied (120,047 units) and 34.6% 
were renter-occupied units. These figures showed a slight increase in owner-occupied unit 
numbers, but the portion out of total housing units in the regions actually decreased slightly, from 
67.3% to 65.4% (see Table 17). 
 
Table 17. Housing Tenure - Counties 

Year 2000 Michigan Clinton County Eaton County Ingham County 

Subject n % n % n % n % 

HOUSING TENURE         

  Occupied housing units 3,785,661 100.0 23,653 100.0 40,167 100.0 108,593 100.0 

    Owner-occupied housing units 2,793,124 73.8 20,173 85.3 29,791 74.2 65,986 60.8 

      Population in owner-occupied 
housing units (2) 

7,465,216 (X) 55,965 (X) 80,704 (X) 171,036 (X) 

      Average household size of 
owner-occupied units 

2.67 (X) 2.77 (X) 2.71 (X) 2.59 (X) 

    Renter-occupied housing units 992,537 26.2 3,480 14.7 10,376 25.8 42,607 39.2 

      Population in renter-occupied 
housing units (2) 

2,223,339 (X) 7,983 (X) 21,217 (X) 91,457 (X) 

      Average household size of 
renter-occupied units 

2.24 (X) 2.29 (X) 2.04 (X) 2.15 (X) 

Year 2010 Michigan Clinton County Eaton County Ingham County 

Subject n % n % n % n % 

HOUSING TENURE         

  Occupied housing units 3,872,508 100.0 28,766 100.0 43,494 100.0 111,162 100.0 

    Owner-occupied housing units 2,793,342 72.1 22,612 78.6 31,583 72.6 65,852 59.2 

      Population in owner-occupied 
housing units 

7,183,134 (X) 60,353 (X) 81,184 (X) 163,461 (X) 

      Average household size of 
owner-occupied units 

2.57 (X) 2.67 (X) 2.57 (X) 2.48 (X) 

    Renter-occupied housing units 1,079,166 27.9 6,154 21.4 11,911 27.4 45,310 40.8 

      Population in renter-occupied 
housing units 

2,471,438 (X) 14,349 (X) 25,016 (X) 98,956 (X) 

      Average household size of 
renter-occupied units 

2.29 (X) 2.33 (X) 2.10 (X) 2.18 (X) 

Main Source: 2000 and 2010: DP-1 Profile of General Demographic Characteristics, Census SF1 

(2) "Population in owner-occupied housing units" & "Population in renter-occupied housing units" of 2000: 
H011 TOTAL POPULATION IN OCCUPIED HOUSING UNITS BY TENURE [3], Census SF1 
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When these changes were looked at by county, Clinton County had a decrease in the portion of 
owner-occupied units (from 85.3% to 78.6%) during this decade, although the actual number of 
owner-occupied units increased from 20,173 units to 22,612 units. This situation may be due to 
new multifamily housing constructions in several areas in this County.  
 
Both in Eaton County and Ingham County, the number of owner-occupied units increased, 
although the portion of these units out of total units decreased. In Eaton County, owner-occupied 
units numbered 29,791 in 2000 (74.2% of total occupied units) and 31,583 (72.6% of total 
occupied units) in 2010. In Ingham County, owner-occupied units decreased from 65,986 (60.8% of 
total occupied units in 2000) to 65,852 (59.2% of total occupied units). 
 
Average household size of owner-occupied units was 2.77 in 2000 and 2.67 in 2010 in Clinton 
County, 2.71 in 2000 and 2.57 in 2010 in Eaton County, and 2.59 in 2000 and 2.48 in 2010 in 
Ingham County. These figures showed there was no critical change in average household size of 
owner-occupied units in the Tri-County Region, although the number was slightly dropped down. 
Likewise, there was no significant change in average household size of renter-occupied units, 
which was 2.29 and 2.33 in Clinton County, 2.04 and 2.10 in Eaton County, and 2.15 and 2.18 in 
Ingham County. The average household sizes of renter-occupied units were generally smaller than 
those of owner-occupied units. 
 

2) Clinton County 

Table 18 shows housing tenure in five areas of Clinton County. Any changes in owner-occupied and 
renter-occupied units, population in owner-occupied and renter-occupied, and average household 
size of owner-occupied and renter-occupied units are presented.  
 
DeWitt, Maple Rapids, Ovid, and St. Johns experienced a decrease in owner-occupied unit rate out 
of occupied units between 2000 and 2010, while Fowler and Maple Rapids experienced a 0.9% 
increase in owner-occupied unit rate. The population living in owner-occupied units increased in 
Fowler between 2000 and 2010, while other areas experienced population decreases in owner-
occupied units. Average household sizes of owner-occupied units were similar between 2000 and 
2010 in the five areas. 
 
Renter-occupied housing units numbered 337 in 2000 and 415 in 2010 for DeWitt, 75 units both in 
2000 and 2010 for Fowler, 39 units in 2000 and 46 units in 2010 for Maple Rapids, 150 units in 
2000 and 188 units in 2010 for Ovid, and 956 units in 2000 and 1,111 in 2010 for St. Johns. These 
increases also brought about an increase of population living in renter-occupied units. The average 
household sizes of renter-occupied units were similar between 2000 and 2010 in the five areas, 
with most between 2.06 and 2.49. 
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Table 18. Housing Tenure – Clinton County 
Year 2000 De Witt Fowler village Maple Rapids Ovid St. Johns 

Subject n % n % n % n % n % 

HOUSING TENURE 

Occupied housing units 1,624 100.0 428 100.0 246 100.0 575 100.0 2,994 100.0 

Owner-occupied housing  
Units 

1,287 79.2 353 82.5 207 84.1 425 73.9 2,038 68.1 

      Population in owner- 
      occupied units (2) 

3,945 (X) 969 (X) 546 (X) 1,154 (X) 5,317 (X) 

      Average household size  
      of owner-occupied units 

3.07 (X) 2.75 (X) 2.64 (X) 2.72 (X) 2.61 (X) 

 Renter-occupied housing  
 Units 

337 20.8 75 17.5 39 15.9 150 26.1 956 31.9 

      Population in renter- 
      occupied units (2) 

745 (X) 163 (X) 97 (X) 360 (X) 1,969 (X) 

      Average household size  
     of renter-occupied units 

2.21 (X) 2.17 (X) 2.49 (X) 2.40 (X) 2.06 (X) 

Year 2010 De Witt Fowler village Maple Rapids Ovid St. Johns 

Subject n % n % n % n % n % 

HOUSING OCCUPANCY 

Occupied housing units 1,732 100.0 451 100.0 251 100.0 578 100.0 3,147 100.0 

Owner-occupied housing  
  Units 

1,317 76.0 376 83.4 205 81.7 390 67.5 2,036 64.7 

      Population in owner- 
      occupied units (2) 

3,574 (X) 1,029 (X) 558 (X) 1,059 (X) 5,139 (X) 

      Average household size  
      of owner-occupied units 

2.71 (X) 2.74 (X) 2.72 (X) 2.72 (X) 2.52 (X) 

 Renter-occupied housing  
 Units 

415 24.0 75 16.6 46 18.3 188 32.5 1,111 35.3 

      Population in renter- 
      occupied units (2) 

930 (X) 179 (X) 114 (X) 463 (X) 2,342 (X) 

      Average household size  
     of renter-occupied units 

2.24 (X) 2.39 (X) 2.48 (X) 2.46 (X) 2.11 (X) 

Main Source: 2000: DP-1 Profile of General Demographic Characteristics, Census SF1 
   (2) "Population in owner-occupied housing units" & "Population in renter-occupied housing units" of 2000: H011 
TOTAL POPULATION IN OCCUPIED HOUSING UNITS BY TENURE [3], Census SF1 

 
3) Eaton County 

Table 19 summarized housing tenure in six areas of Eaton County. Any changes in owner-occupied 
and renter-occupied units, population living in owner-occupied and renter-occupied, and average 
household size of owner-occupied and renter-occupied units are presented. 
 
Charlotte, Delta Township, Eaton Rapids, Grand Ledge, Potterville, and Sunfield experienced a 
decrease in owner-occupied unit rate out of occupied-units between 2000 and 2010. Average 
household sizes of owner-occupied units were similar between 2000 and 2010 in the six areas 
although there were slight decreases in the average household size of owner-occupied units in 
Charlotte, Delta Township, Eaton Rapids, Grand Ledge, and Potterville, and a slight increase in 
Sunfield (from 2.78 to 2.86 persons per unit). 
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Renter-occupied housing units were 1,084 units (33.4% of occupied housing units) in 2000 and 
1,388 units (37.9%) in 2010 for Charlotte, 4,488 units (35.7%) in 2000 and 5,121 units (36.1%) in 
2010 for Delta Township, 646 units (31.3%) in 2000 and 835 units (39.9%) in 2010 for Eaton Rapids, 
1,096 units 33.6%) in 2000 and 1,189 units (35.4%) in 2010 for Grand Ledge, 195 units (24.3%) in 
2000 and 238 units (25.0%) in 2010 for Potterville, and 56 units (25.2%) in 2000 and 65 units 
(30.2%) in 2010 for Sunfield. Having more units available also generated a rise in population living 
in renter-occupied units in these areas. The average household sizes of renter-occupied units were 
similar between 2000 and 2010 in the six areas. However, the average household size of renter-
occupied units in Potterville was uniquely high, which was 2.59 persons per unit in 2010. 
 
Table 19. Housing Occupancy – Eaton County 
Year 2000 Charlotte Delta charter 

township 
Eaton Rapids Grand Ledge Potterville Sunfield 

Subject n % n % n % n % n % n % 

HOUSING TENURE   

Occupied housing units 3,249 100.0 12,559 100.0 2,067 100.0 3,262 100.0 802 100.0 222 100.0 

Owner-occupied housing  
  Units 

2,165 66.6 8,071 64.3 1,421 68.7 2,166 66.4 607 75.7 166 74.8 

      Population in owner- 
      occupied units (2) 

5,709 (X) 21,013 (X) 3,975 (X) 5,614 (X) 1,759 (X) 462 (X) 

      Average household size  
      of owner-occupied units 

2.64 (X) 2.60 (X) 2.80 (X) 2.59 (X) 2.90 (X) 2.78 (X) 

 Renter-occupied housing  
 Units 

1,084 33.4 4,488 35.7 646 31.3 1,096 33.6 195 24.3 56 25.2 

      Population in renter- 
      occupied units (2) 

2,260 (X) 8,305 (X) 1,346 (X) 2,179 (X) 409 (X) 129 (X) 

      Average household size  
     of renter-occupied units 

2.08 (X) 1.85 (X) 2.08 (X) 1.99 (X) 2.10 (X) 2.30 (X) 

Year 2010 Charlotte Delta charter 
township 

Eaton Rapids Grand Ledge Potterville Sunfield 

Subject n % n % n % n % n % n % 

HOUSING OCCUPANCY   

Occupied housing units 3,661 100.0 14,201 100.0 2,092 100.0 3,357 100.0 952 100.0 215 100.0 

Owner-occupied housing  
  Units 

2,273 62.1 9,080 63.9 1,257 60.1 2,168 64.6 714 75.0 150 69.8 

      Population in owner- 
      occupied units (2) 

5,775 (X) 22,506 (X) 3,303 (X) 5,459 (X) 2,000 (X) 429 (X) 

      Average household size  
      of owner-occupied units 

2.54 (X) 2.48 (X) 2.63 (X) 2.52 (X) 2.80 (X) 2.86 (X) 

 Renter-occupied housing  
 Units 

1,388 37.9 5,121 36.1 835 39.9 1,189 35.4 238 25.0 65 30.2 

      Population in renter- 
      occupied units (2) 

2,929 (X) 9,594 (X) 1,906 (X) 2,305 (X) 617 (X) 141 (X) 

      Average household size  
     of renter-occupied units 

2.11 (X) 1.87 (X) 2.28 (X) 1.94 (X) 2.59 (X) 2.17 (X) 

Source: 2000 and 2010: DP-1 Profile of General Demographic Characteristics, Census SF1 
   (2) "Population in owner-occupied housing units" & "Population in renter-occupied housing units" of 2000: H011 TOTAL 

POPULATION IN OCCUPIED HOUSING UNITS BY TENURE [3], Census SF1 
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4) Ingham County 

Table 20 shows housing tenure in eight areas of Ingham County. It presents some changes in 
owner-occupied and renter-occupied units, population living in owner-occupied and renter-
occupied, and average household size of owner-occupied and renter-occupied units. 
 
East Lansing, Mason, and Williamston experienced increases, both in owner-occupied housing unit 
numbers and in the percentages out of occupied housing units. Different from these cities, Lansing, 
Lansing Charter Township, Stockbridge, and Webberville showed declines in owner-occupied 
housing unit numbers and their percentages. These circumstances also brought about some 
declines of population living in owner-occupied units. In Lansing, owner-occupied housing units 
numbered 28,488 in 2000 and 26,019 in 2010, reflecting a downward slope from 57.5% to 53.7%. 
In Stockbridge, owner-occupied units were 452 in 2000 and 396 in 2010, illustrating a change from 
64.6% to 59.7%.  
 
There is an interesting finding, though. In Meridian Charter Township, the number of owner-
occupied units increased, but its percentage out of total occupied units slightly decreased from 
62.1% to 60.8%. In this area, the owner-occupied units increased from 10,200 units in 2000 to 
10,569 units in 2010, but the population living in owner-occupied units decreased from 26,871 in 
2000 to 26,196 in 2010.  
 
The average household size of owner-occupied units was 2.77 in Webberville, which was the 
highest in 2000, and 2.29 in Lansing Charter Township, which was the lowest in 2000. In 2010, the 
highest average household size of owner-occupied units was found in Stockbridge (2.78) and the 
lowest was found in Lansing Charter Township (2.22). 
  
East Lansing, Lansing, Lansing Charter Township and Stockbridge showed higher than 40% of 
renter-occupied housing unit ratios. Renter-occupied housing units were 9,785 units (68% of total 
occupied units) in 2000 and 9,819 units (66.5% of total occupied units) in 2010 in East Lansing, 
21,017 units (42.5% of total occupied units) in 2000 and 22,431 units (46.3%) in 2010 in Lansing, 
1,908 units (46.5% of total occupied units) in 2000 and 1,901 units (48.4% of total occupied units) 
in 2010 in Lansing Charter Township, 170 units (35.4% of occupied ones) in 2000 and 194 units 
(40.3% of total occupied ones) in 2010 in Stockbridge.  
 
Mason and Meridian Charter Township, Williamston, and Webberville showed lower than 40% of 
renter-occupied housing unit ratios. In Meridian Township, the ratio was still high in 2010, which 
was 39.2% of total occupied units. The renter-occupied unit ratio decreased in Mason from 37.1% 
(1,040 units) in 2000 to 33.4% (1,096 units) in 2010. In Williamston, it decreased from 35.0% (515 
units) to 33.8% (542 units), while it increased from 19.4% (109 units) in 2000 to 22.0% (112 units) 
in 2010 for Webberville. Although the ratio of renter-occupied units decreased, their actual 
numbers rose. This growth also generated an increase of population living in renter-occupied units 
in these areas. Average household sizes of renter-occupied units were similar between 2000 and 
2010 in the eight areas. However, the average household size of renter-occupied units in 
Webberville was uniquely high among the eight areas for Ingham County, which was 2.54 persons 
per unit in 2010. 
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Table 20. Housing Tenure – Ingham County 
Year 2000 East Lansing Lansing Lansing Charter 

Township Mason Meridian Charter 
Township Stockbridge Webberville Williamston 

Year 2000 n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % 

HOUSING TENURE       

Occupied housing units 14,390 100.0 49,505 100.0 4,104 100.0 2,806 100.0 16,414 100.0 480 100.0 561 100.0 1,470 100.0 

Owner-occupied housing  
  Units 

4,605 32.0 28,488 57.5 2,196 53.5 1,766 62.9 10,200 62.1 310 64.6 452 80.6 955 65.0 

      Population in owner- 
      occupied units (2) 

11,110 (X) 70,832 (X) 5,027 (X) 4,656 (X) 26,871 (X) 834 (X) 1,251 (X) 2,435 (X) 

      Average household size  
      of owner-occupied units 

2.41 (X) 2.49 (X) 2.29 (X) 2.64 (X) 2.63 (X) 2.69 (X) 2.77 (X) 2.55 (X) 

 Renter-occupied housing  
 Units 

9,785 68.0 21,017 42.5 1,908 46.5 1,040 37.1 6,214 37.9 170 35.4 109 19.4 515 35.0 

      Population in renter- 
      occupied units (2) 

20,842 (X) 47,424 (X) 3,396 (X) 2,009 (X) 11,803 (X) 378 (X) 252 (X) 985 (X) 

      Average household size  
     of renter-occupied units 

2.13 (X) 2.26 (X) 1.78 (X) 1.93 (X) 1.90 (X) 2.22 (X) 2.31 (X) 1.91 (X) 

Year 2010 
East Lansing Lansing 

Lansing Charter 
Township 

Mason 
Meridian Charter 

Township 
Stockbridge Webberville Williamston 

Year 2010 n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % 

HOUSING TENURE       

Occupied housing units 14,774 100.0 48,450 100.0 3,929 100.0 3,278 100.0 17,377 100.0 481 100.0 508 100.0 1,605 100.0 

Owner-occupied housing  
  Units 

4,955 33.5 26,019 53.7 2,028 51.6 2,182 66.6 10,569 60.8 287 59.7 396 78.0 1,063 66.2 

      Population in owner- 
      occupied units (2) 

11,451 (X) 61,917 (X) 4,501 (X) 5,277 (X) 26,196 (X) 798 (X) 987 (X) 2,741 (X) 

      Average household size  
      of owner-occupied units 

2.31 (X) 2.38 (X) 2.22 (X) 2.42 (X) 2.48 (X) 2.78 (X) 2.49 (X) 2.58 (X) 

 Renter-occupied housing  
 Units 

9,819 66.5 22,431 46.3 1,901 48.4 1,096 33.4 6,808 39.2 194 40.3 112 22.0 542 33.8 

      Population in renter- 
      occupied units (2) 

21,427 (X) 51,199 (X) 3,586 (X) 2,238 (X) 13,122 (X) 420 (X) 285 (X) 1,110 (X) 

      Average household size  
     of renter-occupied units 

2.18 (X) 2.28 (X) 1.89 (X) 2.04 (X) 1.93 (X) 2.16 (X) 2.54 (X) 2.05 (X) 

Source: 2000 and 2010: DP-1 Profile of General Demographic Characteristics, Census SF1  
(2) "Population in owner-occupied housing units" & "Population in renter-occupied housing units" of 2000: H011 TOTAL POPULATION IN OCCUPIED HOUSING UNITS BY TENURE 
[3], Census SF1 
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2.3.3 Household Type by Housing Tenure 

The research team looked at household type by tenure and investigated how many households 
were family households or nonfamily households in owner-occupied or renter-occupied units in 
the Tri-County Region. As Table 21 shows family households are more common in owner-occupied 
housing units, but more nonfamily households are found in renter-occupied housing units. The 
research team also highlight the fact that the number of nonfamily households living alone at age 
65 or older was growing between 2000 and 2010 in all three counties. This type of nonfamily 
household aging alone was also growing in renter-occupied units.  

Table 21. Household Type by Tenure 2000 – Counties 
Year 2000 Michigan Clinton County Eaton County Ingham County 

Subject n % N % N % n % 

HOUSEHOLD TYPE                 

 Owner-occupied housing units 2,793,124 100.0 20,173 100.0 29,791 100.0 65,986 100.0 

  Family households 2,107,892 75.5 16,098 79.8 23,593 79.2 47,817 72.5 

      Householder 15 to 64 years 1,714,193 61.4 13,607 67.5 19,770 66.4 39,965 60.6 

      Householder 65 years and over 393,699 14.1 2,491 12.3 3,823 12.8 7,852 11.9 

      Married-couple family 1,732,553 62.0 14,127 70.0 20,247 68.0 38,937 59.0 

      Male householder, no wife  
      present 

102,723 3.7 609 3.0 984 3.3 2,331 3.5 

      Female householder, no  
      husband present 

272,616 9.8 1,362 6.8 2,362 7.9 6,549 9.9 

  Nonfamily households 685,232 24.5 4,075 20.2 6,198 20.8 18,169 27.5 

      Householder 15 to 64 years 430,585 15.4 2,615 13.0 3,943 13.2 12,846 19.5 

      Householder 65 years and over 254,647 9.1 1,460 7.2 2,255 7.6 5,323 8.1 

      Male householder 307,418 11.0 1,840 9.1 2,588 8.7 7,622 11.6 

        Living alone 245,151 8.8 1,457 7.2 2,034 6.8 5,788 8.8 

          65 years and over 62,142 2.2 323 1.6 515 1.7 1,172 1.8 

        Not living alone 62,267 2.2 383 1.9 554 1.9 1,834 2.8 

      Female householder 377,814 13.5 2,235 11.1 3,610 12.1 10,547 16.0 

        Living alone 337,610 12.1 1,966 9.7 3,202 10.7 9,139 13.8 

          65 years and over 181,364 6.5 1,060 5.3 1,649 5.5 3,915 5.9 

        Not living alone 40,204 1.4 269 1.3 408 1.4 1,408 2.1 

Renter-occupied housing units 992,537 100.0 3,480 100.0 10,376 100.0 42,607 100.0 

  Family households 467,807 47.1 1,878 54.0 4,658 44.9 15,950 37.4 

      Householder 15 to 64 years 435,488 43.9 1,758 50.5 4,366 42.1 15,096 35.4 

      Householder 65 years and over 32,319 3.3 120 3.4 292 2.8 854 2.0 

      Married-couple family 215,157 21.7 1,076 30.9 2,375 22.9 7,723 18.1 

      Male householder, no wife present     51,464 5.2 187 5.4 522 5.0 1,678 3.9 

      Female householder, no  
      husband present 

201,186 20.3 615 17.7 1,761 17.0 6,549 15.4 

  Nonfamily households 524,730 52.9 1,602 46.0 5,718 55.1 26,657 62.6 

      Householder 15 to 64 years 409,812 41.3 1,299 37.3 4,504 43.4 23,324 54.7 

      Householder 65 years and over 114,918 11.6 303 8.7 1,214 11.7 3,333 7.8 

      Male householder 258,460 26.0 837 24.1 2,609 25.1 12,965 30.4 

        Living alone 192,220 19.4 623 17.9 1,981 19.1 8,293 19.5 

          65 years and over 24,786 2.5 62 1.8 195 1.9 675 1.6 

        Not living alone 66,240 6.7 214 6.1 628 6.1 4,672 11.0 

      Female householder 266,270 26.8 765 22.0 3,109 30.0 13,692 32.1 

        Living alone 218,626 22.0 627 18.0 2,632 25.4 9,534 22.4 

          65 years and over 87,122 8.8 236 6.8 1,001 9.6 2,584 6.1 

        Not living alone 47,644 4.8 138 4.0 477 4.6 4,158 9.8 

Source: QT-H3: Household Population and Household Type by Tenure: 2000 
Census 2000 Summary File 1 (SF 1) 100-Percent Data 
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Table 22. Household Type by Tenure 2010 – Counties 
Year 2010 Michigan Clinton County Eaton County Ingham County 

Subject n % n % n % n % 

HOUSEHOLD TYPE                 

Owner-occupied housing units  2,793,342 100.0 22,612 100.0 31,583 100.0 65,852 100.0 

  Family households [1] 2,033,245 72.8 17,682 78.2 23,808 75.4 45,670 69.4 

      Householder 15 to 64 years 1,582,575 56.7 14,076 62.3 18,691 59.2 36,449 55.3 

      Householder 65 years and over 450,670 16.1 3,606 15.9 5,117 16.2 9,221 14.0 

      Husband-wife family 1,641,535 58.8 15,296 67.6 20,000 63.3 36,413 55.3 

      Male householder, no wife present 119,513 4.3 821 3.6 1,209 3.8 2,716 4.1 

      Female householder, no husband  
      present 

272,197 9.7 1,565 6.9 2,599 8.2 6,541 9.9 

  Nonfamily households [2] 760,097 27.2 4,930 21.8 7,775 24.6 20,182 30.6 

      Householder 15 to 64 years 470,324 16.8 3,040 13.4 4,780 15.1 13,999 21.3 

      Householder 65 years and over 289,773 10.4 1,890 8.4 2,995 9.5 6,183 9.4 

      Male householder 349,658 12.5 2,259 10.0 3,434 10.9 8,791 13.3 

        Living alone 280,866 10.1 1,796 7.9 2,685 8.5 6,734 10.2 

          65 years and over 80,158 2.9 516 2.3 816 2.6 1,620 2.5 

        Living with others 68,792 2.5 463 2.0 749 2.4 2,057 3.1 

      Female householder 410,439 14.7 2,671 11.8 4,341 13.7 11,391 17.3 

        Living alone 362,690 13.0 2,326 10.3 3,839 12.2 9,727 14.8 

          65 years and over 192,728 6.9 1,261 5.6 2,004 6.3 4,176 6.3 

        Living with others 47,749 1.7 345 1.5 502 1.6 1,664 2.5 

Renter-occupied housing units 1,079,166 100.0 6,154 100.0 11,911 100.0 45,310 100.0 

    Family households [1] 520,828 48.3 2,550 41.4 5,417 45.5 17,004 37.5 

      Householder 15 to 64 years 482,155 44.7 2,414 39.2 5,044 42.3 16,024 35.4 

      Householder 65 years and over 38,673 3.6 136 2.2 373 3.1 980 2.2 

      Husband-wife family 215,592 20.0 1,239 20.1 2,443 20.5 7,356 16.2 

      Male householder, no wife present 65,850 6.1 391 6.4 731 6.1 2,127 4.7 

      Female householder, no husband  
      present 

239,386 22.2 920 14.9 2,243 18.8 7,521 16.6 

  Nonfamily households [2] 558,338 51.7 3,604 58.6 6,494 54.5 28,306 62.5 

      Householder 15 to 64 years 431,443 40.0 3,121 50.7 5,035 42.3 24,724 54.6 

      Householder 65 years and over 126,895 11.8 483 7.8 1,459 12.2 3,582 7.9 

      Male householder 269,245 24.9 1,681 27.3 3,069 25.8 13,782 30.4 

        Living alone 202,227 18.7 1,032 16.8 2,374 19.9 8,600 19.0 

          65 years and over 33,905 3.1 115 1.9 368 3.1 858 1.9 

        Living with others 67,018 6.2 649 10.5 695 5.8 5,182 11.4 

      Female householder 289,093 26.8 1,923 31.2 3,425 28.8 14,524 32.1 

        Living alone 233,895 21.7 1,208 19.6 2,899 24.3 9,734 21.5 

          65 years and over 88,646 8.2 350 5.7 1,061 8.9 2,622 5.8 

        Living with others 55,198 5.1 715 11.6 526 4.4 4,790 10.6 

Source: QT-H3: Household Population and Household Type by Tenure: 2010 
2010 Census Summary File 1 
[1] A household that has at least one member of the household related to the householder by birth, marriage, or 
adoption is a "Family household." All persons living in family households are included in this total regardless of their 
relationship to the householder. Same-sex couple households are included in the family households category if there is 
at least one additional person related to the householder by birth or adoption. Same-sex couple households with no 
relatives of the householder present are tabulated in nonfamily households. Responses of "same-sex spouse" were 
edited during processing to "unmarried partner." 
[2] "Nonfamily households" consist of people living alone and households which do not have any members related to 
the householder. 
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Tables 23 shows household types by housing tenure. The statistics about household age 65 or over 
were highlighted to see its growth in these regions. The living alone households older than 65 are 
gradually increasing in three counties. 
 

Table 23. Household Type by Tenure 2000 – Clinton County 

Year 2000 De Witt 
Fowler 

village 

Maple 

Rapids 
Ovid St. Johns 

Subject n % n % n % n % n % 

HOUSEHOLD TYPE                     

  Owner-occupied housing units 1,287 100.0 353 100.0 207 100.0 425 100.0 2,038 100.0 

    Family households 1,109 86.2 271 76.8 152 73.4 320 75.3 1,544 75.8 

      Householder 15 to 64 years 1,023 79.5 205 58.1 131 63.3 258 60.7 1,237 60.7 

      Householder 65 years and over 86 6.7 66 18.7 21 10.1 62 14.6 307 15.1 

      Married-couple family 981 76.2 246 69.7 127 61.4 252 59.3 1,320 64.8 

      Male householder, no wife present 38 3.0 7 2.0 7 3.4 16 3.8 52 2.6 

      Female householder, no husband 

present 
90 7.0 18 5.1 18 8.7 52 12.2 172 8.4 

    Nonfamily households 178 13.8 82 23.2 55 26.6 105 24.7 494 24.2 

      Householder 15 to 64 years 132 10.3 34 9.6 27 13.0 63 14.8 243 11.9 

      Householder 65 years and over 46 3.6 48 13.6 28 13.5 42 9.9 251 12.3 

      Male householder 74 5.7 33 9.3 16 7.7 40 9.4 141 6.9 

        Living alone 59 4.6 30 8.5 13 6.3 32 7.5 122 6.0 

          65 years and over 4 0.3 9 2.5 2 1.0 9 2.1 41 2.0 

        Not living alone 15 1.2 3 0.8 3 1.4 8 1.9 19 0.9 

      Female householder 104 8.1 49 13.9 39 18.8 65 15.3 353 17.3 

        Living alone 90 7.0 45 12.7 36 17.4 52 12.2 337 16.5 

          65 years and over 38 3.0 36 10.2 24 11.6 30 7.1 204 10.0 

        Not living alone 14 1.1 4 1.1 3 1.4 13 3.1 16 0.8 

  Renter-occupied housing units 337 100.0 75 100.0 39 100.0 150 100.0 956 100.0 

    Family households 198 58.8 36 48.0 24 61.5 81 54.0 457 47.8 

      Householder 15 to 64 years 192 57.0 35 46.7 24 61.5 73 48.7 417 43.6 

      Householder 65 years and over 6 1.8 1 1.3 0 0.0 8 5.3 40 4.2 

      Married-couple family 89 26.4 20 26.7 10 25.6 42 28.0 236 24.7 

      Male householder, no wife present 16 4.7 4 5.3 4 10.3 6 4.0 41 4.3 

      Female householder, no husband 

present 
93 27.6 12 16.0 10 25.6 33 22.0 180 18.8 

    Nonfamily households 139 41.2 39 52.0 15 38.5 69 46.0 499 52.2 

      Householder 15 to 64 years 110 32.6 36 48.0 12 30.8 60 40.0 363 38.0 

      Householder 65 years and over 29 8.6 3 4.0 3 7.7 9 6.0 136 14.2 

      Male householder 66 19.6 27 36.0 6 15.4 41 27.3 231 24.2 

        Living alone 52 15.4 21 28.0 3 7.7 31 20.7 168 17.6 

          65 years and over 9 2.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 3 2.0 22 2.3 

        Not living alone 14 4.2 6 8.0 3 7.7 10 6.7 63 6.6 

      Female householder 73 21.7 12 16.0 9 23.1 28 18.7 268 28.0 

        Living alone 63 18.7 6 8.0 8 20.5 20 13.3 226 23.6 

          65 years and over 20 5.9 3 4.0 3 7.7 6 4.0 112 11.7 

        Not living alone 10 3.0 6 8.0 1 2.6 8 5.3 42 4.4 

Source: QT-H3: Household Population and Household Type by Tenure: 2000 
Census 2000 Summary File 1 (SF 1) 100-Percent Data 
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Table 24. Household Type by Tenure 2010 – Clinton County 

Year 2000 De Witt 
Fowler 

village 

Maple 

Rapids 
Ovid St. Johns 

Subject n % n % n % n % n % 

HOUSEHOLD TYPE                     

  Owner-occupied housing units 1,317 100.0 376 100.0 205 100.0 390 100.0 2,036 100.0 

    Family households [1] 1,077 81.8 278 73.9 156 76.1 298 76.4 1,491 73.2 

      Householder 15 to 64 years 915 69.5 203 54.0 122 59.5 241 61.8 1,172 57.6 

      Householder 65 years and over 162 12.3 75 19.9 34 16.6 57 14.6 319 15.7 

      Husband-wife family 930 70.6 254 67.6 126 61.5 217 55.6 1,215 59.7 

      Male householder, no wife present 43 3.3 7 1.9 7 3.4 25 6.4 67 3.3 

      Female householder, no husband 
present 

104 7.9 17 4.5 23 11.2 56 14.4 209 10.3 

    Nonfamily households [2] 240 18.2 98 26.1 49 23.9 92 23.6 545 26.8 

      Householder 15 to 64 years 153 11.6 43 11.4 27 13.2 65 16.7 296 14.5 

      Householder 65 years and over 87 6.6 55 14.6 22 10.7 27 6.9 249 12.2 

      Male householder 86 6.5 43 11.4 26 12.7 42 10.8 192 9.4 

        Living alone 68 5.2 37 9.8 19 9.3 31 7.9 149 7.3 

          65 years and over 23 1.7 16 4.3 7 3.4 5 1.3 44 2.2 

        Living with others 18 1.4 6 1.6 7 3.4 11 2.8 43 2.1 

      Female householder 154 11.7 55 14.6 23 11.2 50 12.8 353 17.3 

        Living alone 136 10.3 50 13.3 19 9.3 43 11.0 319 15.7 

          65 years and over 61 4.6 37 9.8 13 6.3 20 5.1 188 9.2 

        Living with others 18 1.4 5 1.3 4 2.0 7 1.8 34 1.7 

  Renter-occupied housing units 415 100.0 75 100.0 46 100.0 188 100.0 1,111 100.0 

    Family households [1] 237 57.1 41 54.7 30 65.2 100 53.2 520 46.8 

      Householder 15 to 64 years 225 54.2 38 50.7 29 63.0 95 50.5 485 43.7 

      Householder 65 years and over 12 2.9 3 4.0 1 2.2 5 2.7 35 3.2 

      Husband-wife family 119 28.7 18 24.0 13 28.3 32 17.0 208 18.7 

      Male householder, no wife present 24 5.8 8 10.7 5 10.9 15 8.0 80 7.2 

      Female householder, no husband 
present 

94 22.7 15 20.0 12 26.1 53 28.2 232 20.9 

    Nonfamily households [2] 178 42.9 34 45.3 16 34.8 88 46.8 591 53.2 

      Householder 15 to 64 years 140 33.7 29 38.7 12 26.1 55 29.3 411 37.0 

      Householder 65 years and over 38 9.2 5 6.7 4 8.7 33 17.6 180 16.2 

      Male householder 81 19.5 17 22.7 8 17.4 29 15.4 247 22.2 

        Living alone 63 15.2 8 10.7 6 13.0 24 12.8 197 17.7 

          65 years and over 16 3.9 1 1.3 2 4.3 5 2.7 27 2.4 

        Living with others 18 4.3 9 12.0 2 4.3 5 2.7 50 4.5 

      Female householder 97 23.4 17 22.7 8 17.4 59 31.4 344 31.0 

        Living alone 81 19.5 14 18.7 7 15.2 50 26.6 295 26.6 

          65 years and over 21 5.1 4 5.3 2 4.3 28 14.9 149 13.4 

        Living with others 16 3.9 3 4.0 1 2.2 9 4.8 49 4.4 

Source: QT-H3: Household Population and Household Type by Tenure: 2010 
Census 2010 Summary File 1 (SF 1) 100-Percent Data 
[1] A household that has at least one member of the household related to the householder by birth, marriage, or 
adoption is a "Family household." All persons living in family households are included in this total regardless of their 
relationship to the householder. Same-sex couple households are included in the family households category if there is 
at least one additional person related to the householder by birth or adoption. Same-sex couple households with no 
relatives of the householder present are tabulated in nonfamily households. Responses of "same-sex spouse" were 
edited during processing to "unmarried partner."  [2] "Nonfamily households" consist of people living alone and 
households which do not have any members related to the householder.
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Table 25. Household Type by Tenure 2000 – Eaton County 

Year 2000 Charlotte 
Delta charter 

township 
Eaton Rapids Grand Ledge Potterville Sunfield 

Subject n % n % n % n % n % n % 

HOUSEHOLD TYPE                       

Owner-occupied housing units 2,165 100.0 8,071 100.0 1,421 100.0 2,166 100.0 607 100.0 166 100.0 

 Family households 1,607 74.2 6,344 78.6 1,120 78.8 1,630 75.3 476 78.4 127 76.5 

      Householder 15 to 64 years 1,325 61.2 5,123 63.5 959 67.5 1,361 62.8 437 72.0 109 65.7 

     Householder 65 years and over 282 13.0 1,221 15.1 161 11.3 269 12.4 39 6.4 18 10.8 

     Married-couple family 1,277 59.0 5,565 69.0 849 59.7 1,320 60.9 371 61.1 100 60.2 

     Male householder, no wife preset 94 4.3 191 2.4 80 5.6 77 3.6 23 3.8 11 6.6 

     Female householder, no husband 

     present 
236 10.9 588 7.3 191 13.4 233 10.8 82 13.5 16 9.6 

Nonfamily households 558 25.8 1,727 21.4 301 21.2 536 24.7 131 21.6 39 23.5 

      Householder 15 to 64 years 322 14.9 1,088 13.5 162 11.4 348 16.1 98 16.1 25 15.1 

      Householder 65 years and over 236 10.9 638 7.9 139 9.8 188 8.7 33 5.4 14 8.4 

      Male householder 232 10.7 602 7.5 113 8.0 200 9.2 65 10.7 12 7.2 

       Living alone 179 8.3 479 5.9 87 6.1 164 7.6 46 7.6 9 5.4 

          65 years and over 49 2.3 136 1.7 26 1.8 43 2.0 12 2.0 4 2.4 

       Not living alone 53 2.4 123 1.5 26 1.8 36 1.7 19 3.1 3 1.8 

      Female householder 326 15.1 1,125 13.9 188 13.2 336 15.5 66 10.9 27 16.3 

        Living alone 294 13.6 1,015 12.6 172 12.1 303 14.0 55 9.1 22 13.3 

          65 years and over 180 8.3 478 5.9 109 7.7 142 6.6 19 3.1 8 4.8 

        Not living alone 32 1.5 110 1.4 16 1.1 33 1.5 11 1.8 5 3.0 

Renter-occupied housing units 1,084 100.0 4,488 100.0 646 100.0 1,096 100.0 195 100.0 56 100.0 

  Family households 518 47.8 1,731 38.6 279 43.2 495 45.2 97 49.7 29 51.8 

      Householder 15 to 64 years 473 43.6 1,596 35.6 263 40.7 477 43.5 97 49.7 28 50.0 

      Householder 65 years and over 45 4.2 135 3.0 16 2.5 18 1.6 0 0.0 1 1.8 

      Married-couple family 240 22.1 980 21.8 139 21.5 252 23.0 33 16.9 9 16.1 

      Male householder, no wife present 63 5.8 162 3.6 43 6.7 51 4.7 7 3.6 5 8.9 

      Female householder, no husband  
     present 

215 19.8 589 13.1 97 15.0 192 17.5 57 29.2 15 26.8 

 Nonfamily households 566 52.2 2,757 61.4 367 56.8 601 54.8 98 50.3 27 48.2 

      Householder 15 to 64 years 402 37.1 2,229 49.7 246 38.1 469 42.8 90 46.2 17 30.4 

      Householder 65 years and over 164 15.1 528 11.8 121 18.7 132 12.0 8 4.1 10 17.9 

      Male householder 257 23.7 1,173 26.1 170 26.3 284 25.9 43 22.1 9 16.1 

        Living alone 205 18.9 883 19.7 138 21.4 214 19.5 34 17.4 6 10.7 

          65 years and over 21 1.9 74 1.6 28 4.3 20 1.8 1 0.5 3 5.4 

        Not living alone 52 4.8 290 6.5 32 5.0 70 6.4 9 4.6 3 5.4 

      Female householder 309 28.5 1,584 35.3 197 30.5 317 28.9 55 28.2 18 32.1 

        Living alone 279 25.7 1,320 29.4 170 26.3 264 24.1 49 25.1 16 28.6 

          65 years and over 142 13.1 448 10.0 89 13.8 109 9.9 7 3.6 6 10.7 

        Not living alone 30 2.8 264 5.9 27 4.2 53 4.8 6 3.1 2 3.6 

Source: QT-H3: Household Population and Household Type by Tenure: 2000 
Census 2000 Summary File 1 (SF 1) 100-Percent Data 
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Table 26. Household Type by Tenure 2010 – Eaton County 

Year 2010 Charlotte 
Delta charter 

township 
Eaton Rapids Grand Ledge Potterville Sunfield 

Subject n % n % n % n % n % n % 

HOUSEHOLD TYPE                       

  Owner-occupied housing units 2,273 100.0 9,080 100.0 1,257 100.0 2,168 100.0 714 100.0 150 100.0 

    Family households [1] 1,629 71.7 6,646 73.2 914 72.7 1,566 72.2 555 77.7 111 74.0 

      Householder 15 to 64 years 1,292 56.8 4,971 54.7 766 60.9 1,262 58.2 484 67.8 99 66.0 

      Householder 65 years and over 337 14.8 1,675 18.4 148 11.8 304 14.0 71 9.9 12 8.0 

      Husband-wife family 1,254 55.2 5,637 62.1 677 53.9 1,229 56.7 429 60.1 78 52.0 

      Male householder, no wife present 109 4.8 258 2.8 84 6.7 87 4.0 34 4.8 15 10.0 

      Female householder, no husband  
      Present 

266 11.7 751 8.3 153 12.2 250 11.5 92 12.9 18 12.0 

    Nonfamily households [2] 644 28.3 2,434 26.8 343 27.3 602 27.8 159 22.3 39 26.0 

      Householder 15 to 64 years 385 16.9 1,409 15.5 221 17.6 371 17.1 120 16.8 27 18.0 

      Householder 65 years and over 259 11.4 1,025 11.3 122 9.7 231 10.7 39 5.5 12 8.0 

      Male householder 261 11.5 892 9.8 142 11.3 231 10.7 84 11.8 17 11.3 

        Living alone 205 9.0 704 7.8 119 9.5 185 8.5 63 8.8 14 9.3 

          65 years and over 44 1.9 250 2.8 28 2.2 63 2.9 13 1.8 5 3.3 

        Living with others 56 2.5 188 2.1 23 1.8 46 2.1 21 2.9 3 2.0 

      Female householder 383 16.8 1,542 17.0 201 16.0 371 17.1 75 10.5 22 14.7 

        Living alone 346 15.2 1,395 15.4 178 14.2 337 15.5 66 9.2 17 11.3 

          65 years and over 201 8.8 720 7.9 88 7.0 160 7.4 25 3.5 6 4.0 

        Living with others 37 1.6 147 1.6 23 1.8 34 1.6 9 1.3 5 3.3 

  Renter-occupied housing units 1,388 100.0 5,121 100.0 835 100.0 1,189 100.0 238 100.0 65 100.0 

    Family households [1] 662 47.7 1,926 37.6 431 51.6 497 41.8 147 61.8 37 56.9 

      Householder 15 to 64 years 608 43.8 1,776 34.7 404 48.4 459 38.6 146 61.3 33 50.8 

      Householder 65 years and over 54 3.9 150 2.9 27 3.2 38 3.2 1 0.4 4 6.2 

      Husband-wife family 278 20.0 885 17.3 204 24.4 217 18.3 58 24.4 15 23.1 

      Male householder, no wife present 86 6.2 236 4.6 59 7.1 72 6.1 21 8.8 3 4.6 

      Female householder, no husband  
      Present 

298 21.5 805 15.7 168 20.1 208 17.5 68 28.6 19 29.2 

    Nonfamily households [2] 726 52.3 3,195 62.4 404 48.4 692 58.2 91 38.2 28 43.1 

      Householder 15 to 64 years 519 37.4 2,549 49.8 286 34.3 459 38.6 82 34.5 19 29.2 

      Householder 65 years and over 207 14.9 646 12.6 118 14.1 233 19.6 9 3.8 9 13.8 

      Male householder 360 25.9 1,477 28.8 164 19.6 280 23.5 50 21.0 8 12.3 

        Living alone 297 21.4 1,151 22.5 123 14.7 226 19.0 40 16.8 7 10.8 

          65 years and over 52 3.7 176 3.4 16 1.9 50 4.2 2 0.8 1 1.5 

        Living with others 63 4.5 326 6.4 41 4.9 54 4.5 10 4.2 1 1.5 

      Female householder 366 26.4 1,718 33.5 240 28.7 412 34.7 41 17.2 20 30.8 

        Living alone 322 23.2 1,444 28.2 208 24.9 363 30.5 37 15.5 18 27.7 

          65 years and over 152 11.0 461 9.0 98 11.7 179 15.1 6 2.5 8 12.3 

        Living with others 44 3.2 274 5.4 32 3.8 49 4.1 4 1.7 2 3.1 

Source: QT-H3: Household Population and Household Type by Tenure: 2010, Census 2010 Summary File 1 (SF 1) 100-Percent Data 
[1] A household that has at least one member of the household related to the householder by birth, marriage, or adoption is a 
"Family household." All persons living in family households are included in this total regardless of their relationship to the 
householder. Same-sex couple households are included in the family households category if there is at least one additional 
person related to the householder by birth or adoption. Same-sex couple households with no relatives of the householder 
present are tabulated in nonfamily households. Responses of "same-sex spouse" were edited during processing to "unmarried 
partner."  [2] "Nonfamily households" consist of people living alone and households which do not have any members related to 
the householder.
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Table 27. Household Type by Tenure 2000 – Ingham County 
Year 2000 

East Lansing Lansing 
Lansing Charter 

Township 
Mason 

Meridian Charter 
Township 

Stockbridge Webberville Williamston 

Year 2000 N % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % 

HOUSING TENURE       

  Owner-occupied housing units 4,605 100.0 28,488 100.0 2,196 100.0 1,766 100.0 10,200 100.0 310 100.0 452 100.0 955 100.0 

   Family households 3,174 68.9 18,734 65.8 1,438 65.5 1,397 79.1 7,849 77.0 234 75.5 341 75.4 706 73.9 

      Householder 15 to 64 years 2,507 54.4 15,326 53.8 1,061 48.3 1,153 65.3 6,727 66.0 196 63.2 306 67.7 570 59.7 

      Householder 65 years,  over 667 14.5 3,408 12.0 377 17.2 244 13.8 1,122 11.0 38 12.3 35 7.7 136 14.2 

      Married-couple family 2,735 59.4 13,820 48.5 1,084 49.4 1,125 63.7 6,882 67.5 198 63.9 259 57.3 582 60.9 

      Male householder, no wife 110 2.4 1,212 4.3 71 3.2 63 3.6 242 2.4 9 2.9 19 4.2 30 3.1 

      Female householder, no  
      husband present 

329 7.1 3,702 13.0 283 12.9 209 11.8 725 7.1 27 8.7 63 13.9 94 9.8 

   Nonfamily households 1,431 31.1 9,754 34.2 758 34.5 369 20.9 2,351 23.0 76 24.5 111 24.6 249 26.1 

      Householder 15 to 64 years 945 20.5 7,111 25.0 480 21.9 244 13.8 1,701 16.7 41 13.2 85 18.8 147 15.4 

      Householder 65 years, over 486 10.6 2,643 9.3 278 12.7 125 7.1 650 6.4 35 11.3 26 5.8 102 10.7 

      Male householder 550 11.9 4,102 14.4 290 13.2 153 8.7 883 8.7 29 9.4 48 10.6 89 9.3 

        Living alone 411 8.9 3,046 10.7 226 10.3 125 7.1 706 6.9 26 8.4 34 7.5 67 7.0 

          65 years and over 91 2.0 573 2.0 55 2.5 29 1.6 143 1.4 8 2.6 5 1.1 19 2.0 

        Not living alone 139 3.0 1,056 3.7 64 2.9 28 1.6 177 1.7 3 1.0 14 3.1 22 2.3 

      Female householder 881 19.1 5,652 19.8 468 21.3 216 12.2 1,468 14.4 47 15.2 63 13.9 160 16.8 

        Living alone 789 17.1 4,817 16.9 428 19.5 196 11.1 1,312 12.9 44 14.2 56 12.4 148 15.5 

          65 years and over 364 7.9 1,958 6.9 214 9.7 92 5.2 480 4.7 27 8.7 21 4.6 80 8.4 

        Not living alone 92 2.0 835 2.9 40 1.8 20 1.1 156 1.5 3 1.0 7 1.5 12 1.3 

  Renter-occupied housing units 9,785 100.0 21,017 100.0 1,908 100.0 1,040 100.0 6,214 100.0 170 100.0 109 100.0 515 100.0 

    Family households 1,916 19.6 9,639 45.9 610 32.0 429 41.3 1,934 31.1 88 51.8 63 57.8 200 38.8 

      Householder 15 to 64 years 1,815 18.5 9,194 43.7 571 29.9 383 36.8 1,823 29.3 83 48.8 56 51.4 189 36.7 

      Householder 65 years, over 101 1.0 445 2.1 39 2.0 46 4.4 111 1.8 5 2.9 7 6.4 11 2.1 

      Married-couple family 1,235 12.6 3,895 18.5 323 16.9 241 23.2 1,145 18.4 54 31.8 28 25.7 100 19.4 

      Male householder, no wife  191 2.0 1,041 5.0 52 2.7 45 4.3 176 2.8 9 5.3 9 8.3 23 4.5 

      Female householder, no  
      husband present 

490 5.0 4,703 22.4 235 12.3 143 13.8 613 9.9 25 14.7 26 23.9 77 15.0 

    Nonfamily households 7,869 80.4 11,378 54.1 1,298 68.0 611 58.8 4,280 68.9 82 48.2 46 42.2 315 61.2 

      Householder 15 to 64 years 7,275 74.3 9,860 46.9 1,148 60.2 417 40.1 3,772 60.7 50 29.4 36 33.0 270 52.4 

      Householder 65 years, over 594 6.1 1,518 7.2 150 7.9 194 18.7 508 8.2 32 18.8 10 9.2 45 8.7 
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      Male householder 3,836 39.2 5,760 27.4 565 29.6 256 24.6 1,988 32.0 27 15.9 24 22.0 158 30.7 

        Living alone 1,881 19.2 4,196 20.0 416 21.8 204 19.6 1,205 19.4 19 11.2 18 16.5 121 23.5 

          65 years and over 114 1.2 337 1.6 33 1.7 28 2.7 103 1.7 2 1.2 5 4.6 9 1.7 

        Not living alone 1,955 20.0 1,564 7.4 149 7.8 52 5.0 783 12.6 8 4.7 6 5.5 37 7.2 

      Female householder 4,033 41.2 5,618 26.7 733 38.4 355 34.1 2,292 36.9 55 32.4 22 20.2 157 30.5 

        Living alone 2,135 21.8 4,377 20.8 575 30.1 327 31.4 1,556 25.0 53 31.2 16 14.7 133 25.8 

          65 years and over 470 4.8 1,139 5.4 113 5.9 160 15.4 397 6.4 30 17.6 5 4.6 36 7.0 

        Not living alone 1,898 19.4 1,241 5.9 158 8.3 28 2.7 736 11.8 2 1.2 6 5.5 24 4.7 

Source: QT-H3: Household Population and Household Type by Tenure: 2010 
Census 2010 Summary File 1 (SF 1) 100-Percent Data 

 
Table 28. Household Type by Tenure 2010 – Ingham County 
Year 2010 

East Lansing Lansing 
Lansing Charter 

Township 
Mason 

Meridian Charter 
Township 

Stockbridge Webberville Williamston 

Year 2000 n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % 

HOUSING TENURE       

  Owner-occupied housing units 4,955 100.0 26,019 100.0 2,028 100.0 2,182 100.0 10,569 100.0 287 100.0 396 100.0 1,063 100.0 

   Family households [1] 3,265 65.9 16,052 61.7 1,217 60.0 1,522 69.8 7,789 73.7 225 78.4 277 69.9 759 71.4 

      Householder 15 to 64 years 2,460 49.6 12,841 49.4 925 45.6 1,179 54.0 6,174 58.4 181 63.1 236 59.6 626 58.9 

      Householder 65 years,  over 805 16.2 3,211 12.3 292 14.4 343 15.7 1,615 15.3 44 15.3 41 10.4 133 12.5 

      Married-couple family 2,808 56.7 11,271 43.3 866 42.7 1,225 56.1 6,786 64.2 182 63.4 217 54.8 629 59.2 

      Male householder, no wife 120 2.4 1,320 5.1 94 4.6 70 3.2 281 2.7 11 3.8 17 4.3 23 2.2 

      Female householder, no  
      husband present 

337 6.8 3,461 13.3 257 12.7 227 10.4 722 6.8 32 11.1 43 10.9 107 10.1 

   Nonfamily households [2] 1,690 34.1 9,967 38.3 811 40.0 660 30.2 2,780 26.3 62 21.6 119 30.1 304 28.6 

      Householder 15 to 64 years 1,094 22.1 7,370 28.3 498 24.6 432 19.8 1,790 16.9 30 10.5 88 22.2 169 15.9 

      Householder 65 years, over 596 12.0 2,597 10.0 313 15.4 228 10.4 990 9.4 32 11.1 31 7.8 135 12.7 

      Male householder 674 13.6 4,437 17.1 324 16.0 250 11.5 1,069 10.1 23 8.0 58 14.6 110 10.3 

        Living alone 509 10.3 3,340 12.8 264 13.0 194 8.9 856 8.1 21 7.3 49 12.4 93 8.7 

          65 years and over 142 2.9 662 2.5 83 4.1 55 2.5 266 2.5 6 2.1 6 1.5 36 3.4 

        Living with others 165 3.3 1,097 4.2 60 3.0 56 2.6 213 2.0 2 0.7 9 2.3 17 1.6 

      Female householder 1,016 20.5 5,530 21.3 487 24.0 410 18.8 1,711 16.2 39 13.6 61 15.4 194 18.3 

        Living alone 867 17.5 4,611 17.7 437 21.5 372 17.0 1,535 14.5 36 12.5 56 14.1 170 16.0 

          65 years and over 422 8.5 1,772 6.8 207 10.2 160 7.3 670 6.3 26 9.1 24 6.1 94 8.8 

        Not living alone 149 3.0 919 3.5 50 2.5 38 1.7 176 1.7 3 1.0 5 1.3 24 2.3 
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  Renter-occupied housing units 9,819 100.0 22,431 100.0 1,901 100.0 1,096 100.0 6,808 100.0 194 100.0 112 100.0 542 100.0 

    Family households [1] 1,546 15.7 10,182 45.4 680 35.8 510 46.5 2,181 32.0 103 53.1 75 67.0 243 44.8 

      Householder 15 to 64 years 1,457 14.8 9,679 43.2 640 33.7 461 42.1 2,056 30.2 96 49.5 71 63.4 235 43.4 

      Householder 65 years, over 89 0.9 503 2.2 40 2.1 49 4.5 125 1.8 7 3.6 4 3.6 8 1.5 

      Married-couple family 845 8.6 3,668 16.4 285 15.0 243 22.2 1,229 18.1 41 21.1 36 32.1 112 20.7 

      Male householder, no wife  209 2.1 1,306 5.8 108 5.7 58 5.3 234 3.4 12 6.2 11 9.8 42 7.7 

      Female householder, no  
      husband present 

492 5.0 5,208 23.2 287 15.1 209 19.1 718 10.5 50 25.8 28 25.0 89 16.4 

    Nonfamily households [2] 8,273 84.3 12,249 54.6 1,221 64.2 586 53.5 4,627 68.0 91 46.9 37 33.0 299 55.2 

      Householder 15 to 64 years 7,702 78.4 10,680 47.6 1,104 58.1 422 38.5 3,903 57.3 63 32.5 34 30.4 250 46.1 

      Householder 65 years, over 571 5.8 1,569 7.0 117 6.2 164 15.0 724 10.6 28 14.4 3 2.7 49 9.0 

      Male householder 4,066 41.4 6,131 27.3 635 33.4 254 23.2 2,092 30.7 31 16.0 19 17.0 146 26.9 

        Living alone 1,718 17.5 4,399 19.6 466 24.5 206 18.8 1,323 19.4 23 11.9 15 13.4 115 21.2 

          65 years and over 137 1.4 413 1.8 42 2.2 36 3.3 157 2.3 4 2.1 0 0.0 10 1.8 

        Living with others 2,348 23.9 1,732 7.7 169 8.9 48 4.4 769 11.3 8 4.1 4 3.6 31 5.7 

      Female householder 4,207 42.8 6,118 27.3 586 30.8 332 30.3 2,535 37.2 60 30.9 18 16.1 153 28.2 

        Living alone 1,826 18.6 4,599 20.5 467 24.6 295 26.9 1,781 26.2 54 27.8 16 14.3 134 24.7 

          65 years and over 416 4.2 1,100 4.9 70 3.7 128 11.7 560 8.2 23 11.9 3 2.7 39 7.2 

        Living with others 2,381 24.2 1,519 6.8 119 6.3 37 3.4 754 11.1 6 3.1 2 1.8 19 3.5 

Source: QT-H3: Household Population and Household Type by Tenure: 2010 
2010 Census Summary File 1 
[1] A household that has at least one member of the household related to the householder by birth, marriage, or adoption is a "Family household." All persons living in family 
households are included in this total regardless of their relationship to the householder. Same-sex couple households are included in the family households category if there is at 
least one additional person related to the householder by birth or adoption. Same-sex couple households with no relatives of the householder present are tabulated in nonfamily 
households. Responses of "same-sex spouse" were edited during processing to "unmarried partner." 
[2] "Nonfamily households" consist of people living alone and households which do not have any members related to the householder. 
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2.4. Specific Housing Characteristics: Based on Census 2000 and American    

        Housing Survey 2006-2010 5 Year Estimates 
 

2.4.1 Units in Structure 

More specific housing characteristics were analyzed based on the Census 2000 and American 
Community Survey 2006-2010 5-Year Estimates. First, the research team looked at how many 
detached single-family housing units or multifamily housing units existed in the Tri-County Region. 
Approximately 65.3% of total housing units were 1-unit detached housing (or single-family housing) 
in 2000 and 66.7% in 2010. Single-family detached housing is more predominant in Clinton County 
– 81.7% in 2000 and 81.1% in 2010 - than in Eaton or Ingham Counties, as Figure 9 presents.  
 

 
Figure 9. One-Unit Detached Housing Rate 

(Source: Census 2000 Summary File 3 (SF 3) - Sample Data & 2006-2010 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates) 

 
These circumstances mean that Ingham County possesses more multi-unit housing stock than the 
other two counties. Multi-unit houses, including 2units through 20 or more units, made up about 
25.6% of the total housing units in 2000 and 24.3% in 2010. The number of multi-units increased 
from 46,451 to 48,311, but the portion of multi-units out of total units decreased by 1.3%.  
 
The Tri-County Region had a lot of mobile homes — 8,934 in 2000 — but that number went down 
to 7,871 by 2010. This decrease in mobile homes was observed throughout all three counties. In 
Clinton County, there were 2,238 mobile homes, which dropped to 2,048 in 2010. In Eaton County, 
there were 2,800 mobile homes in 2000 and 2,735 in 2010. In Ingham County, 3,895 mobile homes 
were available in 2000, but 3,088 homes were available in 2010. Figure 10-12 show these changes 
in the Tri-County Region. These decreases in mobile homes raised concerns about the lack of 
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homes for very low-income people. There are no new places identified for the decreasing mobile 
homes in the statistical data. 
 

 
Figure 10. Mobile Home Rate in 2000 and 2010 in Clinton County 

(Source: Census 2000 Summary File 3 (SF 3) - Sample Data & 2006-2010 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates) 

 

 
Figure 11. Mobile Home Rate in 2000 and 2010 in Eaton County 

(Source: Census 2000 Summary File 3 (SF 3) - Sample Data & 2006-2010 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates) 

 

 
Figure 12. Mobile Home Rate in 2000 and 2010 in Ingham County 

(Source: Census 2000 Summary File 3 (SF 3) - Sample Data & 2006-2010 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates) 
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Although the percentage of boat, RV, van, and similar housing types were comparably smaller than 
for the other housing types, 90 in 2000 and 27 in 2010 were observed in these regions, according 
to American Community Survey in 2000 and 2010. 
 

2.4.2 Age of Housing Units 

In Michigan more housing units (15.6%) of all Michigan homes were constructed between 1970 
and 1979 compared to the number of housing built in other decades or before 1939. Though 
15.2% of Michigan housing was built before 1939, 18.3% housing stock of Clinton County was built 
before 1939. In Eaton County the housing stock construction follows the Michigan averages with 
21.2% built between 1970 and 1979 and 19.5% built before 1939. In Ingham county 16.5% housing 
units were built before 1939. 
 
Table 29. Age of Housing Units 

Subject Michigan Clinton County Eaton County Ingham County 
 Estimate Percent Estimate Percent Estimate Percent Estimate Percent 

Total housing units 4,531,231 100 30,687 100.0 47,042 100.0 121,253 100.0 

Built 2005 or later 138,644 3.1 1,835 6.0 1,157 2.5 4,003 3.3 

Built 2000 to 2004 319,145 7.0 4,546 14.8 4,237 9.0 7,517 6.2 

Built 1990 to 1999 572,594 12.6 4,826 15.7 6,469 13.8 10,578 8.7 

Built 1980 to 1989 458,374 10.1 2,777 9.0 5,551 11.8 12,933 10.7 

Built 1970 to 1979 708,069 15.6 4,219 13.7 9,995 21.2 19,967 16.5 

Built 1960 to 1969 556,083 12.3 3,469 11.3 5,256 11.2 19,227 15.9 

Built 1950 to 1959 695,361 15.3 2,364 7.7 3,283 7.0 17,147 14.1 

Built 1940 to 1949 380,416 8.4 1,029 3.4 1,930 4.1 9,838 8.1 

Built 1939 or earlier 702,525 15.5 5,622 18.3 9,164 19.5 20,043 16.5 

Source: Census 2000 Summary File 3 (SF 3) - Sample Data & 2006-2010 American Community Survey 5-Year 
Estimates 
 
Between 2000 and 2010, this region built 20,583 new housing units. In Clinton County, 5,656 new 
units, in Eaton County 5,318 units, and in Ingham County 9,609 units were built during this period. 
When the housing stock was categorized depending on construction year, houses built in the 
1970s or before 1939 are more prevalent than any other housing structures, covering 17.4% 
respectively of the entire number of housing units in the Tri-County Region.  
 
Age of housing differed among the three counties. Clinton County had more houses built between 
2000 or later (18.6%), and in 1939 or earlier (18.5%). This region also had 16.2% of houses built 
between 1990 and 1999, and 15.5% built between 1970 and 1979. Eaton County had more houses 
built between 1970 and 1979 (19.9%), in 1939 or earlier (17.3%), and between 1990 and 1999 
(15.9%). In Ingham County, more houses were built in 1939 or earlier (17.2%), between 1970 and 
1979 (16.9%), and between 1950 and 1959 (15.2%). These data show Clinton County had a greater 
number of newer housing structures compared to the other counties.  
 

2.4.3 Rooms and Bedrooms  

Among the total housing units available in 2000 in the Tri-County Region, 20.1% had 5 rooms, 19.6% 
had 6 rooms, and 14.2% had 4 rooms. In 2010 in this region, 19.3% had 5 rooms, 18.8% had 6 
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rooms, and 14.6% had 4 rooms. When the research team looked at the number of rooms 
depending on counties in 2000, Clinton County had more 6-room houses (23.3%), 5-room houses 
(18.35), and 4-room houses (16.8%) than other houses with different number of rooms. Eaton 
County had more 6-room houses (20.8%), 5-room houses (20.3%), and 7-room houses (16.2%), 
while Ingham County had more 5-room houses (20.4%), 6-room houses (18.4%), and 4-room 
houses (15.8%). Ingham County had more houses with fewer number of rooms than Clinton or 
Eaton Counties. In fact, Clinton and Eaton Counties had more farm houses, which can affect these 
differences in number of rooms. 
 
In 2010, although the percentages were slightly different from those in 2000, the order of houses 
depending on room number was the same. Clinton and Eaton Counties had more 7-room houses 
than 4-room houses, while Ingham County had more 4-room houses than 7-room houses. These 
dissimilarities changed the median room number. For Clinton County, it was 6.2 in 2000 and 6.3 in 
2010, 5.9 in 2000 and 6.0 in 2010 for Eaton County, and 5.3 in 2000 and 5.4 in 2010 for Ingham 
County. Figure 13 shows the median room numbers for the Tri-County Region. 
 
 

 
Figure 13. Median Room Number in 2000 and 2010 in Tri-County Regions 

(Source: Census 2000 Summary File 3 (SF 3) - Sample Data & 2006-2010 American Community Survey 5-Year 
Estimates) 

 

2.4.4 Year Householder Moved into Current Housing 

In the Tri-County Region, about 77.7% of householders in units that were actually occupied had 
lived in their current residences for less than 20 years. As of 2010, 34.0% of householders had 
moved into their current houses in 2005 or later, 22.9% in 2000 to 2004, and 20.8% in 1990 to 
1999. The percentage of households that had moved to their current houses before 1980 made up 
about 22%. 
 
In Clinton County, 73.8% of households had moved into their current houses in 1990 or later, with 
75.4% in Eaton County and 79.7% in Ingham County.  
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2.4.5 Median Housing Values of Owner-Occupied Units 

The median housing values of owner-occupied units were $110,867 in 2000 and $152,767 in 2010 
in the Tri-County Region (Figure 14). These values are based on “Profile of Selected Housing 
Characteristics: 2000” in Clinton, Eaton, and Ingham Counties from the “Census 2000 Summary 
File (SF) 3, Sample Data” set and “Selected Housing Characteristics 2006-2010 American 
Community Survey 5-Year Estimates.”  
 

 
Figure 14. Median Housing Values of Owner-Occupied Units in 2000 and 2010 

(Source: Census 2000 Summary File 3 (SF 3) - Sample Data & 2006-2010 American Community Survey 5-Year 
Estimates) 

 

Similar increases were observed in three counties. In Clinton County, the median housing value 
was $120,500 in 2000 and $167,700 in 2010, a 39.2% increase. In Eaton County, the median 
housing values were $113,700 in 2000 and $152,700 in 2010, a 34.3% increase. In Ingham County, 
the values were $98,400 in 2000 and $137,900 in 2010, which showed a 40.1% increase. 
 
When the research team looked at these median housing incomes from 2010, the housing price in 
Ingham County was 301.0% of the median household income, 289.1% in Clinton County, and 278.2% 
in Eaton County. This percentage for the State of Michigan was 304.0% (=Median housing 
value/median household income in 2010). This means it takes at least three years to buy a house 
without any mortgage if the household saves all of its income.  
 
Table 30. Median Housing Values and Median Household Incomes 

 
Source: Census 2000 Summary File 3 (SF 3) - Sample Data & 2006-2010 American Community Survey 5-Year 
Estimates) 

American Community Survey 
Items Ingham County Clinton County Eaton County Michigan 

Housing units, 2010 121,281 30,695 47,050 4,532,233 
Homeownership rate, 2006-10 61.7% 82.5% 75.3% 74.2% 
Median value of owner-
occupied housing units $137,900 $167,700 $152,700 $144,200 

Median household income, 2010 $45,808 $58,016 $54,885 $48,432 
Persons below poverty level, 
percent, 2006-10 20.0% 8.5% 9.1% 14.8% 
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Median housing values of owner-occupied units per county are presented in Figures 15-17. In 
Clinton County, DeWitt experienced a higher increase in the median housing value than did other 
cities or townships.  
 

 
Figure 15. Median Housing Values of Owner-Occupied Units in 2000 and 2010 in Clinton County  

(Source: Census 2000 Summary File 3 (SF 3) - Sample Data & 2006-2010 American Community Survey 5-Year 
Estimates) 

 
In Eaton County, the median housing value in Sunfield rose from $82,900 to $118,100 (42.5% 
increase); Charlotte’s increased from $83,700 to $115,000, and Grand Ledge’s rose from $102,800 
to $105,500. These median housing values did not consider inflation between 2000 and 2010. 
 

 
Figure 16. Median Housing Values of Owner-Occupied Units in 2000 and 2010 in Clinton County  

(Source: Census 2000 Summary File 3 (SF 3) - Sample Data & 2006-2010 American Community Survey 5-Year 
Estimates) 
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In Ingham County, as Figure 17 shows, the housing values of owner-occupied units were $144,300 
in 2000 and $189,800 in 2010 in East Lansing; they were $73,500 in 2000 and $102,900 in 2010 in 
Lansing. In 2000, East Lansing had more housing available in the $100,000-$149,999 (40.6%) price 
range, but more housing (30.3%) was available in the $150,000 and $199,999 range in 2010. This 
price increase caused a raised median housing value in 2010 in this city. Lansing's housing market 
has its own characteristics. In 2000, more housing units (62.8%) fell into the $50,000-$99,999 price 
range, but this percentage dropped to 38.0% in 2010 and more housing units fell into the 
$100,000-$149,000 range, causing an increase in the city's owner-occupied units’ median housing 
value (Table 47). 

 

 
Figure 17. Median Housing Values of Owner-Occupied Units in 2000 and 2010 in Ingham County  

(Source: Census 2000 Summary File 3 (SF 3) - Sample Data & 2006-2010 American Community Survey 5-Year 
Estimates) 

 

The following pictures show examples of housing that reflects median housing values. All units are 
single-family houses of different ages and in need of varying amounts of maintenance. These also 
reflect the quality of current houses that present median housing values in the counties. 
 

     
   Home in St. Johns City, $139,000      Home in St. Johns City, $139,000      Home in DeWitt City, $189,000 

Figure 18    Figure 19   Figure 20 

     
   Home in DeWitt City, $189,000        Home in Fowler Village, $164,000      Home in Bath CDP, $167,000 

Figure 21    Figure 22   Figure 23 
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   Home in Charlotte City, $116,900   Home in Charlotte City, $117,000    Home in Grand Ledge City, $134,500 

        Figure 24              Figure 25           Figure 26 

     
Home in Potterville City, $112,900   Home in Eaton Rapids City, $103,725    Home in Sunfield Village, $114,900 

  Figure 27   Figure 28   Figure 29 

 

     
    Home in Lansing City, $102,000     Home in East Lansing City, $189,500    Home in Mason City, $129,900 

  Figure 30   Figure 31   Figure 32 

     
   Home in Webberville Village, $119,900 Home in Leslie City, $100,300    Home in Stockbridge Village, $125,000 

  Figure 33   Figure 34   Figure 35 
 

Figure 18-35. Houses with the Median Housing Values(sources: Zillow.com) 

 

The images in Figures 18-35 show exterior views. Several units are historic houses; others are new 

constructions, which mean there are a variety of housing choices that have median values without 

any limitation in terms of the age of structures. However, there were not many other types of non- 

single-family housing with the median housing values in this region. Therefore, this area needs to 

provide more diverse and reasonably priced housing types (or options) for homeowners.  
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2.4.6 Housing Affordability  

The US Department of Housing and Urban Development (2014) defines affordability as the 
condition for a household to pay no more than 30% of its annual income on housing. This applies 
not only for low-income households. Any family that spends more than 30% of its income on 
housing is considered cost burdened. Housing affordability is also essential for renters. 
An estimated 12 million renter and homeowner households paid more than 50% of their annual 
income for housing in 2012 (HUD, 2012). Unaffordable housing can cause difficulty paying for 
necessities such as food, clothing, transportation and medical care (HUD, 2014). Therefore, it is 
essential to improve housing affordability for people of all income levels. 
 
The US Census Bureau defined “Selected Monthly Owner Costs” for measuring housing 
affordability. These are calculated from the sum of payment for mortgages, real estate taxes, 
various insurances, utilities, fuels, mobile home costs, and condominium fees (US Census Bureau, 
2014). They calculate the percentage of these costs per housing income and define it as “Selected 
Monthly Owner Costs as a Percentage of Household Income (SMOCPHI).” This item is used to 
measure housing affordability and excessive costs of shelter. Many government agencies define 
costs that exceed 30 % of household income as “excessive.”  
 
Figure 36 shows the percentages of households that paid more than 30% of household income for 
housing. In 2000, about 17.1% of Clinton County households paid more than 30% of their income 
for housing, but it rose to 30.9% of households in 2010. Similarly, about 17.8% of Eaton County 
households spent more than 30% of their income for housing, but it went up to 29.8%. In Ingham 
County, 20.2% of households paid more than 30% or their income for housing in 2000 and 33.3% 
of households that amount for housing in 2010. This showed housing unaffordability became more 
serious. 
 

 

Figure 36. Percentages of Households Paying more than 30% of Income for Housing in Tri-County Region 
(Source: Census 2000 Summary File 3 (SF 3) - Sample Data & 2006-2010 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates) 
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Housing unaffordability was examined on a county-by-county basis. In Clinton County, the 

percentages of household paying more than 30% of income for housing were as follows: 

 DeWitt: 17.0% in 2000 → 27.6% in 2010 
 Fowler: 15.8% in 2000 → 29.0% in 2010 
 Maple Rapids: 24.3% in 2000 → 32.4% in 2010 
 Ovid: 20.5% in 2000 → 40.7% 2010 
 St Johns: 16.2% in 2000 → 31.4% in 2010 

 

 
Figure 37. Percentages of Households Paying more than 30% of Income for Housing in Clinton County 

(Source: Census 2000 Summary File 3 (SF 3) - Sample Data & 2006-2010 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates) 

 

Eaton County also experienced the increases in the percentage of households that spent more 
than 30% of their income on housing. These percentages were as follows:  

 Charlotte: 18.6% in 2000 → 34.2% in 2010 
 Eaton Rapids: 18.5% in 2000 → 33.9% in 2010 
 Grand Ledge: 15.5% in 2000 → 29.1% in 2010 
 Potterville: 14.7% in 2000 → 32.3% in 2010 
 Sunfield: 18.0% in 2000 → 35.9% in 2010 

 

 
Figure 38. Percentages of Households Paying more than 30% of Income for Housing in Eaton County 

(Source: Census 2000 Summary File 3 (SF 3) - Sample Data & 2006-2010 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates) 



71 

 

In Ingham County, Stockbridge and Webberville showed larger increases in the percentages of 
households paying more than 30% of income for housing between 2000 and 2010. These increases 
are summarized below and in Figure 39. 

 East Lansing: 18.1% in 2000 →29.1% in 2010 
 Lansing: 21.7% in 2000 → 34.6% in 2010 
 Mason: 24.2% in 2000 →33.5% in 2010 
 Stockbridge: 21.7% in 2000 → 44.5% in 2010  
 Webberville: 24.4% in 2000 → 35.4% in 2010 
 Williamston: 28.2% in 2010 → 30.3% in 2010 

 

 
Figure 39. Percentages of Households Paying more than 30% of Income for Housing in Ingham County 

(Source: Census 2000 Summary File 3 (SF 3) - Sample Data & 2006-2010 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates) 

 

Housing affordability was analyzed depending on the basis of mortgage payment condition. With 
the mortgage payment, more households spent more than 30% of income for housing. These 
percentages dropped after they paid off mortgages. Including mortgage payments, more than 30.9% 
of Clinton County households spent more than 30% of income for housing in 2010. This number 
dropped to 14.7% if only households without mortgage payment were counted.  
 
In Eaton County, 29.8% of households paid more than 30% of income for housing including 
mortgage, and this number dropped to 13.0% when only households without mortgage were 
counted. In Ingham County, these numbers were 33.3% for owners with mortgage and 15.6% for 
owners without.  
 
In several cities, these number differences between the Selected Monthly Owner Costs as a 
Percentage of Household Income (SMOCAPI) over 30% for owners with mortgage and that for 
owners without mortgage were larger. In Bath Charter Township, more than 27.2% of owners with 
mortgage spent more than 30% of income for housing, but only 4.7% of owners without mortgage 
spent more than 30% of income for housing. In Fowler Village, about 29% of homeowners with 
mortgage spent more than 30% of income, but only 8.5% of owners without mortgage spent that 
amount for housing. In Ovid Village, more than 40% of owners with mortgage spent more than 30% 
of income for housing, but this percentage was 20.6% for the owners without mortgage. In 
Stockbridge Village, about 44.5% of owners with mortgage spent more than 30% of income for 
housing, but only 7.6% of owners without mortgage spent more than 30% of income for housing. 
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These showed the mortgage payments cover a great portion of the housing costs in these cities or 
villages. Unaffordability of housing seemed to be resolved after the owners pay off their 
mortgages. Such city as Potterville still shows 29.2% of owners without mortgage paid more than 
30% of income for housing. In St. Johns, about 25.3% owners without mortgage also paid more 
than 30% of income for housing. Figure 40 show these differences. 
 

Figure 40. Comparisons of the Percentages of Households with or without Mortgage Paying more than 
30% of Income for Housing  

(Source: Census 2000 Summary File 3 (SF 3) - Sample Data & 2006-2010 American Community Survey 5-Year 

Estimates) 
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2.4.7 Median Gross Rent  

Renter-occupied units in Clinton County were 13.2% of all occupied units in 2000 and 16.7% in 
2010. In Eaton County, the renter-occupied units were 24.5% of all occupied units in 2000 and 23.7% 
in 2010. These numbers were higher in Ingham County: 38.2% in 2000 and 36.8% in 2010. In 
Clinton and Eaton Counties, renter-occupied unit numbers grew while the Ingham County’s renter-
occupied unit number decreased.  
 

Table 31. Occupied-Units Paying Rent 
Subject Clinton Eaton Ingham 

2000 2010 2000 2010 2000 2010 

n % n % n % n % n % n % 

Total housing units 24,630 100 30,423 100 42,118 100 46,767 100 115,056 100 121,318 100 

Total Occupied unit 23,653 96.0 28,321 93.1 40,167 95.4 43,358 92.7 108,593 94.4 108,723 89.6 

Occupied units 
paying rent 

3,115 - 4,733 - 9,853 - 10,291 - 41,497 - 40,061 - 

Renter-
occupied/Total 
occupied units 

13.2% - 16.7% - 24.5% - 23.7% - 38.2% - 36.8% - 

Median Gross Rent $511 - $746 - $569 - $714 -     

Gross Rent As a 
Percentage of 
Household Income 
(GRAPI) 30-34.9% 

207 6.7 375 8.3 756 7.8 1,002 9.9 2,805 7.0 3,007 7.9 

35 or more 613 19.8 2,006 44.3 2,357 24.2 3,688 36.3 14,878 37.0 18,359 48.3 

Subtotal (30% or 
more) 

820 26.5 2,381 52.6 3,113 32 4,690 46.2 17,683 44.0 21,366 56.2 

 

Median gross rents in the Tri-County Region increased by as much as $746 in Clinton County, $714 
in Eaton County, and $726 in Ingham County in 2010 (Figure 41). These increases were also found 
in the cities in Clinton County as follows: 

 DeWitt: $563 in 2000 → $797 in 2010 
 Fowler: $428 in 2000 → $486 in 2010 
 Maple Rapids: $413 in 2000 → $138 in 2010 
 Ovid: $533 in 2000 → $550 in 2010 
 St. Johns: $506 in 2000 → $617 in 2010 

 

 
Figure 41. Median Gross Rents in 2000 and 2010 in Clinton County 

(Source: Census 2000 Summary File 3 (SF 3) - Sample Data & 2006-2010 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates) 



74 

 

In Eaton County, Charlotte experienced the largest increase, from $448 to $636 (Figure 42). All the 

other cities also showed increases in median gross rents as follows. 

 Eaton Rapids: $471 in 2000 → $627 in 2010 
 Grand Ledge: $549 in 2000 → $776 in 2010 
 Potterville: $441 in 2000 → $542 in 2010 
 Sunfield: $579 in 2000 → $650 in 2010 

 

 
Figure 42. Median Gross Rents in 2000 and 2010 in Eaton County 

(Source: Census 2000 Summary File 3 (SF 3) - Sample Data & 2006-2010 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates) 

 

East Lansing City and Webberville Village showed larger increases in median gross rents than other 
cities in Ingham County. East Lansing’s median gross rents rose from $578 to $769. In Webberville, 
the median gross rent was $588 in 2000 and $884 in 2010 (Figure 43). Median gross rents in other 
cities are summarized as follows. 

 Lansing: $498 in 2000 → $673 in 2010 
 Mason: $573 in 2000 → $692 in 2010 
 Stockbridge: $442 in 2000 → $647 in 2010 
 Williamston: $510 in 2000 → $546 in 2010 

 

 
Figure 43. Median Gross Rents in 2000 and 2010 in Ingham County 

(Source: Census 2000 Summary File 3 (SF 3) - Sample Data & 2006-2010 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates) 
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Overall median gross rents increased, which indicated the need for an analysis of affordable 
housing for renters. As Table 40 presents, housing unaffordability looks more serious for renters. 
About 52.6% of renters paid more than 30% of income for housing in Clinton County, and 46.2% of 
renters paid more than 30% of income for housing in Eaton County. In Ingham County, this 
unaffordability was more serious: 44.0% of renters paid more than 30% of income for housing in 
2000 and 56.2% of renters paid more than 30% of income for housing in 2010. These numbers 
reveal a strong need for more affordable rental units in the region. 

 

2.4.8 Vehicle Availability 

A recent topic relevant to affordable housing is whether public transportation connects residential 
areas to jobs and commercial districts. Along with public transportation, the need for walkable and 
bikable environments has been noted by many researchers. One of the predictors of the need for 
public transportation, and walkable and bikable environments should be vehicle availability. For 
households without any vehicle, public transportation and walkable environments are more 
important. Table 41 shows vehicle availabilities in the Tri-County Region. In Clinton County, about 
3.1-3.6% of household did not have any vehicles, while this number was higher in Ingham County. 
They were 8.0% in 2000 and 8.3% in 2010, which indicated the need for public transportation for 
such households. In Eaton County, about 4.6% of households did not have vehicles in 2000 and 5.0% 
in 2010.  
 
In Ingham County, the percentage of households with no vehicle was 9.9% in 2000 and 11.9% in 
2010, which showed a much greater need for public transportation and pedestrian zones and bike 
paths. In Lansing, this figure was 11.0% in 2000 and 2010. These higher percentages of households 
with no vehicles were based on the demographic profiles of these two cities. East Lansing has 
many undergraduate and graduate students and Lansing had a higher percentage of low-income 
population than other areas in the Tri-County Region (Tables 32 through 42).  
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2.4.9 Summary Statistics of Housing Characteristics 

The housing characteristics highlighted are summarized in Table 41 through 52. The tables were 
created based on the “Profile of Selected Housing Characteristics: 2000” in Clinton, Eaton, and 
Ingham Counties from the “Census 2000 Summary File (SF) 3, Sample Data” set for analyzing the 
2000 housing characteristics, and “Selected Housing Characteristics 2006-2010 American 
Community Survey 5-Year Estimates” for analyzing 2010 housing characteristics. Table 32 through 
34 present housing characteristics in Clinton County. Eaton County housing characteristics are 
summarized in Tables 35 through 38. Table 39 to Table 42 highlight housing characteristics in 
Ingham County. 
  
Table 32. Housing Characteristics of Clinton County 1 

Subject 

 Clinton County  De Witt   Fowler   Maple Rapids   Ovid   St. Johns  

2000 2010 2000 2010 2000 2010 2000 2010 2000 2010 2000 2010 

No. % No. % No. % Est. % No. % Est. % No. % Est. % No. % Est. % No. % Est. % 

YEAR STRUCTURE BUILT 
Total  
Housing units 24,630 100.0 30,423 100.0 1,677 100.0 1,760 100.0 442 100.0 473 100.0 260 100.0 226 100.0 607 100.0 731 

100.
0 3,121 100.0 3,781 100.0 

Built 2005 
or later - - 1,453 4.8 - - 66 3.8 - - - -  - 21 9.3 - - - - - - 28 0.7 

Built 2000 
to 2004 - - 4,203 13.8 - - 72 4.1 - - 57 12.1  - - - - - 36 4.9 - - 311 8.2 

VEHICLES AVAILABLE 

Occupied 
housing units 23,653 100.0 28,321 100.0 1,644 100.0 1,685 100.0 424 100.0 447 100.0 243 100.0 201 100.0 578 100.0 675 100.0 2,972 100.0 3,276 100.0 

No vehicles 
available 732 3.1 1,025 3.6 19 1.2 67 4.0 21 5.0 23 5.1 19 7.8 21 10.4 13 2.2 42 6.2 172 5.8 195 6.0 

1 vehicle 
available 5,763 24.4 7,339 25.9 402 24.5 408 24.2 129 30.4 128 28.6 73 30.0 84 41.8 213 36.9 306 45.3 1,084 36.5 1,130 34.5 

2 vehicles 
available 11,023 46.6 12,399 43.8 788 47.9 867 51.5 188 44.3 200 44.7 103 42.4 57 28.4 246 42.6 197 29.2 1,263 42.5 1,338 40.8 

3 or more 
vehicles 
available 6,135 25.9 7,558 26.7 435 26.5 343 20.4 86 20.3 96 21.5 48 19.8 39 19.4 106 18.3 130 19.3 453 15.2 613 18.7 

Value 

Owner-occupied  
units 

14,597 100.0 23,373 100.0 1,202 100.0 1,344 100.0 330 100.0 351 100.0 177 100.0 165 100.0 374 100.0 450 100.0 1,801 100.0 2,413 100.0 

Less than 
$50,000 

508 3.5 1,625 7.0 7 0.6 80 6.0 11 3.3 10 2.8 35 19.8 10 6.1 50 13.4 44 9.8 46 2.6 31 1.3 

$50,000 to 
$99,999 

4,453 30.5 2,501 10.7 167 13.9 28 2.1 139 42.1 30 8.5 112 63.3 80 48.5 258 69.0 168 37.3 874 48.5 410 17.0 

$100,000 to 
$149,999 

5,324 36.5 5,102 21.8 454 37.8 244 18.2 116 35.2 134 38.2 23 13.0 64 38.8 62 16.6 156 34.7 557 30.9 983 40.7 

$150,000 to 
$199,999 

2,608 17.9 5,992 25.6 234 19.5 398 29.6 42 12.7 88 25.1 7 4.0 5 3.0 4 1.1 55 12.2 184 10.2 636 26.4 

$200,000 to 
$299,999 

1,366 9.4 5,335 22.8 255 21.2 423 31.5 17 5.2 57 16.2 - - 6 3.6 - - 22 4.9 117 6.5 297 12.3 

$300,000 to 
$499,999 

278 1.9 2,364 10.1 66 5.5 139 10.3 5 1.5 29 8.3 - - - - - - 3 0.7 23 1.3 56 2.3 

$500,000 to 
$999,999 

45 0.3 295 1.3 19 1.6 32 2.4 - - 3 0.9 - - - - - - 2 0.4 - - - - 

$1,000,000  
or more 

15 0.1 159 0.7 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Median 
(dollars) 

120,500 167,700 147,300 189,200 105,400 150,800 77,400 95,300 80,300 103,200 99,500 139,000 

(Source: Census 2000 Summary File 3 (SF 3) - Sample Data & 2006-2010 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates) 
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Table 33. Housing Characteristics of Clinton County 2 

Subject 

 Clinton County  De Witt   Fowler   Maple Rapids   Ovid   St. Johns  

2000 2010 2000 2010 2000 2010 2000 2010 2000 2010 2000 2010 

 No.   %   Est.   %   No.   %   Est.   %   No.   %   Est.   %   No.   %   Est.   %   No.   %   Est.   %   No.   %   Est.   %  

MORTGAGE STATUS     

Owner-
occupied units 14,597 100.0 23,373 100.0 1,202 100.0 1,344 100.0 330 100.0 351 100.0 177 100.0 165 165 374 100.0 450 100.0 1,801 100.0 2,413 100.0 

Housing units 
with a 
mortgage 10,685 73.2 15,071 64.5 1,014 84.4 990 73.7 165 50.0 162 46.2 103 58.2 105 63.6% 236 63.1 270 60.0 1,266 70.3 1,650 68.4 

Housing units 
without a 
mortgage 3,912 26.8 8,302 35.5 188 15.6 354 26.3 165 50.0 189 53.8 74 41.8 60 36.4% 138 36.9 180 40.0 535 29.7 763 31.6 

SELECTED MONTHLY OWNER COSTS (SMOC) 
Housing 
 units with a 
mortgage 10,685 100.0 15,071 100.0 1,014 100.0 990 100.0 165 100.0 162 100.0 103 100.0 105 100.0 236 100.0 270 100.0 1,266 100.0 1,650 100.0 

Less than 
$300 38 0.4 12 0.1 - - - - - - - - - - 2 1.9 9 3.8 - - 7 0.6 - - 

$300 to  
$499 399 3.7 260 1.7 10 1.0 32 3.2 6 3.6 - - 10 9.7 - - 32 13.6 6 2.2 61 4.8 25 1.5 

$500 to  
$699 1,534 14.4 496 3.3 65 6.4 - - 24 14.5 7 4.3 33 32.0 25 23.8 75 31.8 29 10.7 232 18.3 30 1.8 

$700 to  
$999 3,283 30.7 2,024 13.4 227 22.4 50 5.1 85 51.5 23 14.2 46 44.7 38 36.2 98 41.5 80 29.6 362 28.6 319 19.3 

$1,000 to 
$1,499 3,772 35.3 5,113 33.9 382 37.7 211 21.3 36 21.8 79 48.8 14 13.6 24 22.9 22 9.3 125 46.3 486 38.4 676 41.0 

$1,500 to 
$1,999 1,122 10.5 4,019 26.7 169 16.7 400 40.4 12 7.3 33 20.4 - - 16 15.2 - - 21 7.8 93 7.3 442 26.8 

$2,000 or 
more 537 5.0 3,147 20.9 161 15.9 297 30.0 2 1.2 20 12.3 - - - - - - 9 3.3 25 2.0 158 9.6 

Median 
(dollars) 1,009  1,464  1,231  1,692  842  1,325  750  872  705  1,064  977  1,362  

Housing 
units without 
a mortgage 3,912 100.0 8,302 100.0 188 100.0 354 100.0 165 100.0 189 100.0 74 100.0 60 100.0 138 100.0 180 100.0 535 100.0 763 100.0 

 Less than 
$100 23 0.6 52 0.6 - - - - - - - - - - - - 3 2.2 - - - - - - 

$100 to $149 101 2.6 358 4.3 - - - - 4 2.4 11 5.8 9 12.2 13 21.7 5 3.6 6 3.3 7 1.3 14 1.8 

$150 to $199 386 9.9   10 5.3   11 6.7   14 18.9  - 38 27.5   20 3.7   

$200 to $249 892 22.8 876 10.6 14 7.4 - - 45 27.3 43 22.8 35 47.3 16 26.7 45 32.6 38 21.1 140 26.2 20 2.6 

$250 to $299 791 20.2   14 7.4   39 23.6   12 16.2  - 27 19.6   115 21.5   

$300 to $349 809 20.7 1,684 20.3 64 34.0 49 13.8 26 15.8 31 16.4 2 2.7 24 40.0 8 5.8 38 21.1 144 26.9 128 16.8 

$350 to $399 313 8.0   21 11.2   28 17.0   - -  - 2 1.4   34 6.4   

$400 to $499 359 9.2 5,332 64.2 16 8.5 305 86.2 12 7.3 104 55.0 2 2.7 7 11.7 8 5.8 98 54.4 34 6.4 601 78.8 

$500 to $599 100 2.6   25 13.3   - -   - -  - 2 1.4   9 1.7   

$600 to $699 72 1.8   9 4.8   - -   - -  - - -   9 1.7   

$700 to $799 32 0.8   - -   - -   - -  - - -   16 3.0   

$800 to $899 22 0.6   15 8.0   - -   - -  - - -   7 1.3   

$900 to $999 - -   - -   - -   - -  - - -   - -   

$1,000 or 
more 12 0.3   - -   - -   - -  - - -   - -   

Median 
(dollars) 285  466  344  467  279  417  220  303  226  413  294  514  

SELECTED MONTHLY OWNER COSTS AS A PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLD INCOME (SMOCAPI) 
Housing 
units with a 
mortgage 10,676 100 15,060 100.0 1,014 100. 990 100.0 165 100.0 162 100.0 103 100.0 105 100.0 234 100.0 270 100.0 1,266 100.0 1,650 100.0 
Less than 
20.0 % 5,750 53.9 5,556 36.9 557 54.9 450 45.5 91 55.2 54 33.3 64 62.1 53 50.5 131 56.0 76 28.1 681 53.8 556 33.7 
20.0 to 24.9 
percent 2,026 19.0 2,617 17.4 153 15.1 161 16.3 28 17.0 49 30.2 10 9.7 10 9.5 44 18.8 27 10.0 281 22.2 340 20.6 
25.0 to 29.9 
percent 1,073 10.1 2,235 14.8 132 13.0 106 10.7 20 12.1 12 7.4 4 3.9 8 7.6 11 4.7 57 21.1 99 7.8 236 14.3 
30.0 to 34.9 
percent 557 5.2 1,208 8.0 71 7.0 74 7.5 12 7.3 18 11.1 2 1.9 13 12.4 16 6.8 34 12.6 49 3.9 173 10.5 
35.0 % or 
more 1,270 11.9 3,444 22.9 101 10.0 199 20.1 14 8.5 29 17.9 23 22.3 21 20.0 32 13.7 76 28.1 156 12.3 345 20.9 
Housing 
unit, no 
mortgage  3,877 100.0 8,201 100.0 188 100.0 339 100.0 161 100.0 189 100.0 72 100.0 60 100.0 138 100.0 180 100.0 535 100.0 763 100.0 
Less than 
10.0 % - - 3,125 38.1 - - 128 37.8 - - 70 37.0  - 20 33.3 - - 47 26.1 - - 142 18.6 
10.0 to 14.9 
percent - - 2,006 24.5 - - 115 33.9 - - 54 28.6  - - - - - 40 22.2 - - 191 25.0 
15.0 to 19.9 
percent 3,257 84.0 834 10.2 161 85.6 13 3.8 135 83.9 21 11.1 60 83.3 17 28.3 119 86.2 34 18.9 434 81.1 122 16.0 
20.0 to 24.9 
percent 248 6.4 662 8.1 9 4.8 28 8.3 4 2.5 20 10.6 2 2.8 - - 6 4.3 20 11.1 48 9.0 61 8.0 
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25.0 to 29.9 
percent 123 3.2 371 4.5 9 4.8 - - 6 3.7 8 4.2 2 2.8 3 5.0 7 5.1 2 1.1 22 4.1 54 7.1 
30.0 to 34.9 
percent 75 1.9 207 2.5 9 4.8 16 4.7 6 3.7 6 3.2 2 2.8 - - 4 2.9 11 6.1 - - - - 
35.0 % or 
more 174 4.5 996 12.1 - - 39 11.5 10 6.2 10 5.3 6 8.3 20 33.3 2 1.4 26 14.4 31 5.8 193 25.3 
Not 
computed 35  101  -  15  4  -  2  -  -  -  -  -  

(Source: Census 2000 Summary File 3 (SF 3) - Sample Data & 2006-2010 American Community Survey 5-Year 
Estimates) 

 

Note: Housing affordability by HUD: Percentage of households spending less than 30% of the household 
income 
Selected Monthly Owner Costs: Selected monthly owner costs are calculated from the sum of payment for 
mortgages, real estate taxes, various insurances, utilities, fuels, mobile home costs, and condominium fees.  
Selected Monthly Owner Costs as a Percentage of Household Income (SMOCPHI): This item is used to 
measure housing affordability and excessive shelter costs. For example, many government agencies define 
excessive as costs that exceed 30 percent of household income.  
(Source: http://factfinder2.census.gov/help/en/glossary/s/selected_monthly_owner_costs.htm) 

 
 

Table 34. Housing Characteristics of Clinton County 3  

Subject 

 Clinton County  De Witt   Fowler   Maple Rapids   Ovid   St. Johns  

2000 2010 2000 2010 2000 2010 2000 2010 2000 2010 2000 2010 

 No.   %   Est.   %   No.   %   Est.   %   No.   %   Est.   %   No.   %   Est.   %   No.   %   Est.   %   No.   %   Est.   %  

GROSS RENT 

Occupied 
units paying 
rent 3,115 100.0 4,733 100.0 341 100.0 327 100.0 65 100.0 93 100.0 37 100.0 31 100.0 135 100.0 222 100.0 934 100.0 844 100.0 

Less than 
$200 130 4.2 44 0.9 10 2.9 12 3.7 3 4.6 - - 7 18.9 19 61.3 - - - - 48 5.1 - - 

$200 to $299 170 5.5 92 1.9 20 5.9 11 3.4 - - - - 9 24.3 - - 17 12.6 - - 53 5.7 54 6.4 

$300 to $499 1,169 37.5 581 12.3 117 34.3 - - 54 83.1 51 54.8 6 16.2 3 9.7 44 32.6 84 37.8 345 36.9 120 14.2 

$500 to $749 1,228 39.4 1,666 35.2 92 27.0 94 28.7 8 12.3 34 36.6 12 32.4 9 29.0 63 46.7 60 27.0 394 42.2 447 53.0 

$750 to $999 361 11.6 1,116 23.6 84 24.6 74 22.6 - - 4 4.3 - - - - 11 8.1 40 18.0 77 8.2 139 16.5 

$1,000 to 
$1,499 40 1.3 848 17.9 10 2.9 136 41.6 - - 4 4.3 3 8.1 - - - - 10 4.5 8 0.9 54 6.4 

$1,500 or 
more 17 0.5 386 8.2 8 2.3 - - - - - - - - - - - - 28 12.6 9 1.0 30 3.6 

Median 
(dollars) 511  746  563  797  428  486  -  138  533  550  506  617  

No rent paid 199  215  9  14  8  3  413  5  9  3  26  19  

GROSS RENT AS A PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLD INCOME (GRAPI) 

Occupied 

units paying 

rent  3,103 100.0 4,530 100.0 341 100.0 327 100.0 65 100.0 93 100.0 34 100.0 31 100.0 133 100.0 222 100.0 934 100.0 822 100.0 

Less than 

15.0 percent 863 27.8 673 14.9 70 20.5 61 18.7 32 49.2 35 37.6 4 11.8 2 6.5 19 14.3 50 22.5 249 26.7 79 9.6 

15.0 to 19.9 

percent 622 20.0 437 9.6 79 23.2 55 16.8 12 18.5 22 23.7 8 23.5 6 19.4 36 27.1 14 6.3 173 18.5 56 6.8 

20.0 to 24.9 

percent 424 13.7 558 12.3 55 16.1 29 8.9 2 3.1 14 15.1 - - 4 12.9 15 11.3 10 4.5 104 11.1 183 22.3 

 25.0 to 29.9 

percent 374 12.1 481 10.6 39 11.4 71 21.7 8 12.3 - - 7 20.6 - - 19 14.3 18 8.1 128 13.7 118 14.4 

30.0 to 34.9 

percent 207 6.7 375 8.3 41 12.0 33 10.1 - - 11 11.8 - - - - 7 5.3 5 2.3 67 7.2 115 14.0 

35.0 percent 

or more 613 19.8 2,006 44.3 57 16.7 78 23.9 11 16.9 11 11.8 15 44.1 19 61.3 37 27.8 125 56.3 213 22.8 271 33.0 

Not 

computed 211  418  9  14  8  3  3  5  11  3  26  41  

(Source: Census 2000 Summary File 3 (SF 3) - Sample Data & 2006-2010 American Community Survey 5-Year 
Estimates) 
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Table 35. Housing Characteristics of Eaton County 1 

Subject 

Eaton County Charlotte Eaton Rapids Grand Ledge Potterville Sunfield 

2000 2010 2000 2010 2000 2010 2000 2010 2000 2010 2000 2010 

 No.   %   No.   %   No.   %   Est.   %   No.   %   Est.   %   No.   %   Est.   %   No.   %   Est.   %   No.   %   Est.   %  

YEAR STRUCTURE BUILT 
Total housing 
units 42,118 100.0 46,767 100.0 3,391 100.0 3,801 100.0 2,180 100.0 2,594 100.0 3,405 100.0 3,789 100.0 895 100.0 1,101 100.0 231 100.0 289 100.0 

Built 2005 or 
later - - 1,063 2.3 - - 35 0.9 - - 10 0.4 - - 29 0.8 - - 30 2.7 - - 4 1.4 

Built 2000 to 
2004 - - 4,255 9.1 - - 492 12.9 - - 136 5.2 - - 225 5.9 - - 250 22.7 - - - - 

VEHICLES AVAILABLE 
Occupied 
housing units 40,167 100.0 43,358 100.0 3,213 100.0 3,629 100.0 2,061 100.0 2,123 100.0 3,267 100.0 3,490 100.0 806 100.0 1,026 100.0 217 100.0 243 100.0 

No vehicles 
available 1,844 4.6 2,171 5.0 220 6.8 227 6.3 148 7.2 60 2.8 168 5.1 340 9.7 41 5.1 47 4.6 2 0.9 4 1.6 

1 vehicle 
available 12,222 30.4 12,985 29.9 1,315 40.9 1,346 37.1 720 34.9 720 33.9 1,298 39.7 1,409 40.4 270 33.5 376 36.6 88 40.6 69 28.4 

2 vehicles 
available 17,322 43.1 18,323 42.3 1,196 37.2 1,453 40.0 854 41.4 836 39.4 1,268 38.8 1,306 37.4 354 43.9 438 42.7 80 36.9 131 53.9 

3 or more 
vehicles 
available 8,779 21.9 9,879 22.8 482 15.0 603 16.6 339 16.4 507 23.9 533 16.3 435 12.5 141 17.5 165 16.1 47 21.7 39 16.0 

VALUE 

Owner-
occupied units 22,415 100.0 32,631 100.0 1,927 100.0 2,588 100.0 1,244 100.0 1,518 100.0 1,819 100.0 2,314 100.0 364 100.0 813 100.0 149 100.0 191 100.0 

Less than 
$50,000 814 3.6 2,582 7.9 167 8.7 288 11.1 154 12.4 235 15.5 25 1.4 394 17.0 25 6.9 159 19.6 14 9.4 12 6.3 

$50,000 to 
$99,999 7,940 35.4 4,307 13.2 1,216 63.1 588 22.7 621 49.9 491 32.3 821 45.1 211 9.1 205 56.3 163 20.0 100 67.1 64 33.5 

$100,000 to 
$149,999 8,307 37.1 8,824 27.0 396 20.6 1,068 41.3 355 28.5 481 31.7 521 28.6 807 34.9 116 31.9 238 29.3 33 22.1 73 38.2 

$150,000 to 
$199,999 3,707 16.5 8,742 26.8 88 4.6 453 17.5 49 3.9 191 12.6 316 17.4 553 23.9 18 4.9 234 28.8 - - 27 14.1 

$200,000 to 
$299,999 1,256 5.6 6,176 18.9 34 1.8 177 6.8 56 4.5 94 6.2 97 5.3 242 10.5 - - 19 2.3 2 1.3 15 7.9 

$300,000 to 
$499,999 333 1.5 1,660 5.1 18 0.9 - - 9 0.7 26 1.7 39 2.1 81 3.5 - - - - - - - - 

$500,000 to 
$999,999 45 0.2 237 0.7 - - 14 0.5 - - - - - - 26 1.1 - - - - - - - - 

$1,000,000 or 
more 13 0.1 103 0.3 8 0.4 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Median 
(dollars) 113,700 152,700 83,700 115,000 90,900 102,800 105,500 134,700 88,100 114,700 82,900 118,100 

(Source: Census 2000 Summary File 3 (SF 3) - Sample Data & 2006-2010 American Community Survey 5-Year 
Estimates) 

 
 
 
 
 
  



80 

 

Table 36. Housing Characteristics of Eaton County 2 

Subject 

Eaton Charlotte Eaton Rapids Grand Ledge Potterville Sunfield 

2000 2010 2000 2010 2000 2010 2000 2010 2000 2010 2000 2010 

No.  %  No.   %   No.   %   Est.   %   No.   %   Est.   %   No.   %   Est.   %   No.   %   Est.   %   No.   %   Est.   %  

MORTGAGE STATUS 
 Owner-
occupied units 

       

22,415  

    

100.0  

       

32,631  

    

100.0  

       

1,927  

    

100.0  

          

2,588  

    

100.0  

       

1,244  

    

100.0  

          

1,518  

    

100.0  

          

1,819  

    

100.0  

          

2,314  

    

100.0  

           

364  

    

100.0  

              

813  

    

100.0  

                   

149  

               

100.0  

                   

191  

               

100.0  

 Housing units 
with a 
mortgage 

       

16,932  

       

75.5  

       

23,036  

       

70.6  

       

1,464  

       

76.0  

          

1,773  

       

68.5  

           

917  

       

73.7  

          

1,052  

       

69.3  

          

1,426  

       

78.4  

          

1,607  

       

69.4  

           

299  

       

82.1  

              

659  

       

81.1  

                   

111  

                  

74.5  

                   

142  

                  

74.3  

 Housing units 
without a 
mortgage 

          

5,483  

       

24.5  

          

9,595  

       

29.4  

           

463  

       

24.0  

              

815  

       

31.5  

           

327  

       

26.3  

              

466  

       

30.7  

              

393  

       

21.6  

              

707  

       

30.6  

              

65  

       

17.9  

              

154  

       

18.9  

                      

38  

                  

25.5  

                      

49  

                  

25.7  

SELECTED MONTHLY OWNER COSTS (SMOC)     

Housing units 
with a 
mortgage 16,932 100.0 23,036 100.0 1,464 100.0 1,773 100.0 917 100.0 1,052 100.0 1,426 100.0 1,607 100.0 299 100.0 659 100.0 111 100.0 142 100.0 

Less than $300 64 0.4 6 0.0 9 0.6 - - 16 1.7 - - 6 0.4 - - - - - - - - 3 2.1 

$300 to $499 868 5.1 464 2.0 196 13.4 29 1.6 95 10.4 123 11.7 58 4.1 30 1.9 18 6.0 5 0.8 11 9.9 - - 

$500 to $699 2,514 14.8 945 4.1 353 24.1 87 4.9 204 22.2 - - 174 12.2 96 6.0 52 17.4 31 4.7 32 28.8 - - 

$700 to $999 5,932 35.0 3,494 15.2 553 37.8 479 27.0 327 35.7 284 27.0 529 37.1 138 8.6 117 39.1 140 21.2 47 42.3 22 15.5 

$1,000 to 

$1,499 5,486 32.4 9,014 39.1 268 18.3 805 45.4 228 24.9 302 28.7 459 32.2 719 44.7 102 34.1 328 49.8 16 14.4 103 72.5 

$1,500 to 

$1,999 1,503 8.9 5,984 26.0 58 4.0 275 15.5 38 4.1 291 27.7 141 9.9 455 28.3 10 3.3 143 21.7 5 4.5 14 9.9 

$2,000 or 

more 565 3.3 3,129 13.6 27 1.8 98 5.5 9 1.0 52 4.9 59 4.1 169 10.5 - - 12 1.8 - - - - 

Median 

(dollars) 952  1,369  771  1,148  827  1,164  969  1,403  904  1,221  750  1,225  

Housing units 

without a 

mortgage 5,483 100.0 9,595 100.0 463 100.0 815 100.0 327 100.0 466 100.0 393 100.0 707 100.0 65 100.0 154 100.0 38 100.0 49 100.0 

Less than $100 19 0.3 24 0.3 - - - - 18 5.5 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

$100 to $149 139 2.5 461 4.8 16 3.5 31 3.8 - - 39 8.4 - - 88 12.4 2 3.1 34 22.1 4 10.5 12 24.5 

$150 to $199 437 8.0   46 9.9   63 19.3   13 3.3   15 23.1   4 10.5   

$200 to $249 1,038 18.9 1,258 13.1 86 18.6 88 10.8 104 31.8 70 15.0 50 12.7 71 10.0 13 20.0 43 27.9 14 36.8 20 40.8 

$250 to $299 1,363 24.9   158 34.1   72 22.0   101 25.7   16 24.6   4 10.5   

$300 to $349 1,009 18.4 1,824 19.0 80 17.3 147 18.0 39 11.9 138 29.6 51 13.0 117 16.5 9 13.8 4 2.6 8 21.1 - - 

$350 to $399 630 11.5   20 4.3   - -   90 22.9   6 9.2   - -   

$400 to $499 579 10.6 6,028 62.8 42 9.1 549 67.4 31 9.5 219 47.0 48 12.2 431 61.0 2 3.1 73 47.4 2 5.3 17 34.7 

$500 to $599 156 2.8   11 2.4   - -   25 6.4   2 3.1   - -   

$600 to $699 48 0.9   4 0.9   - -   5 1.3   - -   2 5.3   

$700 to $799 30 0.5   - -   - -   10 2.5   - -   - -   

$800 to $899 12 0.2   - -   - -   - -   - -   - -   

$900 to $999 - -   - -   - -   - -   - -   - -   

$1,000 or 

more 23 0.4   - -   - -   - -   - -   - -   

 Median 

(dollars) 291  450  276  458  240  389  332  456  258  325  239  269  

(Source: Census 2000 Summary File 3 (SF 3) - Sample Data & 2006-2010 American Community Survey 5-Year 
Estimates) 
 

Note: Selected Monthly Owner Costs: Selected monthly owner costs are calculated from the sum of 
payment for mortgages, real estate taxes, various insurances, utilities, fuels, mobile home costs, and 
condominium fees.  
(Source: http://factfinder2.census.gov/help/en/glossary/s/selected_monthly_owner_costs.htm) 
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Table 37. Housing Characteristics of Eaton County 3 

Subject 

Eaton Charlotte Eaton Rapids Grand Ledge Potterville Sunfield 

2000 2010 2000 2010 2000 2010 2000 2010 2000 2010 2000 2010 

 No.   %   Est.   %   No.   %   Est.   %   No.   %   Est.   %   No.   %   Est.   %   No.   %   Est.   %   No.   %   Est.   %  

SELECTED MONTHLY OWNER COSTS AS A PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLD INCOME (SMOCAPI)     

 Housing 
units with a 
mortgage  16,900 100.0 22,961 100.0 1,464 100.0 1,773 100.0 917 100.0 1,040 100.0 1,420 100.0 1,607 100.0 299 100.0 659 100.0 111 100.0 142 100.0 

Less than 
20.0 percent 9,050 53.6 8,286 36.1 655 44.7 585 33.0 490 53.4 295 28.4 765 53.9 667 41.5 156 52.2 184 27.9 56 50.5 45 31.7 

20.0 to 24.9 
percent 3,033 17.9 4,210 18.3 303 20.7 276 15.6 163 17.8 241 23.2 196 13.8 224 13.9 57 19.1 156 23.7 28 25.2 13 9.2 

25.0 to 29.9 
percent 1,809 10.7 3,614 15.7 233 15.9 306 17.3 94 10.3 151 14.5 239 16.8 248 15.4 42 14.0 106 16.1 7 6.3 33 23.2 

30.0 to 34.9 
percent 1,010 6.0 1,821 7.9 87 5.9 135 7.6 58 6.3 72 6.9 116 8.2 170 10.6 17 5.7 60 9.1 6 5.4 25 17.6 

35.0 percent 
or more 1,998 11.8 5,030 21.9 186 12.7 471 26.6 112 12.2 281 27.0 104 7.3 298 18.5 27 9.0 153 23.2 14 12.6 26 18.3 

Not 
computed 32  75  -  -  -  12  6  -  -  -  -  -  

Housing unit 
without a 
mortgage  5,422 100.0 9,442 100.0 459 100.0 801 100.0 319 100.0 455 100.0 393 100.0 707 100.0 65 100.0 154 100.0 38 100.0 49 100.0 

Less than 
10.0 percent - - 3,669 38.9 - - 165 20.6 - - 142 31.2 - - 251 35.5 - - 76 49.4 - - 22 44.9 

10.0 to 14.9 
percent - - 2,220 23.5 - - 236 29.5 - - 76 16.7 - - 150 21.2 - - 12 7.8 - - 7 14.3 

15.0 to 19.9 
percent 4,543 83.8 1,184 12.5 332 72.3 158 19.7 259 81.2 82 18.0 308 78.4 79 11.2 61 93.8 7 4.5 31 81.6 - - 

20.0 to 24.9 
percent 344 6.3 627 6.6 38 8.3 24 3.0 20 6.3 54 11.9 56 14.2 63 8.9 - - 14 9.1 4 10.5 6 12.2 

25.0 to 29.9 
percent 160 3.0 519 5.5 21 4.6 75 9.4 10 3.1 69 15.2 16 4.1 41 5.8 - - - - - - 11 22.4 

30.0 to 34.9 
percent 83 1.5 280 3.0 11 2.4 46 5.7 - - - - 6 1.5 30 4.2 - - 18 11.7 - - - - 

35.0 percent 
or more 292 5.4 943 10.0 57 12.4 97 12.1 30 9.4 32 7.0 7 1.8 93 13.2 4 6.2 27 17.5 3 7.9 3 6.1 

Not 
computed 61  153  4  14  8  11  -  -  -  -  -  -  

(Source: Census 2000 Summary File 3 (SF 3) - Sample Data & 2006-2010 American Community Survey 5-Year 
Estimates) 

 
Note: Housing affordability by HUD: Percentage of households spending less than 30% of the household 
income 
Selected Monthly Owner Costs as a Percentage of Household Income (SMOCPHI): This item is used to 
measure housing affordability and excessive shelter costs. For example, many government agencies define 
excessive as costs that exceed 30 percent of household income.  
(Source: http://factfinder2.census.gov/help/en/glossary/s/selected_monthly_owner_costs.htm) 
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Table 38. Housing Characteristics of Eaton County 4 

Subject 

Eaton Charlotte Eaton Rapids Grand Ledge Potterville Sunfield 

2000 2010 2000 2010 2000 2010 2000 2010 2000 2010 2000 2010 

 No.   %   Est.   %   No.   %   Est.   %   No.   %   Est.   %   No.   %   Est.   %   No.   %   Est.   %   No.   %   Est.   %  

GROSS RENT     

    Occupied 
units paying 
rent 9,853 100.0 10,291 100.0 1,022 100.0 1,004 100.0 636 100.0 572 100.0 1,096 100.0 1,148 100.0 199 100.0 208 100.0 45 100.0 52 100.0 

  Less than 
$200 409 4.2 140 1.4 97 9.5 44 4.4 45 7.1 - - 58 5.3 16 1.4 19 9.5 6 2.9 2 4.4 3 5.8 

  $200 to 
$299 377 3.8 221 2.1 132 12.9 17 1.7 42 6.6 23 4.0 40 3.6 29 2.5 2 1.0 7 3.4 2 4.4 3 5.8 

  $300 to 
$499 2,775 28.2 1,180 11.5 435 42.6 158 15.7 260 40.9 162 28.3 332 30.3 117 10.2 126 63.3 46 22.1 13 28.9 13 25.0 

  $500 to 
$749 4,751 48.2 4,355 42.3 299 29.3 491 48.9 211 33.2 160 28.0 518 47.3 395 34.4 39 19.6 134 64.4 26 57.8 29 55.8 

  $750 to 
$999 1,211 12.3 2,904 28.2 43 4.2 245 24.4 66 10.4 110 19.2 140 12.8 266 23.2 10 5.0 6 2.9 2 4.4 4 7.7 

  $1,000 to 
$1,499 189 1.9 1,139 11.1 16 1.6 30 3.0 12 1.9 117 20.5 8 0.7 192 16.7 3 1.5 9 4.3 - - - - 

  $1,500 or 
more 141 1.4 352 3.4 - - 19 1.9 - - - - - - 133 11.6 - - - - - - - - 

  Median 
(dollars) 569  714  448  636  471  627  549  776  441  542  579  650  

 No rent paid 299  436  27  37  7  33  8  28  6  5  5  -  

GROSS RENT AS A PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLD INCOME (GRAPI) 

Occupied 
units paying 
rent  9,721 100.0 10,167 100.0 1,009 100.0 990 100.0 636 100.0 572 100.0 1,088 100.0 1,140 100.0 197 100.0 208 100.0 45 100.0 52 100.0 

 Less than 
15.0 percent 2,025 20.8 1,688 16.6 215 21.3 100 10.1 153 24.1 83 14.5 184 16.9 175 15.4 51 25.9 62 29.8 6 13.3 4 7.7 

 15.0 to 19.9 
percent 1,992 20.5 1,670 16.4 246 24.4 136 13.7 145 22.8 70 12.2 232 21.3 146 12.8 27 13.7 16 7.7 9 20.0 10 19.2 

  20.0 to 24.9 
percent 1,396 14.4 1,298 12.8 120 11.9 130 13.1 97 15.3 38 6.6 189 17.4 160 14.0 28 14.2 28 13.5 8 17.8 10 19.2 

  25.0 to 29.9 
percent 1,195 12.3 821 8.1 130 12.9 77 7.8 81 12.7 30 5.2 191 17.6 157 13.8 24 12.2 36 17.3 4 8.9 3 5.8 

  30.0 to 34.9 
percent 756 7.8 1,002 9.9 55 5.5 121 12.2 40 6.3 101 17.7 75 6.9 82 7.2 16 8.1 36 17.3 4 8.9 4 7.7 

 35.0 percent 
or more 2,357 24.2 3,688 36.3 243 24.1 426 43.0 120 18.9 250 43.7 217 19.9 420 36.8 51 25.9 30 14.4 14 31.1 21 40.4 

 Not 
computed 431  560  40  51  7  33  16  36  8  5  5  -  

(Source: Census 2000 Summary File 3 (SF 3) - Sample Data & 2006-2010 American Community Survey 5-Year 
Estimates) 
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Table 39. Housing Characteristics of Ingham County 1 

Subject 

 Ingham   East Lansing   Lansing   Mason   Stockbridge   Webberville  Williamston 

2000 2010 2000 2010 2000 2010 2000 2010 2000 2010 2000 2010 2000 2010 

 No.   %   No.   %   No.   %   Est.   %   No.   %   Est.   %   No.   %   Est.   %   No.   %   Est.   %   No.   %   Est.   %   No.   %   Est.   %  

YEAR OF STRUCTURE BUIT 

Total housing units 115,056 100.0 121,318 100.0 15,318 100.0 15,629 100.0 53,209 100.0 55,077 100.0 2,946 100.0 3,657 100.0 515 100.0 492 100.0 620 100.0 653 100.0 1,533 100.0 1,850 100.0 

Built 2005 or later - - 2,337 1.9 - - 406 2.6 - - 523 0.9 - - 169 4.6 - - - - - - - -  - 43 2.3 

Built 2000 to 2004 - - 7,272 6.0 - - 807 5.2 - - 1,581 2.9 - - 763 20.9 - - 28 5.7 - - 52 8.0  - 258 13.9 

VEHICLE AVAILABLE 

Occupied housing units 108,593 100.0 108,723 100.0 14,426 100.0 13,141 100.0 49,569 100.0 48,515 100.0 2,801 100.0 3,187 100.0 482 100.0 418 100.0 567 100.0 530 100.0 1,461 100.0 1,646 100.0 

No vehicles available 8,713 8.0 8,981 8.3 1,435 9.9 1,563 11.9 5,439 11.0 5,314 11.0 186 6.6 172 5.4 20 4.1 14 3.3 27 4.8 - - 115 7.9 56 3.4 

1 vehicle available 41,228 38.0 41,883 38.5 6,298 43.7 5,796 44.1 21,145 42.7 20,930 43.1 993 35.5 1,406 44.1 180 37.3 143 34.2 175 30.9 230 43.4 546 37.4 610 37.1 

2 vehicles available 41,282 38.0 41,104 37.8 4,450 30.8 4,277 32.5 17,185 34.7 16,839 34.7 1,107 39.5 1,232 38.7 192 39.8 185 44.3 244 43.0 172 32.5 607 41.5 751 45.6 

3 or more vehicles 
available 17,370 16.0 16,755 15.4 2,243 15.5 1,505 11.5 5,800 11.7 5,432 11.2 515 18.4 377 11.8 90 18.7 76 18.2 121 21.3 128 24.2 193 13.2 229 13.9 

VALUE 

Owner-occupied units 56,284 100.0 67,053 100.0 4,178 100.0 4,999 100.0 26,162 100.0 27,766 100.0 1,412 100.0 2,130 100.0 306 100.0 272 100.0 336 100.0 406 100.0 795 100.0 1,124 100.0 

Less than $50,000 5,972 10.6 4,670 7.0 2 0.0 12 0.2 5,229 20.0 2,556 9.2 42 3.0 341 16.0 11 3.6 - - 13 3.9 72 17.7 24 3.0 95 8.5 

$50,000 to $99,999 22,985 40.8 13,992 20.9 590 14.1 289 5.8 16,426 62.8 10,550 38.0 491 34.8 353 16.6 90 29.4 53 19.5 124 36.9 47 11.6 239 30.1 55 4.9 

$100,000 to $149,999 14,529 25.8 19,010 28.4 1,695 40.6 953 19.1 3,733 14.3 10,553 38.0 594 42.1 708 33.2 147 48.0 120 44.1 185 55.1 174 42.9 344 43.3 408 36.3 

$150,000 to $199,999 7,196 12.8 13,141 19.6 1,047 25.1 1,517 30.3 565 2.2 2,996 10.8 216 15.3 434 20.4 32 10.5 66 24.3 11 3.3 88 21.7 142 17.9 330 29.4 

$200,000 to $299,999 3,967 7.0 10,260 15.3 652 15.6 1,505 30.1 183 0.7 737 2.7 46 3.3 201 9.4 26 8.5 28 10.3 3 0.9 21 5.2 46 5.8 164 14.6 

$300,000 to $499,999 1,312 2.3 4,408 6.6 150 3.6 597 11.9 15 0.1 170 0.6 23 1.6 93 4.4 - - 5 1.8 - - 4 1.0 - - 72 6.4 

$500,000 to $999,999 293 0.5 1,294 1.9 42 1.0 111 2.2 - - 156 0.6 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

$1,000,000 or more 30 0.1 278 0.4 - - 15 0.3 11 0.0 48 0.2 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Median (dollars) 98,400 137,900 144,300 189,800 73,500 102,900 113,300 128,700 120,600 124,400 105,800 119,300 114,600 150,500 

MORTGAGE STATUS 

 Owner-occupied units 56,284 100.0 67,053 100.0 4,178 100.0 4,999 100.0 26,162 100.0 27,766 100.0 1,412 100.0 2,130 100.0 306 100.0 272 100.0 336 100.0 406 100.0 795 100.0 1,124 1,124 

Housing units with a 
mortgage 42,360 75.3 48,631 72.5 2,909 69.6 3,364 67.3 19,417 74.2 20,688 74.5 1,130 80.0 1,500 70.4 203 66.3 191 70.2 269 80.1 257 63.3 529 66.5 800 71.2% 

Housing units without 
a mortgage 13,924 24.7 18,422 27.5 1,269 30.4 1,635 32.7 6,745 25.8 7,078 25.5 282 20.0 630 29.6 103 33.7 81 29.8 67 19.9 149 36.7 266 33.5 324 28.8% 

(Source: Census 2000 Summary File 3 (SF 3) - Sample Data & 2006-2010 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates) 
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Table 40. Housing Characteristics of Ingham County 2 

Subject 

 Ingham   East Lansing   Lansing   Mason   Stockbridge   Webberville  Williamston 

2000 2010 2000 2010 2000 2010 2000 2010 2000 2010 2000 2010 2000 2010 

 No.   %   No.   %   No.   %   Est.   %   No.   %   Est.   %   No.   %   Est.   %   No.   %   Est.   %   No.   %   Est.   %   No.   %   Est.   %  

SELECTED MONTHLY OWNER COSTS (SMOC) 

Housing units with a 
mortgage 42,360 100.0 48,631 100.0 2,909 100.0 3,364 100.0 19,417 100.0 20,688 100.0 1,130 100.0 1,500 100.0 203 100.0 191 100.0 269 100.0 257 100.0 529 100.0 800 100.0 

Less than $300 167 0.4 152 0.3 - - - - 133 0.7 102 0.5 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

$300 to $499 2,711 6.4 637 1.3 29 1.0 - - 2,239 11.5 408 2.0 18 1.6 9 0.6 2 1.0 - - 10 3.7 - - 24 4.5 29 3.6 

$500 to $699 7,895 18.6 2,063 4.2 184 6.3 33 1.0 5,823 30.0 1,295 6.3 141 12.5 85 5.7 15 7.4 3 1.6 30 11.2 12 4.7 55 10.4 - - 

$700 to $999 13,246 31.3 9,017 18.5 620 21.3 233 6.9 7,276 37.5 6,189 29.9 388 34.3 276 18.4 71 35.0 18 9.4 127 47.2 28 10.9 155 29.3 64 8.0 

$1,000 to $1,499 11,816 27.9 17,818 36.6 1,205 41.4 1,026 30.5 3,349 17.2 9,361 45.2 382 33.8 606 40.4 80 39.4 90 47.1 91 33.8 106 41.2 200 37.8 237 29.6 

$1,500 to $1,999 4,181 9.9 10,398 21.4 503 17.3 1,037 30.8 477 2.5 2,531 12.2 149 13.2 347 23.1 26 12.8 50 26.2 9 3.3 86 33.5 62 11.7 237 29.6 

$2,000 or more 2,344 5.5 8,546 17.6 368 12.7 1,035 30.8 120 0.6 802 3.9 52 4.6 177 11.8 9 4.4 30 15.7 2 0.7 25 9.7 33 6.2 233 29.1 

Median (dollars) 929  1,325  1,235  1,683  755  1,095  1,022  1,308  1,070  1,398  939  1,438  1,060  1,629  

Housing units without 
a mortgage 13,924 100.0 18,422 100.0 1,269 100.0 1,635 100.0 6,745 100.0 7,078 100.0 282 100.0 630 100.0 103 100.0 81 100.0 67 100.0 149 100.0 266 100.0 324 100.0 

 Less than $100 83 0.6 105 0.6 7 0.6 - - 49 0.7 66 0.9 - - 16 2.5 - - - - - - - - 7 2.6 - - 

 $100 to $149 347 2.5 565 3.1 - - 8 0.5 292 4.3 307 4.3 - - 29 4.6 4 3.9 10 12.3 - - - - 6 2.3 14 4.3 

 $150 to $199 1,146 8.2   8 0.6   856 12.7   7 2.5   3 2.9   4 6.0   - -  - 

 $200 to $249 2,369 17.0 1,667 9.0 21 1.7 46 2.8 1,568 23.2 794 11.2 52 18.4 44 7.0 15 14.6 - - 6 9.0 8 5.4 46 17.3 - - 

 $250 to $299 2,716 19.5   84 6.6   1,588 23.5   69 24.5   15 14.6   18 26.9   33 12.4  - 

 $300 to $349 2,148 15.4 2,988 16.2 190 15.0 68 4.2 955 14.2 1,694 23.9 45 16.0 91 14.4 27 26.2 6 7.4 23 34.3 45 30.2 39 14.7 29 9.0 

 $350 to $399 1,562 11.2   133 10.5   599 8.9   44 15.6   18 17.5   8 11.9   34 12.8  - 

 $400 to $499 1,842 13.2 13,097 71.1 337 26.6 1,513 92.5 535 7.9 4,217 59.6 38 13.5 450 71.4 10 9.7 65 80.2 6 9.0 96 64.4 51 19.2 281 86.7 

 $500 to $599 899 6.5   224 17.7   146 2.2   19 6.7   7 6.8   - -   18 6.8  - 

 $600 to $699 315 2.3   83 6.5   85 1.3   8 2.8   2 1.9   - -   - -  - 

 $700 to $799 207 1.5   74 5.8   28 0.4   - -   - -   - -   25 9.4  - 

 $800 to $899 113 0.8   32 2.5   16 0.2   - -   - -   - -   - -  - 

 $900 to $999 58 0.4   13 1.0   18 0.3   - -   - -   2 3.0   5 1.9  - 

 $1,000 or more 119 0.9   63 5.0   10 0.1   - -   2 1.9   - -   2 0.8  - 

 Median (dollars) 307  498  457  666  269  441  314  552  327  506  312  441  353  605  

(Source: Census 2000 Summary File 3 (SF 3) - Sample Data & 2006-2010 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates) 

 
Note: Selected Monthly Owner Costs: Selected monthly owner costs are calculated from the sum of payment for mortgages, real estate taxes, various 
insurances, utilities, fuels, mobile home costs, and condominium fees.  
(Source: http://factfinder2.census.gov/help/en/glossary/s/selected_monthly_owner_costs.htm) 
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Table 41. Housing Characteristics of Ingham County 3 

Subject 

 Ingham   East Lansing   Lansing   Mason   Stockbridge   Webberville  Williamston 

2000 2010 2000 2010 2000 2010 2000 2010 2000 2010 2000 2010 2000 2010 

 No.   %   No.   %   No.   %   Est.   %   No.   %   Est.   %   No.   %   Est.   %   No.   %   Est.   %   No.   %   Est.   %   No.   %   Est.   %  

SELECTED MONTHLY OWNER COSTS AS A PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLD INCOME (SMOCAPI) 

Housing units with a 
mortgage  42,211 100.0 48,444 100.0 2,901 100.0 3,315 100.0 19,325 100.0 20,619 100.0 1,130 100.0 1,500 100.0 203 100.0 191 100.0 266 100.0 257 100.0 529 100.0 800 100.0 

Less than 20.0 percent 22,036 52.2 17,513 36.2 1,589 54.8 1,237 37.3 9,913 51.3 7,031 34.1 519 45.9 529 35.3 90 44.3 49 25.7 119 44.7 57 22.2 209 39.5 323 40.4 

20.0 to 24.9 percent 7,152 16.9 8,247 17.0 511 17.6 629 19.0 3,110 16.1 3,500 17.0 229 20.3 267 17.8 38 18.7 31 16.2 49 18.4 58 22.6 89 16.8 148 18.5 

25.0 to 29.9 percent 4,499 10.7 6,547 13.5 277 9.5 483 14.6 2,102 10.9 2,957 14.3 108 9.6 202 13.5 31 15.3 26 13.6 33 12.4 51 19.8 82 15.5 87 10.9 

30.0 to 34.9 percent 2,607 6.2 4,347 9.0 157 5.4 246 7.4 1,197 6.2 1,983 9.6 119 10.5 161 10.7 12 5.9 22 11.5 16 6.0 10 3.9 33 6.2 69 8.6 

35.0 percent or more 5,917 14.0 11,790 24.3 367 12.7 720 21.7 3,003 15.5 5,148 25.0 155 13.7 341 22.7 32 15.8 63 33.0 49 18.4 81 31.5 116 21.9 173 21.6 

Not computed 149  187  8  49  92  69  -  -  -  -  3  -  -  -  

Housing unit without a 
mortgage  13,819 100.0 18,211 100.0 1,263 100.0 1,625 100.0 6,675 100.0 6,943 100.0 274 100.0 630 100.0 103 100.0 79 100.0 65 100.0 149 100.0 266 100.0 324 100.0 

Less than 10.0 percent - - 6,176 33.9 - - 646 39.8 - - 2,037 29.3 - - 158 25.1 - - 28 35.4 - - 42 28.2  - 102 31.5 

10.0 to 14.9 percent - - 4,510 24.8 - - 523 32.2 - - 1,657 23.9 - - 230 36.5 - - 10 12.7 - - 39 26.2  - 84 25.9 

15.0 to 19.9 percent 11,500 83.2 2,351 12.9 1,052 83.3 93 5.7 5,459 81.8 1,120 16.1 222 81.0 111 17.6 73 70.9 21 26.6 56 86.2 12 8.1 201 75.6 28 8.6 

20.0 to 24.9 percent 743 5.4 1,472 8.1 87 6.9 73 4.5 368 5.5 587 8.5 28 10.2 39 6.2 19 18.4 10 12.7 7 10.8 33 22.1 8 3.0 29 9.0 

25.0 to 29.9 percent 504 3.6 854 4.7 43 3.4 46 2.8 250 3.7 320 4.6 - - 15 2.4 6 5.8 4 5.1 2 3.1 6 4.0 18 6.8 15 4.6 

30.0 to 34.9 percent 268 1.9 554 3.0 14 1.1 70 4.3 157 2.4 174 2.5 8 2.9 12 1.9 - - - - - - - - 12 4.5 29 9.0 

35.0 percent or more 804 5.8 2,294 12.6 67 5.3 174 10.7 441 6.6 1,048 15.1 16 5.8 65 10.3 5 4.9 6 7.6 - - 17 11.4 27 10.2 37 11.4 

Not computed 
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(Source: Census 2000 Summary File 3 (SF 3) - Sample Data & 2006-2010 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates) 

 
Note: Housing affordability by HUD: Percentage of households spending less than 30% of the household income 
Selected Monthly Owner Costs as a Percentage of Household Income (SMOCPHI): This item is used to measure housing affordability and excessive shelter 
costs. For example, many government agencies define excessive as costs that exceed 30 percent of household income.  
(Source: http://factfinder2.census.gov/help/en/glossary/s/selected_monthly_owner_costs.htm) 
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Table 42. Housing Characteristics of Ingham County 4 

Subject 

 Ingham   East Lansing   Lansing   Mason   Stockbridge   Webberville  Williamston 

2000 2010 2000 2010 2000 2010 2000 2010 2000 2010 2000 2010 2000 2010 

 No.   %   No.   %   No.   %   Est.   %   No.   %   Est.   %   No.   %   Est.   %   No.   %   Est.   %   No.   %   Est.   %   No.   %   Est.   %  

GORSS RENT 

Occupied units paying 
rent 41,497 100.0 40,061 100.0 9,709 100.0 7,981 100.0 20,529 100.0 20,028 100.0 1,015 100.0 1,044 100.0 150 100.0 144 100.0 108 100.0 118 100.0 505 100.0 487 100.0 

Less than $200 1,907 4.6 1,157 2.9 138 1.4 104 1.3 1,349 6.6 725 3.6 39 3.8 40 3.8 33 22.0 - - 2 1.9 - - 13 2.6 44 9.0 

$200 to $299 1,644 4.0 1,182 3.0 305 3.1 153 1.9 917 4.5 757 3.8 50 4.9 14 1.3 16 10.7 11 7.6 6 5.6 - - 19 3.8 13 2.7 

$300 to $499 13,524 32.6 3,827 9.6 3,067 31.6 395 4.9 8,087 39.4 2,601 13.0 255 25.1 120 11.5 37 24.7 18 12.5 30 27.8 22 18.6 209 41.4 100 20.5 

$500 to $749 16,574 39.9 15,407 38.5 3,185 32.8 3,085 38.7 8,004 39.0 8,210 41.0 487 48.0 434 41.6 52 34.7 63 43.8 56 51.9 10 8.5 199 39.4 161 33.1 

$750 to $999 5,457 13.2 11,181 27.9 1,530 15.8 2,234 28.0 1,878 9.1 4,760 23.8 170 16.7 380 36.4 6 4.0 41 28.5 12 11.1 37 31.4 42 8.3 152 31.2 

$1,000 to $1,499 1,698 4.1 5,384 13.4 892 9.2 1,042 13.1 241 1.2 2,718 13.6 14 1.4 56 5.4 6 4.0 11 7.6 - - 49 41.5 23 4.6 17 3.5 

$1,500 or more 693 1.7 1,923 4.8 592 6.1 968 12.1 53 0.3 257 1.3 - - - - - - - - 2 1.9 - - - - - - 

Median (dollars) 542  726  578  769  498  673  573  692  442  647  588  884  3  546  

No rent paid 874  1,609  73  161  491  721  8  13  12  2  4  6  510  35  

GROSS RENT AS A PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLD INCOME (GRAPI) 

Occupied units paying 
rent  40,237 100.0 37,972 100.0 9,251 100.0 7,203 100.0 19,996 100.0 19,103 100.0 1,008 100.0 1,044 100.0 150 100.0 144 100.0 108 100.0 118 100.0 498 100.0 474 100.0 

Less than 15.0 percent 7,608 18.9 4,456 11.7 1,034 11.2 556 7.7 4,287 21.4 2,260 11.8 186 18.5 165 15.8 26 17.3 29 20.1 31 28.7 21 17.8 123 24.7 31 6.5 

15.0 to 19.9 percent 5,584 13.9 4,250 11.2 660 7.1 607 8.4 3,090 15.5 1,790 9.4 244 24.2 141 13.5 19 12.7 16 11.1 13 12.0 46 39.0 69 13.9 59 12.4 

20.0 to 24.9 percent 5,075 12.6 4,367 11.5 898 9.7 455 6.3 2,614 13.1 2,135 11.2 215 21.3 122 11.7 28 18.7 13 9.0 18 16.7 21 17.8 97 19.5 93 19.6 

 25.0 to 29.9 percent 4,287 10.7 3,533 9.3 704 7.6 434 6.0 2,219 11.1 1,867 9.8 142 14.1 120 11.5 25 16.7 33 22.9 10 9.3 - - 48 9.6 37 7.8 

30.0 to 34.9 percent 2,805 7.0 3,007 7.9 718 7.8 291 4.0 1,413 7.1 1,836 9.6 60 6.0 87 8.3 10 6.7 14 9.7 2 1.9 - - 28 5.6 112 23.6 

35.0 percent or more 14,878 37.0 18,359 48.3 5,237 56.6 4,860 67.5 6,373 31.9 9,215 48.2 161 16.0 409 39.2 42 28.0 39 27.1 34 31.5 30 25.4 133 26.7 142 30.0 

Not computed 2,134  3,698  531  939  1,024  1,646  15  13  12  2  4  6  10  48  

(Source: Census 2000 Summary File 3 (SF 3) - Sample Data & 2006-2010 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates) 
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2.5. Housing Maps 

2.5.1 Data Source 

This chapter will present geographical locations of single-family or multifamily- housing units that 
were currently sold or on sale in Tri-County region. The research team referred to one of the 
popular real estate search tool, Zillow.com.  It is an online real estate search tool which can be 
used to search on city properties currently for sale, recently sold and for rent. A variety of filters 
are available which allowed the website users to run a number of searches by housing types. The 
team obtained housing maps of selected cities in Tri-County region. 
 

2.5.2 Housing Maps 

Housing maps presented in Figure 44 focused on Lansing, East Lansing, Mason, Williamston, and 
Webberville for identifying current housing unit distributions. 

  Lansing                   East Lansing         Mason                         Williamston                          Webberville 

 
Figure 44. Locations of Target Cities for Creating Housing Maps 

 
The housing maps were obtained through selecting 
several options as Figure 45 shows.  An example of 
search options to obtain single-family housing maps 
is presented. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
               Figure 45. Search Options To Get Single-Family Housing Map           

                                                       (source: http://www.zillow.com/homes/) 
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Lansing 

Single Family Homes (April 9, 2013) Multifamily Homes Foreclosed single-family homes 

   

Source: Zillow.com 
 

East Lansing 
Single Family Homes (April 9, 2013) Multifamily Homes Foreclosed single-family homes 

   

Source: Zillow.com 
Figure 47. Housing Maps in East Lansing 

Figure 46 Housing Maps in Lansing 
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Mason 

Single Family Homes (April 9, 2013) Multifamily Homes Foreclosed single-family homes 

   

Source: Zillow.com 
 

Williamston 
Single Family Homes (April 9, 2013) Multifamily Homes Foreclosed single-family homes 

  

 

Source: Zillow.com 

Figure 48. Housing Maps in Mason 

Figure 49. Housing Maps in Williamston 
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Webberville 

Single Family Homes (April 9, 2013) Multifamily Homes Foreclosed single-family homes 

   

Source: Zillow.com 
 

 

Figure 50. Housing Maps in Webberville 
 
In general, the region offers a great number of single-family houses. There is only small number of multifamily houses. Because median gross 
rents increased and housing unaffordability for renters became more serious, more diverse rental housing units are necessarily provided. 
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2.6 Observations of Housing 
Conditions Along Grand River 
Corridor, Lansing to 
Webberville  

 
 
 
 
 Map of Route 
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2.6.1 Introduction  

This chapter analyzed the general housing conditions based on site visits. The chapter focused on 
physical conditions of housing located along the Grand River Corridor from Lansing to Webberville, 
MI. The site visits were conducted in August 2012. The Grand River Avenue from Lansing to 
Webberville runs approximately 23 miles. Researchers drove from Grand River Avenue and took 
photos at the eight stops. These are indicated in Figure 51 as eight green points. 
 
 

 
Figure 51. Housing along the Grand River Avenue – Eight Stops 
 
 
 
 

2.6.2 General Housing Characteristics 

Overall the housing along Grand River Avenue appeared relatively sparse in between the 
towns/cities, or were either set back from or in neighborhoods shielded from the road by the trees.   
 
Though most of the housing photos were taken near the more dense areas, Okemos was an 
exception. This was largely because commercial properties and a large shopping mall primarily 
dominated the corridor in that region.  
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The majority of the houses were of similar construction and style. They are wood frame single story 
or two-story homes with front porch and minimal architectural detailing. Other common styles were 
ranch styles homes or manufactured/mobile homes. The housing areas were typically low-density; 
most homes had a front and back yard. Nearly all housing appeared to have the option of parking in 
front or around the back of the house, save for multi-family units which may need to utilize parking 
structures or surface lots. 
 

2.6.3 Examples of Current Housing  

Lansing/ East Lansing: Near the commercial districts of both cities multi-family housing 
developments were more prevalent compared to the rest of the corridor. These were either above 
commercial use spaces, such as the in Figure 52, or as stand-alone complexes. This type was more 
typical near Michigan State University’s campus in East Lansing. In these cities there were also 
homes dispersed between commercial lots on the corridor. These homes were typically one or two–
stories and feature a front porch entry, some with enclosed porches and some with open-air 
porches. Enclosed porches could have been an attempt to keep more of street noise out of the 
house, or simply a reaction to the primarily cold seasons in Michigan. 
 

 
Figure 52. Picture location 1- Multi –family units above commercial space downtown East Lansing 
 

Fig. 2 Stops along corridor 

 

Figure 2. Stops along corridor  
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Figure 53. Picture location 2 - Housing on 100 block Stoddard and Spartan, East Lansing. Within this 
block are commercial spaces, row housing, rental single detached homes and a few owner occupied 
homes.  
 

The amount of upkeep of the housing in this area varied between houses of similar size and style. 
Homes that appeared to be rentals typically had little to no landscaping, while units not identified as 
rentals appeared to have more manicured outdoor space. 
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Figure 54. Picture location 3- Mobile Homes Grand River and Van Atta 
 
Okemos: Between Okemos and Williamston the housing stock along the corridor was sparser than 
housing from Lansing to Okemos. However, as the area shown in Figure 54 shows, there were some 
pockets of housing within close proximity to one another near the corridor. The area in Figure 54 
shows an area with predominantly mobile homes, or manufactured ranch style houses.   
 
In this location there is a mobile home park, in which the homes appear to be unmaintained 
condition (as seen from the road). The homes in the park appeared to be built in the mid to late 
1900s (1970-1980). These appeared much older compared to the neighboring houses, which 
featured more updated siding and roofing with a more ranch style form.   
 
Though neighboring mobile homes outside the park (such as the house featured to the left in Figure 
54) where in much nicer condition, they lacked privacy from the street with little to no tree 
coverage.  
 
Williamston: Housing in Williamston shared much of the typical housing structure as seen in East 
Lansing and Webberville. Though overall the homes in this downtown area (Figure 55) seemed to 
have slightly better upkeep such as newer siding or nicely painted exterior and well-kept lawn and 
landscaping. 
 
In Williamston Grand River Avenue narrows through the city, with on street parking along Grand 
River. This district appeared more like neighborhood in comparison to previous portions of the 
corridor with no on street parking. This downtown district was very close to larger historical looking 
homes as well as small neighborhoods nearby (see Figure 56). 
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Figure 55. Picture location 4- Downtown Williamston on Grand River  
 

Housing in the downtown area on the corridor were typically larger homes that had more 
distinguishable architectural styles such as the Two-story Dutch colonial and brick American 
foursquare in Figure 56.   
 
 

 
Figure 56. Picture location 5- One block south, Williamston 
 
In the block south of the downtown area the houses were typically one or two stories and 
comparably small in size (Figure 56).  The streets were in a worse condition than Grand River Avenue 
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and gravel driveways or broken paved driveways were more common than compared to those on 
Grand River Avenue within Williamston.  
 

 
Figure 57. Picture location 6- One block north between Williamston and Webberville  
 

One block north of Grand River Avenue between Williamston and Webberville (see Figure 57) was a 
neighborhood along a winding street composed of newer houses (probably built in the late 1900s) 
than those in the downtown areas. These houses were primarily one-story ranch homes or a 
variation of one and two stories, including split-level homes. The sweeping road and number of trees 
disconnected the neighborhood from the noise and traffic on Grand River. 
 
 

 
Figure 58. Picture location 7- Abandoned house and two-story home near Webberville  
 
Webberville: Closer to Webberville at stop 7 there was a small abandoned home at a street corner 
(see Figure 58).  This was the only house that appeared to be dilapidated and empty. The house was 
of an uncommonly small size, and was located between the corridor and nearby railroad tracks. 
These factors could be why the home is no longer occupied. Though this home was in disrepair it did 

not show to be an indicator of typical housing conditions.  
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One block south there was much larger farmhouse with expansive wrap around porch far from the 
street noise from Grand River, as Figure 58 shows. 
 

In Webberville the neighborhood one block south of Grand River in Figure 59 resembled the area in 
similar location in Williamston, with mostly one or two story homes. The low-density neighborhood 
offered each resident a medium size lawn. Overall the houses seemed in good condition, though had 
less recent updating than Williamston homes, and overall very minimal landscaping.  
 

 

 
Figure 59. Picture location 8- One block south of Grand River, Webberville 
 

2.6.4 Summary 

 
The housing stock overall consisted primarily of older single-family homes in medium to low-density 
neighborhoods. Along the corridor only one house appeared to be abandoned (see Figure 54) but all 
other homes appeared to be occupied.  

 
Along the corridor there was a slight mix of housing types and land uses near each city, (commercial 
lots and residential lots) though mixed-use and multi-family buildings were more frequently found 
near Lansing, East Lansing and Okemos. In between these cities housing was typically more spread 
out or setback from the corridor by longer driveways or in a neighborhood shielded by trees. 
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2.7 Key Features of Community and Housing Profile 
Based on the analysis of census data, site visits, and real estate data, the research team highlights 
major features of the housing conditions in the Tri-County Region. 
 

 Population 
o The regional population is becoming more diverse. The non-white population is growing. 
o The population with higher educational attainment is growing 

 

 Socioeconomic Status 
o Per capita Income increased. 
o There were small changes in major industries, but the region still showed higher percentages 

in “educational, health, and social services” and “public administration.” 
o The region experienced a slight decrease in manufacturing. 
o Ingham County showed an increase in “arts, entertainment, recreation, accommodation, 

and food services.” 
o Unemployment rates kept rising. 
o The percentages of Individuals living in poverty continued to increase. 

 

 Housing 
o The number of elderly household living alone increased. 
o Clinton County had more new housing structures than other two counties. 
o More outdated unmaintained housing structures were found in Ingham County. 
o In terms of housing type, single-family detached houses predominated in the Tri-County 

Region.  
o Vacant housing units were found in many cities and townships. It is recommended to use 

these vacant units for affordable owner- or renter-occupied units. 
o Median gross rents continued to rise. These numbers need to be stabilized to improve rental 

housing affordability. 
o Renter experienced more serious unaffordability problems than owners. The region should 

thus consider offering more affordable rental housing options. 
o Rental housing options were not diverse. The Region needs a variety of rental housing units. 
o Mobile homes have been minimally maintained. These are the “homes” for people living 

below poverty line. These houses should be reserved for those populations. 
o Public transportation and walkable environment needs were needed in the Region. 
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III. Regional Housing Programs and 
Services 
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3.1 Housing Programs and Services 
This chapter introduces housing programs and services offered by local communities in the Tri-
County Region. Housing programs and services can provide diverse supportive funding and 
counseling opportunities for homeowners or renters for improving their housing conditions and 
eventually housing affordability in the regions. Table 43 summarizes housing programs and services 
identified in each city or county’s website. Please note that more programs may be available, but 
were not listed in the website. 
 

Table 43. Housing Programs and Services 
County City Website URL Housing Programs and Services 

Clinton Bath Township http://www.bathtownship.us/ No information available in the website 

Clinton DeWitt http://www.dewittmi.org/ No information available in the website 

Clinton Fowler http://fowlermi.com/ No information available in the website 

Clinton St. Johns http://www.cityofsaintjohnsmi.com/ No information available in the website 

Eaton Charlotte http://www.charlottemi.org/ No information available in the website 

Eaton Eaton Rapids http://www.cityofeatonrapids.com/ No information available in the website 

Eaton Grand Ledge http://www.grand-ledge.com/ Housing Services for Eaton County (HSEC) 
Siren/Eaton Shelter 
Capitol Area Community Services 

Eaton Potterville http://www.pottervillemi.org No information available in the website 

Ingham East Lansing http://www.cityofeastlansing.com/ Avondale Square Project: new homeowner units for a 
range of incomes 
Fair Housing Information: describes the City's pledge 
to affirmatively further fair housing 
Hometown Housing Partnership, Inc.: neighborhood 
stabilization through homebuyer assistance programs 
and affordable housing development 
Homeowner Rehabilitation Program: promotes safe 
and suitable housing for income-qualified residents 
www.homeineastlansing.com 

Ingham Lansing http://www.cityoflansingmi.com/ Home owner rehabilitation  
Housing repair Emergency, Lead Safe Lansing 
Priority Areas-application for assistance 
Historic preservation, Down payment assistance 
Home buyer program, Hold onto your home 
Homeless prevention and Rapid Re-Housing 

Ingham Leslie http://www.cityofleslie.org/ No information available in the website 

Ingham Mason http://www.mason.mi.us/ No information available in the website 

Ingham Stockbridge http://www.vil.stockbridge.mi.us/ No information available in the website 

Ingham Webberville http://www.villageofwebberville.com No information available in the website 

Ingham Williamston http://www.williamston-mi.us/ Michigan State Housing Development Authority 
(MSHDA) 
Hold on to your home- Foreclosure prevention 

http://www.cityofeastlansing.com/
http://www.cityofeastlansing.com/LinkClick.aspx?link=290&tabid=265
http://www.cityofeastlansing.com/LinkClick.aspx?link=290&tabid=265
http://www.hometownhousing.org/
http://www.hometownhousing.org/
http://www.hometownhousing.org/
http://www.cityofeastlansing.com/LinkClick.aspx?link=271&tabid=265
http://www.cityofeastlansing.com/LinkClick.aspx?link=271&tabid=265
http://www.homeineastlansing.com/
http://www.cityoflansingmi.com/
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3.2 County Level 
This section reviews more specific housing programs and services provided by county, cities, or 
townships.  
 

3.2.1 Clinton County  

The county level housing programs and standards were reviewed. The housing standards included 
physical attributes which are available at their website, www.clinton-county.org.  
 

1) Housing Programs 

The Clinton County website (http://www.clinton-county.org) provides little resources on housing 
programs for county residents. One program identified at their website is the housing service for 
veterans that may be extended to both Clinton and Ingham Counties.  
  
In terms of the Veterans services, home loans are available. For this information the user is directed 
to the Ingham County Veterans Service webpage. Once at the Ingham County Veterans Service 
webpage (Figure 60) however, home loan information does not appear to be present. This may be a 
potential problem for those who qualify for veteran services who would like to find out more online 
before contacting the veteran services organization directly. (Source: http://www.clinton-
county.org/Resources/VeteransServices.aspx). The research team suggests that this type of 
information should be consistently provided for qualified residents in these regions. 
 

 
Figure 60. Clinton County Veteran’s Affairs 

Source: http://www.clinton-county.org/Resources/VeteransServices.aspx 
 

http://www.clinton-county.org/Resources/VeteransServices.aspx
http://www.clinton-county.org/Resources/VeteransServices.aspx
http://www.clinton-county.org/Resources/VeteransServices.aspx
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2) Housing Standards and Physical Attributes 

Clinton County’s website provides access to building permit applications, and site plan requirements 
of new building projects through their Building Department and The Department of Community 
Development available at http://www.clinton-county.org/Departments/BuildingDepartment.aspx 
and http://www.clinton-county.org/Departments/CommunityDevelopmentPlanningZoning.aspx.  
 
The Building Department offers citizens easy access to building permit applications and checklists for 
new construction or remodels, as well as guides and worksheets that explain proper construction of 
various exterior home modifications or construction projects. The site also features access to 
frequently asked questions about permitting. The guides and worksheets include projects such as 
pole barns, wood deck construction, stairs and handrails, and emergency escape window wells, 
among a few others. The access to these documents may be convenient and helpful to homeowners 
who plan to remodel parts of their home, or exterior construction project. But there is no guide or 
worksheets covering entire interior or exterior housing condition improvement. Several building 
standards seem to follow Michigan Building Code, but this information is not available in their 
website. (Source: http://www.clinton-county.org/Departments/BuildingDepartment.aspx) 
 
The Department of Community Development offers easy access to planning and zoning applications 
(Figure 61). None of the applications are applicable to single-family homes, only multi-family housing 
projects, which would require a site plan review. (Source: http://www.clinton-
county.org/Departments/CommunityDevelopmentPlanningZoning.aspx) 
 

 
Figure 61. Planning and Zoning Applications Zvailable on Website (Source: http://www.clinton-

county.org/Departments/CommunityDevelopmentPlanningZoning.aspx) 
 

  

http://www.clinton-county.org/Departments/BuildingDepartment.aspx
http://www.clinton-county.org/Departments/BuildingDepartment.aspx
http://www.clinton-county.org/Departments/CommunityDevelopmentPlanningZoning.aspx
http://www.clinton-county.org/Departments/CommunityDevelopmentPlanningZoning.aspx
http://www.clinton-county.org/Departments/CommunityDevelopmentPlanningZoning.aspx
http://www.clinton-county.org/Departments/CommunityDevelopmentPlanningZoning.aspx
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3.2.2 Eaton County 

For Eaton County, the research team reviewed the various housing programs and housing standards 
including physical attributes which are available at their website, www.eatoncounty.org.  
 

1) Housing programs 

The Department of Community Development in Eaton County is managing various programs. The 
department includes Planning and Zoning, Housing, Economic Development, and Veteran Service. 
The major housing programs that Eaton County administers are a Homeowner Rehabilitation 
Program and an Emergency Repair Program. In addition, this county offers information on a Free 
Home Weatherization Program servicing Clinton, Eaton and Ingham Counties. Access to additional 
housing programs are found through the Friends of the Court with a link to Housing Services for 
Eaton County (HSEC). 
 
The Homeowner Rehabilitation Program offers up to $25,000 to assist with repairing and improving a 
program participant’s home. These repairs must be specific to improving the health and safety of the 
home, including lead based paint hazards, and/or improves the energy efficiency of the home.  The 
webpage describes the three qualifications needed to participate in the program and additional 
program guidelines.  The eligibility requirements include, owning and occupying a home in Eaton 
County outside the city of Lansing, have a low to moderate household income and a required 
meeting with the housing department to complete an application 
(Source:http://www.eatoncounty.org/departments/community-development/housing/109-
departments/community-development/265-homeowner-rehabilitation-program).  
 
The Emergency Rehabilitation Program gives financial assistance up to $7,500 the repair of present 
health or safety risks within a participant’s home. The guidelines for eligibility and additional 
guidelines are the consistent with The Homeowner Rehabilitation Program mentioned above 
(Source:http://www.eatoncounty.org/departments/community-development/housing/109-
departments/community-development/266-emergency-rehabilitation-program). 
 
Access to Information regarding the Free Home Weatherization Program offered through the Capital 
Area Community Services (C.A.C.S.) is also included in the housing programs portion of the website. 
This program is offered to qualifying participants to increase energy efficiency of their home and help 
lower utility costs. The webpage includes a link to the C.A.C.S.’s webpage for more information on 
eligibility and how the program works 
(Source:http://www.eatoncounty.org/departments/community-development/housing). 
  
The Housing Services for Eaton County (HSEC), is another external housing program provider like the 
C.A.C.S. however, the HSEC programs were difficult to locate on the County’s website as it was not 
included in the Housing department. The HSEC “is a non-profit, grant funded agency which provides 
homelessness assistance, rental subsidies for people with disabilities, first time homebuyer's down-
payment assistance, housing search assistance, extended services case management for the 
homeless, rental rehabilitation, supportive housing to the chronically homeless, and homelessness 
prevention services...” (http://www.housingservicesec.org/index.html). Though these are not County 
administered programs and services, the HSEC services could be highly beneficial to community 
members. Currently located within the Friends of the Court section of the website, the programs are 
not as intuitively found if searching for housing programs available in Eaton County. A connection to 

http://www.eatoncounty.org/departments/community-development/housing/109-departments/community-development/265-homeowner-rehabilitation-program
http://www.eatoncounty.org/departments/community-development/housing/109-departments/community-development/265-homeowner-rehabilitation-program
http://www.eatoncounty.org/departments/community-development/housing/109-departments/community-development/266-emergency-rehabilitation-program
http://www.eatoncounty.org/departments/community-development/housing/109-departments/community-development/266-emergency-rehabilitation-program
http://www.eatoncounty.org/departments/community-development/housing
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this information on the Eaton County Housing website would be helpful, as the HSEC has many 
programs they offer. 
 
Within the context of housing search assistance the HSEC’s website offers a weekly rental housing 
guide of available units, subsidized housing guides for both Eaton County and Ingham County 
including addresses that accept Section 8 vouchers, and an apartment guide for the entire Eaton 
County.  The Eaton county housing guide indicates addresses and phone numbers of each complex, 
subsidized (yes or no), bedrooms, security deposit, price ranges and fees, utilities included, 
smoking/non-smoking, pet allowances and other amenities including accessibility. The site also 
provides information on Section 8 vouchers and the application procedure, including contact for 
three agencies that administer the vouchers (Sources: 
http://www.housingservicesec.org/weekly_guides.html, 
http://www.housingservicesec.org/subsidized_hsg.html, 
http://www.housingservicesec.org/apartment_guide.html). 
 
The HSEC’s website also provides information on the first time home buyer down payment assistance 
program provided by the IDA (Individual Development Accounts) to “assist low to mid-income 
families in obtaining a down payment on their very first home.” The Program offers financial support 
through their savings matching program where homebuyers maximum $1,000 savings is matched 3 
to 1 for the down payment on their first home. The program additionally offers homebuyers help 
through services such as financial management classes and credit inspection and repair to help them 
become better prepared for owning their first home 
(http://www.housingservicesec.org/down_pmt_assist.html). 
 
The Foreclosure Prevention program, also provided on the HSEC’s webpage, is an educational 
program for families undergoing or facing foreclosure. The website contains brief information on 
foreclosure including links to external resources that help explain the foreclosure process and 
provide help for those in the foreclosure process. These topics include, the foreclosure process, 
options for the homeowner to prevent the foreclosure, loan modification, and resources for the 
homeowner (Source: http://www.housingservicesec.org/foreclosure_prevention.html). 
 
The Homeless and Eviction Prevention program site explains the requirements for financial 
assistance and contact information for additional assistance agencies outside of the HSEC (Source: 
http://www.housingservicesec.org/homeless_and_eviction_prevention.html). 
 

2) Housing Standards and Physical Attributes 

The Department of Construction Codes offers basic information regarding the required knowledge 
and use of Federal, State, Local laws, ordinances and building, electrical, mechanical and/or 
plumbing code for projects in the county however, they are not explained on the site. The webpage 
does explain the responsibilities of the permit holders, permit cancelations, inspections, and 
applications. The only residential design regulations laid out in this site is found though homeowner 
permit applications and information (Figure 62), addressing pole barns, egress windows, swimming 
pools and deck construction. This information appears to be fairly typical and there appears to be no 
mention of any accessibility guidelines or overall home design standards 
(Sources: http://www.eatoncounty.org/departments/construction-code, 
http://www.eatoncounty.org/departments/construction-code/110-departments/construction-
code/543-homeowner-permit-applications-and-information). 

http://www.housingservicesec.org/weekly_guides.html
http://www.housingservicesec.org/subsidized_hsg.html
http://www.housingservicesec.org/apartment_guide.html
http://www.housingservicesec.org/homeless_and_eviction_prevention.html
http://www.eatoncounty.org/departments/construction-code
http://www.eatoncounty.org/departments/construction-code/110-departments/construction-code/543-homeowner-permit-applications-and-information
http://www.eatoncounty.org/departments/construction-code/110-departments/construction-code/543-homeowner-permit-applications-and-information
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Figure 62. Homeowner Permit Applications and Information, 

http://www.eatoncounty.org/departments/construction-code/110-departments/construction-
code/543-homeowner-permit-applications-and-information 

 

3.2.3 Ingham County 

For Ingham County, the research team reviewed the limited housing programs and housing standards 
including physical attributes which are available at their website, www.ingham.org. 
 

1) Housing programs 

On the Ingham county website only one department offers a housing program for Ingham county 
homeowners. The Housing Commission Department’s webpage contains a link to their Home 
Improvement Loans program. These loans are available at low (or no) interest for homeowners based 
on an annual adjusted income of $70,750 or less and family size. These loans are not extended to 
homes in Lansing and East Lansing within Ingham County. Home repairs eligible for improvement 
with the loan include, repairing or replacing the roof, installing insulation, replacing the furnace, 
installation of new windows or doors, and painting or siding of exterior of home 
(Source: http://hc.ingham.org/Home/HomeImprovementLoans.aspx). 
 
There may be housing programs offered by the veteran’s services to Ingham County. However the 
Ingham county veteran’s webpage, http://va.ingham.org/Home.aspx, does not cover housing 
programs though it is briefly mentioned in the Clinton county veteran services page (Source: 
http://www.clinton-county.org/Resources/VeteransServices.aspx). 
 

2) Housing Standards and Physical Attributes 

There currently does not appear to be any content regarding housing standards or other physical 
housing attributes on the Ingham County website. 
 
 

http://www.eatoncounty.org/departments/construction-code/110-departments/construction-code/543-homeowner-permit-applications-and-information
http://www.eatoncounty.org/departments/construction-code/110-departments/construction-code/543-homeowner-permit-applications-and-information
http://hc.ingham.org/Home/HomeImprovementLoans.aspx
http://va.ingham.org/Home.aspx
http://www.clinton-county.org/Resources/VeteransServices.aspx
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3.3 City Level 
Among 16 cities selected from the Tri-County Region, three cities’ websites, Grand Ledge, East 
Lansing, and Lansing were identified to provide various housing programs and services. This section 
focuses on these cities and their housing programs. This analysis can provide brief understanding of 
the housing program and services available in the Tri-County Region. 
 

3.3.1 Grand Ledge-Eaton County 

For Grand Ledge, the research team reviewed the housing programs and housing standards including 
physical attributes which are available at their website, www.grand-ledge.com.  
 

1) Housing programs 

The Grand Ledge City website offers information on three housing program resources. These 
resources include links to the Capitol Area Community Services, Housing Services for Eaton County, 
and The Siren/Eaton Shelter, all can be found in the city and area services tab (Figure 63) (Source: 
http://www.grand-ledge.com/?page_id=358). 
 

 
Figure 63. City and Area Service page (Source: http://www.grand-ledge.com/?page_id=358) 

 
The Capitol Area Community Services (C.A.C.S.) offers a variety of housing related programs. Their 
Homeless Prevention and Services includes forms of support such as, shelter and home heating 
assistance, which require participation in an Energy Smart workshop in exchange for the assistance. 
Like heating assistance program, the homeless prevention service also offers shelter payment 
assistance, provided the individual participates in a basic budgeting workshop. Within homeless 
prevention they also offer rent or mortgage assistance again with an educational component. The 
Capitol Area Community Services offer a wide variety of educational programs in exchange for 
assistance or by themselves, as a part of their mission to “promote individual growth and self-

http://www.grand-ledge.com/?page_id=358
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sufficiency”( http://www.cacs-inc.org/HomelessSer.htm). 
 
The C.A.C.S. also offers home ownership programs such as Foreclosure Prevention, Home Buyer 
Education, Individual Development Accounts and Credit Counseling. The Individual Development 
Accounts program is a program that is designed to match savings 3 to 1 (for only $1,000 saved) to 
apply towards the down payment of a home. The website provides a links to additional information 
including eligibility, educational components, and participation requirements for this particular 
program.  The other programs are essentially just listed within the Home Ownership page on the 
website, and are encouraged to contact the C.A.C.S. for more information (Source: http://www.cacs-
inc.org/HomeOwnership.htm). 
 
Lastly the C.A.C.S. provides information on the free home weatherization assistance offered to 
residents of Clinton, Eaton, Ingham and Shiawassee Counties. The webpage provides a brief overview 
of the program and its goal to lower fuel costs for residents, as well as a few frequently asked 
questions including how to qualify. The link provided on the Grand Ledge webpage for the Housing 
Services for Eaton County provides the same information that has been described in the Eaton 
county portion in housing services and programs (Source: http://www.cacs-inc.org/). 
 
The Siren/Eaton county shelter is another housing resource for those facing homelessness and or 
domestic violence that seek temporary shelter (Source: http://www.sireneatonshelter.org/). 
 

2) Housing Standards and Physical Attributes 

The city of grand ledge offers web access to the city codes. In these citizens can find that the city has 
adopted the State Code in regards to housing and building codes, but provide no further specifics 
(Source: http://www.grand-ledge.com/?page_id=991). 
 

 
Figure 64. Grand Ledge Building Construction Code (Source: http://ecode360.com/9689458) 

 
The city does provide building permit applications on their Building Department webpage (Figure 
65), but does not provide any design/construction guidelines on this page (Source: 
http://www.grand-ledge.com/?page_id=805). 

http://www.cacs-inc.org/
http://www.sireneatonshelter.org/
http://www.grand-ledge.com/?page_id=991
http://ecode360.com/9689458
http://www.grand-ledge.com/?page_id=805
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Figure 65. Grand Ledge Building Department webpage 
(Source: http://www.grand-ledge.com/?page_id=805) 

 

3.3.2 East Lansing-Ingham County 

East Lansing provides various housing programs and housing standards including physical attributes 
which are available at their website, www.cityofeastlansing.com.  
 

1) Housing Programs 

The East Lansing webpage has housing programs listed in the community development division of 
the Planning, Building & Development Department (Figure 66). Here you find links to the Avondale 
Square Project, Fair Housing Information, Hometown Housing Partnership, Homeowner 
Rehabilitation Program, www.homeineastlansing.com, and HUD income qualifications. (Source: 
http://www.cityofeastlansing.com/Home/Departments/PlanningBuildingDevelopment/CommunityD
evelopment/) 
 

http://www.grand-ledge.com/?page_id=805
http://www.homeineastlansing.com/
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Figure 66. Housing programs East Lansing (Source: 

http://www.cityofeastlansing.com/Home/Departments/PlanningBuildingDevelopment/CommunityD
evelopment/) 

 
The Avondale Square Project is a neighborhood revitalization project in East Lansing that aims to 
construct 30 new single-family homes, twelve of which are reserved for low-income qualified buyers. 
The project includes street and sidewalk revitalization as well as the inclusion of pocket parks. The 
homes are within walking distance of elementary, middle and high schools and near to East Lansing’s 
downtown. All homes are restricted to owner occupancy, though some units will have the ability for 
additional rental space (Source: http://www.cityofeastlansing.com/AvondaleSquare/). 
 
The Fair Housing link provides information regarding the fair housing laws and the cities adherence 
and support of these laws. “The basic concept of fair housing is that every person has the same 
fundamental right to purchase, lease or occupy residential real property.” This site not only gives 
more information on this law but it provides contact information for those to contact if the citizens 
feel their rights have been violated, or if they have questions regarding fair housing laws. Though not 
a housing incentive program, offering this information under housing programs helps those looking 
for support, information they may need if they are being discriminated against in the housing market 
(Source: http://www.cityofeastlansing.com/fairhousing/). 
 
The Hometown Housing Partnership (HHP) is an organization committed to promoting “healthy 
neighborhoods and affordable homeownership in East Lansing.”  The Hometown Housing Partnership 
offers programs for homebuyers and homeowners. The programs for homebuyers include Homes for 
Sale, HOAPII, Home Repair Assistance for Buyers (HPR), and MSU/East Lansing Employees (EHOP). 
The Homes for Sale program offers down payment assistance for income-qualified homebuyers in 
targeted areas (Source: http://www.hometownhousing.org/homesforsale/). 
 

The HOAPII program also offers down payment assistance and rehabilitation funds, and Lead Paint 
Hazard reduction funds. Like the Homes for Sale assistance, HOAPII is only available for targeted 
areas within East Lansing.  The HOAPII webpage also includes helpful information including an 

http://www.cityofeastlansing.com/Home/Departments/PlanningBuildingDevelopment/CommunityDevelopment/
http://www.cityofeastlansing.com/Home/Departments/PlanningBuildingDevelopment/CommunityDevelopment/
http://www.cityofeastlansing.com/AvondaleSquare/
http://www.cityofeastlansing.com/fairhousing/
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overview of the process, rules and regulations, maps of target areas, and links to the proper paper 
work for utilizing the program (Source: http://www.hometownhousing.org/hoap/). 
 

The Home Repair Assistance for Buyers program is house rehabilitation program that aims to bring 
blighted or abandoned homes back into the housing market. The program offers assistance up to 
$20,000 for mechanical work, bringing the house up to code, and up to $10,000 in down payment 
assistance. The webpage also provides additional facts on the program and includes links to the 
application and full program guidelines (Source: http://www.hometownhousing.org/hpr/). 
 

The home buyer programs also include information on the EHOP program which gives Michigan State 
University or City of East Lansing employees $5,000 in down payment assistance for purchasing a 
home in a designated target area regardless of income level. The web page also includes a link to a 
map of these areas, and contact information to apply (Source: 
http://www.hometownhousing.org/ehop/). 
 

The HHP also offers a program for homeowners in the Hometown Partnership areas, which is the 
East Lansing Home Owner Rehab Program. This Program is an income-based program for single-
family homeowners. It offers, “up to $24,999 of renovation financing in a 0% interest, differed loan” 
(http://www.hometownhousing.org/housing-rehabilitation-and-improvement-program-ho-rehab/). 
This loan can be used to improve, current code violations, weatherization and increasing home 
energy efficiency, lead based paint hazard assessment and remediation, barrier free and accessibility 
improvements, and other items determined on eligibility and need. The webpage offers helpful 
additional information including eligibility requirements and an overview of the process, funding 
source, and how to determine the qualification (Source: 
http://www.hometownhousing.org/housing-rehabilitation-and-improvement-program-ho-rehab/). 
 

On the East Lansing’s Community development webpage they also provide information about the 
HHP’s Home rehab program as described above. This page however, only provides basic eligibility 
requirements including a table to help determine income eligibility. They also provide an example of 
loan payback, and the participation procedure (Source: 
http://www.cityofeastlansing.com/Home/Departments/PlanningBuildingDevelopment/CommunityD
evelopment/HomeownerRehabProgram/). 
 

East Lansing’s community development page provides a link to www.homeineastlasning.com, a site 
dedicated to finding a home in East Lansing. The website covers the community, neighborhoods, 
things to do, and reasons to move to East Lansing. Additionally they give information on homebuyer 
programs. The programs listed on this site are the Homeownership Opportunity Assistance (HOAPII), 
and Housing Rehabilitation and Improvement programs that are offered through the HHP (described 
above). The site serves as another resource for homebuyers and homeowners to learn about these 
programs offered in East Lansing. This website also reiterates East Lansing commitment to upholding 
and educating citizens on fair housing laws and offers contact information for those with grievances 
regarding fair housing (Source: www.homeineastlasning.com). 
 
Lastly the Community Development webpage provides a link to HUD income qualifications for the 
current year. This resource is helpful to quickly find if the household income is at or below the “Low 
Moderate Income 80% of Median income” for the current year. They provide an email contact and 
phone contact for more information on these qualifications (Source: 
http://www.cityofeastlansing.com/Home/Departments/PlanningBuildingDevelopment/ 
CommunityDevelopment/HUDIncomeQualifications/). 

http://www.hometownhousing.org/hpr/
http://www.hometownhousing.org/ehop/
http://www.hometownhousing.org/housing-rehabilitation-and-improvement-program-ho-rehab/
http://www.hometownhousing.org/housing-rehabilitation-and-improvement-program-ho-rehab/
http://www.cityofeastlansing.com/Home/Departments/PlanningBuildingDevelopment/CommunityDevelopment/HomeownerRehabProgram/
http://www.cityofeastlansing.com/Home/Departments/PlanningBuildingDevelopment/CommunityDevelopment/HomeownerRehabProgram/
http://www.homeineastlasning.com/
http://www.homeineastlasning.com/
http://www.cityofeastlansing.com/Home/Departments/PlanningBuildingDevelopment/%20CommunityDevelopment/HUDIncomeQualifications/
http://www.cityofeastlansing.com/Home/Departments/PlanningBuildingDevelopment/%20CommunityDevelopment/HUDIncomeQualifications/
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2) Housing Standards and Physical Attributes 

The City of East Lansing’s department of Planning, Building & Development offers many resources 
regarding building & codes enforcement, Historic Preservation and other helpful resources for 
homeowners regarding residential design standards and guides.  
 
The Historic Preservation division describes East Lansing’s commitment to preserving its historical 
character in its historic neighborhoods. The page also explains the prohibiting of new construction in 
these neighborhoods and gives access to the appropriate application for any exterior renovation 
work to be done. This is to ensure that renovations are done to these buildings in a historically 
sensitive manner. The page also directs the user to the Historic District Commission contact, to work 
with the homeowner on any exterior work that would be visible from the street so that it complies 
with historic preservation guidelines and meets the desires of the homeowner 
(Source: http://www.cityofeastlansing.com/Home/Departments/PlanningBuildingDevelopment/ 
HistoricPreservation/). 
 
The Building & Code Enforcement division provides a section on Building information. Here there are 
resources such as reference guides, home improvement guidelines and the Cross Connection Control 
Program.  The page also features quick access to many applicable applications and forms such as 
permit applications. 
 
The reference guides link directs the user to a page containing “a set of reference guides to help 
answer important questions regarding construction, safety tips, demolition and much more.”  These 
include: additions, alterations, basement finishing, decks, demolition, egress windows, garages and 
sheds, new home, plan review meeting, roofing, and smoke alarms (Source: 
http://www.cityofeastlansing.com/Home/Departments/BuildingCodeEnforcement/ 
BuildingInformation/ReferenceGuides/). 
 
The home improvement guidelines link similarly provides helpful information on residential projects 
for homeowners to ensure proper compliance for projects that may not require a permit or to 
provide information to homeowners before requesting a permit. In this section information on 
constructing new roofs, fences, swimming pools, and paving of driveways, parking or sidewalks are 
covered (Source: http://www.cityofeastlansing.com/Home/Departments/BuildingCodeEnforcement/ 
BuildingInformation/HomeImproveGuidelines/). 
 
The Cross Connection Control Program page provides information on this enforced water protection 
program. This informs homeowners of the program overview and examples of Cross Connections, 
and links to FAQ, the Ordinance, and appropriate forms (Source: 
http://www.cityofeastlansing.com/Home/Departments/BuildingCodeEnforcement/ 
BuildingInformation/CrossConnectionControlProgram/). 
 
The Department of Building, Planning & Development’s resources for homeowner’s webpage aims to 
answer common questions about owning a home in East Lansing. These include some Building 
related resources such as fence building, and living in historic districts. These resources are offered as 
downloadable PDF’s and include questions and answers regarding construction and renovations.  
(Source: http://www.cityofeastlansing.com/Home/Departments/PlanningBuildingDevelopment/ 
ResourcesforHomeowners/) 

http://www.cityofeastlansing.com/Home/Departments/PlanningBuildingDevelopment/%20HistoricPreservation/
http://www.cityofeastlansing.com/Home/Departments/PlanningBuildingDevelopment/%20HistoricPreservation/
http://www.cityofeastlansing.com/Home/Departments/BuildingCodeEnforcement/%20BuildingInformation/ReferenceGuides/
http://www.cityofeastlansing.com/Home/Departments/BuildingCodeEnforcement/%20BuildingInformation/ReferenceGuides/
http://www.cityofeastlansing.com/Home/Departments/BuildingCodeEnforcement/%20BuildingInformation/HomeImproveGuidelines/
http://www.cityofeastlansing.com/Home/Departments/BuildingCodeEnforcement/%20BuildingInformation/HomeImproveGuidelines/
http://www.cityofeastlansing.com/Home/Departments/BuildingCodeEnforcement/%20BuildingInformation/CrossConnectionControlProgram/
http://www.cityofeastlansing.com/Home/Departments/BuildingCodeEnforcement/%20BuildingInformation/CrossConnectionControlProgram/
http://www.cityofeastlansing.com/Home/Departments/PlanningBuildingDevelopment/%20ResourcesforHomeowners/
http://www.cityofeastlansing.com/Home/Departments/PlanningBuildingDevelopment/%20ResourcesforHomeowners/
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3.3.3 Lansing-Ingham County 

The City of Lansing also provides various housing programs and housing standards including physical 
attributes which are available at their website, www.cityoflansingmi.com.  
 

1) Housing Programs 

On the City of Lansing website, housing programs can be found through the Planning and 
Neighborhood Development Department link and the Development Office.  The Development office 
web page (Figure 67) generally describes housing assistance programs and describes the funding the 
city receives for these programs. On the left of the page links to housing programs can be found, 
such as, Homeowner Rehabilitation, Housing Repair Emergency, Lead Safe Lansing, Historic 
Preservation, Down Payment Assistance, Homebuyer Program, Homeless Prevention and Rapid Re-
housing (HPRP), and additional programs. 
 

 
Figure 67. Lansing Development Office webpage 

(Source: http://www.lansingmi.gov/pnd/development/index.jsp) 
 
The Homeowner Rehabilitation Programs offer loans for low and moderate-income families that own 
their home for addressing code violations or other home repair needs. The page primarily describes 
eligibility requirements and information for contractors looking to work on future rehabilitation 
projects.  They do also direct the user to PDF’s that further explains the program and procedure, and 
also the application to participate (Source: 
http://www.lansingmi.gov/pnd/development/rehabilitation.jsp). 

http://www.lansingmi.gov/pnd/development/rehabilitation.jsp
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Lansing’s Historic Preservation Program offers “financial incentives for the protection, retention, 
preservation and improvement of historically significant residential structures owned and occupied 
by income eligible households” 
(http://www.lansingmi.gov/pnd/development/historic_preservation.jsp).  
 
This program appears to be specific to the exterior of the home and follows the same income 
eligibility as the Single Family Rehabilitation Programs. The Site then directs the user to visit the 
Planning Department's Historic Preservation website for more information and contact information. 
After following the link, funding assistance information can be found within the Development Office 
Housing Rehabilitation Programs. On this page Housing Rehabilitation Programs are more specifically 
named than on the previous page on home rehabilitation (Sources: 
http://www.lansingmi.gov/pnd/development/historic_preservation.jsp and 
http://www.lansingmi.gov/pnd/historypres/index.jsp). 
 
The Development Office Housing Rehabilitation Programs are described by the grants that fund each 
program, the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG), the HOME investment Partnership, and 
the Emergency Shelter Grant (ESG). The CDBG provides a rehabilitation program for owner occupied 
single-family homes within Lansing city limits (also offers modified assistance for rental units), 
through a 0% interest loan. This loan program is to be applied to weatherization and security related 
repairs, for those who meet the income requirements. The HOME Investment Partnership funding 
also provides another home rehabilitation program for single-family homes as well as the historic 
preservation program. The rehabilitation program is similar to the CDBG program as it also provides 
loan type assistance and follows the same requirements. However, this program applies to a specific 
selection criteria established by the city. It also can be extended to rental units, but it is based on a 
different income criterion. The HOME Investment Partnership’s Historic Preservation Program 
provides funding assistance to “rehabilitate, restore, protect, preserve or improve homes that are 
within designated historic districts or houses that can meet the criteria for "historically significant" 
guidelines set by the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO).” Lastly, the ESG provides a Shelter 
Operation program that gives financial assistance to shelter providers to help cover operating and 
additional related cost (Source: http://www.lansingmi.gov/pnd/historypres/funding_assistance.jsp). 
 
The Housing Repair Emergencies program is a program that assists owners of a single family home 
who meet the income requirements (income guidelines given on page), to repair a “housing 
emergency that threatens the safety of occupants or will cause immediate damage to the property if 
left unattended” (http://www.lansingmi.gov/pnd/development/housing_emergency.jsp). The page 
also includes the contact information for this assistance as well as the rehabilitation and 
weatherization programs.  
 
The Lead Safe Lansing program is for both homeowners and renters. Through the links provided on 
the Lead Safe Lansing main page, citizens can find a description of the program, and its 
requirements. The program provides funding for lead remediation within Lansing city limits in the 
form of loans. Items such as, new windows new doors, fresh paint, aluminum trim, porch floor 
enclosure, and vinyl siding are examples of remediation items eligible through these loans (Source: 
http://www.lansingmi.gov/pnd/development/lead_safe_lansing.jsp). 
 
Down payment assistance is also available through the development office. This program offers first 
time homebuyers an assistance of 6% of the acquisition cost for a home within Lansing city limits. 
The site also provides information on income and additional requirements of eligibility and program 

http://www.lansingmi.gov/pnd/development/historic_preservation.jsp
http://www.lansingmi.gov/pnd/historypres/index.jsp
http://www.lansingmi.gov/pnd/historypres/funding_assistance.jsp
http://www.lansingmi.gov/pnd/development/housing_emergency.jsp
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guidelines. The sites also provide links to additional information for those who are seeking down 
payment assistance, including “things to think about”, steps to receiving assistance and applicable 
forms among other resources (Sources: 
http://www.lansingmi.gov/pnd/development/Dev_down_payment_assistance.jsp). 
 
Lansing’s Home Buyer Program can also be found on the Lansing’s Development Office website. This 
program is provided through a partnership with non-profit housing corporations. The program is 
listed as the Rehabilitation/Purchase Program. This program acquires vacant homes to then 
rehabilitate them to be sold to “income eligible families.” Guidelines for this program are consistent 
with the Single Family Rehabilitation Programs. This site also contains the contact information of the 
housing corporations for more information on these rehabilitated properties for sale. 
(Source: http://www.lansingmi.gov/pnd/development/home_buyer_program.jsp) 
 
The Development Office provides a page on a Homeless prevention and Rapid Re-Housing Program. 
This page contains little information on the program itself, and at this time provides outdated 
information on a public hearing regarding an amendment influencing this program. It would be 
beneficial to update the contents on this page, for users to better understand this program.  
(Source: http://www.lansingmi.gov/homeless_prevention_and_rapid_re-housing_%28hprp%29.jsp) 
 
Lastly, the Development Office’s “other programs” page contains information regarding another 
rehabilitation program provided through the Michigan State Housing Development Authority 
(MSHDA) and links to other housing resources such as, the Federal Housing Administration, 
Department of Veterans Affairs, and the HUD 203Kprogram. The MSHDA Homeowner Rehab 
Program described on this page is an income based, low interest loan program. The program is open 
to homeowners of owner occupied and rental properties. The webpage provides more specific 
information on the loans themselves.  (Source: 
http://www.lansingmi.gov/pnd/development/other_programs.jsp) 
 

2) Housing Standards and Physical Attributes 

The City of Lansing’s Planning and Neighborhood Development Office’s webpage provides 
information regarding building codes, building safety, planning, zoning, historic preservation and 
more through the planning office, building safety and code compliance sections (Figure 68). 
 
The Planning Office webpage offers information primarily on zoning, planning and historic 
preservation. The webpage offers appliactions and petitions for primairliy zoning related items, and 
site plan reviews. The planning office overall provides information regaurding the general planning of 
the city, and focuses less on the individual homes and standards (Source: 
http://www.lansingmi.gov/pnd/planning/index.jsp). 
 
The Code Compliance webpage provides links to file a complaint about a property, forms and fees, a 
code compliance map, and housing/building codes. The Housing codes link, which provides access to 
the cities building and housing codes and the complaint forms, where a resident can file a compliant 
on another property,  appear to be the most relavent to the physical attributes of housing in Lansing 
through this department (Source: http://www.lansingmi.gov/pnd/codecom/index.jsp). 
 

http://www.lansingmi.gov/pnd/development/Dev_down_payment_assistance.jsp
http://www.lansingmi.gov/pnd/development/home_buyer_program.jsp
http://www.lansingmi.gov/homeless_prevention_and_rapid_re-housing_%28hprp%29.jsp
http://www.lansingmi.gov/pnd/development/other_programs.jsp
http://www.lansingmi.gov/pnd/planning/index.jsp
http://www.lansingmi.gov/pnd/codecom/index.jsp
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Figure 68. City of Lansing's Planning and Neighborhood Development Office Webpage 

(source: http://www.lansingmi.gov/pnd) 
 
Lastly the Office of building safety provides building permit applications, as well as site plan review 
applications. The site provides permitting applications and helpful standards for building components 
such as, ceiling height requirements, egress windows, gaurdrails and steps, and handrails, amoung a 
few others. They also provide permit applications for electrical, mechanical and plumbing work. The 
Office of building saftey additionally provides a list of useful links that direct users to a varity of pages 
regarding, constuction and building codes, government regualtions, energy efficency and 
accessibility,  home building and useful things to know when building or remodeling, and other 
resources for homeowners and builders and designers (Source: 
http://www.lansingmi.gov/pnd/bldgsafety/index.jsp). 
  

http://www.lansingmi.gov/pnd/bldgsafety/index.jsp
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IV. Housing Issues and Suggestions from 
Housing Experts and Planners 
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4.1 Housing Expert Interview 

4.1.1 Purpose and Process 

1) Purpose  

In-depth interviews with local housing experts were conducted to identify their practical opinions on 
housing affordability in this Region. Because they have been working in the local housing market for 
more than five years, or some of them have been working for more than 20 years, their insightful 
opinions and concerns about current housing conditions were expected to guide future directions 
for the regional housing policies and planning to improve housing affordability across the region. 
 

2) Process 

The process for interviewing housing experts was planned in collaboration with the Office for Survey 
Research at Michigan State University, based on discussions and feedback from the Housing Task 
Force and the Greater Lansing Housing Coalition. The process included several steps as follows: 

 The research team developed an initial interview questionnaire in September 2012 and had 
several meetings with the Office for Survey Research at Michigan State University to discuss 
the questions and interview methods. 

 The interview questionnaire was finalized in October 2012 and an application to the 
Institutional Review Board for Human Subject Research was submitted in October 2012. 

 The team obtained the final approval from the IRB at MSU on November 26, 2012. 

 The team completed the interviewer training session on November 27 and confirmed the 
questionnaire contents with interviewers. 

 The team finalized contact information for potential interview participants from Housing 
Task Force members and created a list of participants.  

 The team conducted telephone interviews from December 2012 through March 2013. 

Figure 69. Housing Expert Interview Process 

 
This chapter reports major findings from the interviews that targeted 33 housing experts.  
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This chapter focused on housing expert opinions on regional housing affordability, gaps, needs, and 
future. 
 

4.1.2 Participants 

1) Definition of Housing Experts    

This research defined housing experts as people having longer than 5 years’ work experience in 
housing related fields. In the interview, they were realtors; developers; property managers; housing 
service coordinators who are recommended by planners working in counties, cities, or townships; 
loan providers; architects; directors; or administrators of various types of shelters for minorities or 
low-income families. 

 

2) Participants 

A total of 33 housing expert interview responses were available for the analysis. Two were in their 
30s and all the other participants were older than 40 years old. The participants’ affiliations were 
identified in Table 44.   

 

Table 44. Housing expert interview participants’ affiliations 

County Participants’ affiliations 

Ingham Realtor: Coldwell Banker, Tomin Raines, Gilbert M White Realtor, Inc. 
Builder or Developer: Mayberry Homes, Vesta Building Industries,     
                Hollander Development Corp., Habitat for Humanity Lansing,    
               Neighborhood empowerment group member and developer 
Property manager: Lansing Housing Commission, East Glen Apartments 
Loan provider: MSU Federal Credit Union  
Housing for minorities or refugees: St. Vincent, 
Others: Mid-Michigan Environmental Action Council, Ingham County Health  
              Department, faculty in Urban and Regional Planning at MSU,  
              Ingham County Land Bank 

Eaton Realtor: Remax Realty 
Service provider: Housing Services for Eaton County, Capital Area Community  
                 Services, Inc. 
Township administrator: Delta Township 
Housing for minorities, refugees, or abused families: SIREN/Eaton Shelter 
Landlord: Single-family housing landlord 

Clinton Realtor: Weichert Realty, Coldwell Banker 
Consultant: Land Use USA 
Loan provider: Fifth Third Bank 
Committee for the county: Building Stronger Communities Council 
Township administrator: Bath Township 
Other: Clinton County Transit 

Covering Tri-
County   

Michigan Foreclosure Task Force (MFTF) 
Habitat for Humanity Michigan 
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  4.1.3 Opinions on Regional Housing Affordability 

Questions for housing experts included their opinions on an adequate supply of affordable housing; 
major concerns for improving housing affordability; particular groups in need of affordable housing; 
other housing related issues; major obstacles to achieving housing affordability; regional foreclosure 
issues, housing  vacancies, and mixed-use development; public transportation and walkability needs; 
and possible actions to resolve various affordable housing issues. 
 

1) Opinions on an Adequate Supply of Affordable Housing Units 

The first item the analysis looked at was housing expert’s opinions on the quantity of affordable 
housing units in these regions. About 21% of respondents agreed that there is an adequate supply of 
affordable housing units in their areas while 57.6% disagreed with this question (see Table 45). 
Several housing experts emphasized not only the quantity of affordable housing units but also the 
quality of affordable housing units. Their various opinions on housing affordability in these regions 
are presented in the next section.  
 
Table 45. Opinions about an adequate supply of affordable housing in the Tri-County Region 

  
Adequate 
supply of 
affordable 
housing   

Yes, 
adequate 

No, 
inadequate 

Hard to 
answer 

Total 

 

n % n % n % n % 

7 21.2 19 57.6 7 21.2 32 100.0 

 

2) Major Concerns for Improving Affordable Housing  

The interview question reads, “When you think about improving your area’s housing affordability for 
people you serve, what are the major concerns? Does your area provide enough available housing 
units for them?” 
 

a. Ingham County 
The responses were characterized into five categories. They are: Lack of available single-family 
housing units; Insufficient financial support or/and lack of enough credits; Property tax causing lack 
of affordable housing and financial burdens; Lack of rental units and landlords’ efforts; and 
Development density, public transportation options. Example opinions are shown in Figure 70. 
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Figure 70. Keywords Identified from the Housing Expert Interview in Ingham County 

 
Concern 1: Lack of available affordable single-family housing units. 
- The area has enough unoccupied units, but they aren’t affordable. 

- The major concerns are quality and availability.  There’s not enough housing.  For instance, 
Lansing Housing Commission opened a waiting list in fall 2012 and 10,400 people applied. They 
randomized the selection to 400 people and still have 799 names left waiting for housing to 
become available.   

- Finding enough housing is generally a problem; especially families with low-income, who face 
the biggest problems because there are not any housing units available and they wait for years 
on the waiting lists. 

- The area does not provide enough affordable housing units. It is missing affordable apartments 
not targeted to students in Lansing/East Lansing, so it’s impossible to find apartments that 
aren’t licensed for student living. We can also find a lack of apartment housing for transitioning 
seniors moving out of ancestral homes close to transportation, especially in the suburbs. We 
experience a lack of options for seniors. We need affordable housing, especially for seniors, with 
public transportation, stores, etc.  We have an overabundance of high-end housing ($300,000 
range); the most critical factor is affordable with transportation and convenient living, not just 
for students and singles but also seniors. One of the worst kept secrets is that we have 
immigrant ghettos and we don’t have a lot of options for those new to the US trying to buy 
houses or rent apartments for lots of reasons: language barriers, or want to live near people like 
self. Some of this is more in the rural areas, but it’s more concentrated in Ingham County and 
there are not a lot of housing options for those who define family differently. We are not 
culturally sensitive to it in our outreach and work.   

- There is not enough affordable, safe housing for Habitat for Humanity home applicants. And in 
some cases, there is not enough large housing. For example, one family lives in two apartments 
side by side because not a big enough house can be found. Some of our applicants are paying 45% 
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of their income for housing that is often not safe or clean. We need to consider good affordable 
housing, especially for larger families in the area. 

- Affordability is not only price, but also decent places to live, which translates to energy 
efficiency, durability, and design of homes and apartments. This translates to good places for 
children to study, having way spaces so people aren’t jammed into one room, good appliances, 
colors, good quality fixtures, and flooring. 

- In East Lansing, like many other cities, the Baby Boomers and older generations aren’t leaving 
their homes. There are certain cycles: Elders will retire and sell their homes to move to condos 
or assisted living. This allows young people and families to repopulate the homes/area.  This 
Baby Boomer generation is healthier and mobile and wants to stay. This puts a cap on young 
families to move on.  This is due to the changing preferences of older generations because their 
traditional transition housing patterns aren’t being evoked. Single family homes are occupied. 
Cities haven’t provided options for them so they are stuck in place. The challenge is to get young 
families back into the communities to regenerate. The city and county need better plans for the 
future and to see what elders are looking for because it isn’t there. They want single-floor units 
in downtown areas with lots of activities and recreational possibilities.  

 
Concern 2: Insufficient financial support and/or lack of enough credits 
- A population needs subsidies to afford rent. Rents are too high for the population below poverty 

level. It is very tough to find housing for part-time, unemployed, minimum wage earners, or 
people working full-time on minimum wage because they don’t earn enough to pay for all their 
expenses.   

- People do not have good enough credit and the down payment needed to get into a place; if 
they want FHA financing and to find house that needs a lot of work because FHA is looking for 
health and safety with heat, water, hand rails, and smoke detectors. For instance, a totally 
refurbished home was bought for $18,000 and now her client is interested but needs handrails 
and smoke detectors. FHA is strict on these things.  

- Financing is the biggest obstacle. There is a great federally funded program (Rural Housing) 
available, with zero down payment, that targets certain locations. The only problem is that the 
federally funded programs are always backed up. There’s nothing we can do to make it go faster 
and no one really to call and see what the problem/holdups are because it’s a federal program, 
and they won’t approve until the house is done, so there’s always a risk.   

- A major concern is down-payment assistance for lower-income individuals. The other concern is 
contraction of lenders. 

- Currently 33% of people who are MI residents with a mortgage are paying more for their 
mortgage than their house is actually worth.  Therefore Federal and State levels need to work to 
get them lower loan rates, and get the principals reduced.  Or it is desirable to modify those 
rates so that people can stay in their homes.   

- Down payments and credit building are major concerns. Some people have gotten on the wrong 
credit track, and have had issues with foreclosures on their homes. Those foreclosed upon tend 
to remove major elements from their homes—copper tubing, furnaces, etc.—because they are 
mad at the banks and have to keep paying the banks. So financing is difficult for buyers because 
the homes are not livable at the time they buy and they have to put out lots of money to 
replace major essential items. Some people say there is also a limited supply of housing in the 
current market. There was a surge of available homes and now it’s tapered off. 
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Concern 3: Property tax causing lack of affordable housing and financial burdens 
- Availability of affordable housing is a main concern. Part of the problem is that property taxes 

weigh so much on what people can afford. For instance, East Lansing’s taxes are really high, 
since cities are generally higher than townships, so taxes are a real issue for East Lansing buying. 
That’s what lenders look at, so some people can’t afford to live where they really want to live. 
There are government assistance programs (like where she volunteered & MISHTA) in Ingham 
County, to get assistance with a house. People can’t make more than $54k for a family of four, 
or $35,500k if they are single, to qualify, though.   

 
Concern 4: Lack of rental units and landlords’ efforts: Need more affordable rental units for 
students, renters, and seniors 
- Lack of affordable rent and energy-efficient houses with lower energy bills that low-income 

individuals can afford is the major concern. Health and safety are also factors (lead paint, mold, 
and asbestos). 

- Tenants don’t always know their rights; they don’t have the same information that landlords do, 
such as housing regulations, or building safety. This puts them at a disadvantage. Some renters 
are very low-income are refugees, aren’t native English speakers, have an incarceration history, 
aren’t US citizens, or aren’t white. Thy face a discriminatory situation where it’s hard to obtain 
housing period, not just affordable housing or state help. 

- We need to pay attention to slumlords and take a hands-off approach to property management. 
Money seems to be important to these landlords. Plenty of affordable housing units are 
available but they have no curb appeal.  More local landlords need to have concern for curb 
appeal of property. 
 

Other concerns: Development density, public transportation options, and quality of homes 
- There is concern about development density. There is a lack of zoning that encourages an 

increase in mixed-use density. The consumer market is changing and there is a greater desire for 
this type of development. Particularly, Baby Boomers are fine to take higher density and wish 
for mobile transit to daily retail. There are insufficient units close to downtown where local 
retails and commercials are located. 

- There is a large amount of “affordable homes” but when we look at the quality and condition of 
the homes, there are not enough in good/decent condition. 

 

b. Eaton County 
The responses were categorized into four major concerns as follows: 

 
Concern 1: Lack of affordable single-family housing units, especially for seniors 
- There is a lack of affordable single-family housing units. The county does not have enough units 

for families or singles.   
- The area does not provide enough available housing units. Mostly there is no senior housing or 

assisted living available in Charlotte and the other cities in Eaton County. 
- There is not enough affordable housing where the landlord wants to rent. They deal primarily 

with the stigma of being in a shelter.  
- Generally there is enough housing provided. Over the past couple years, there has been new 

complexes built including affordable housing and senior housing. Many houses that were 
foreclosed have been purchased and turned into new rental housing. And there is more housing 
being built. However, there could possibly be a need for more affordable housing, to a smaller 
degree.  
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Concern 2: Lack of affordable rental units and lack of landlords’ efforts 
- There is a lack of units with subsidy. 
- The SIREN/Eaton Shelter is a scattered site, with 25 units across the county. The Shelter rents 

these units from the landlords and then subleases to the clients. One of the major problems is 
that the landlords will rent to SIREN but not directly to the families because the landlords are 
afraid they won’t pay rent or that the children will destroy the property units because of the 
shelter stigma.  

- The areas need more units for homeless and domestic- violence victims. These people do not 
have good credit history, which was an obstacle in their finding good housing. The county and 
city do not have enough 3-4 bedroom rental units. A Section 8 voucher makes it hard to find 
affordable housing units with housing quality standards. Housing stock and availability are 
limited for them. 
 

Concern 3: Lack of public transportation options that connect between houses to schools or work 
- It’s gotten more important since gas prices went up to not be too far from work. People are not 

so interested in the farther-out districts (Eaton Rapids, Perry, St. Johns) now – 10-15 miles from 
work is about the maximum commuting distance. These days one of my first questions to 
buyers is “Where do you work?”   

 
Other Concerns: Lack of units for handicapped residents, lands for new developments, and 
employment 
- Lack of accessible units for handicapped residents.  
- Lack of land for new developments. No more land is available in Charlotte for new housing units. 
- Good school districts and stabilized sources of income.  
 

 
Figure 71. Keywords Identified from the Housing Expert Interview in Eaton County 
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c. Clinton County 
Housing experts from Clinton County indicated three major concerns and others as follows: 
 
Concern 1: Lack of affordable single-family housing units especially for seniors 
- The county does not have a lot of good affordable housing available. Because of a lack of 

affordability including insufficient affordable rental units, inefficient energy use, and limited 
public transportation—people are doubling up, which puts people at risk in many ways. 

- The areas seem to have plenty of housing availability, including affordable options, but people 
do not have enough access when they choose their homes. 

- For older people, there is not enough housing; there are no ranch-style condos available in 
Clinton County. The elderly need ranch-style, one-level homes for ease of access. Clinton County 
is worse off.  Typically there are enough, but currently there is a shortage because of demand 
for first time home-buyers. There are too many people making multiple offers on cheap houses.  
This is new this year, which means there is not enough affordable housing for home buyers. 

- Housing options are limited. Very few condominium developments are done now. Senior 
housing options are very limited in Bath Township. There are very few quality options for lower-
income members of the community. 

 

 
Figure 72. Keywords Identified from the Housing Expert Interview in Clinton County 

 
Concern 2: Lack of affordable rental units 
- There is so much owner-occupied housing that is being rented that it depresses the availability a 

little bit because owner-occupancy housing isn’t being used for owners. They need more 
apartments for families in Laingsburg. 

- Rental housing that is available is often old, and not energy efficient. There are some subsidized 
units available, but even those are more expensive than some people can afford. 

- We need additional housing for multifamily purposes for low-income housing. The only difficulty 
is providing the services. The utility services aren’t adequate to provide necessary utilities to 
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multifamily housing in most cases in Clinton County, which is a mostly rural area. In Ingham 
County, there is the possibility to build because the City of Lansing can provide the services. 
Clinton County does not have a lot of experience. Government units are not equipped to handle 
the needs of the required utilities in planning for multifamily housing. 

- The lack of affordable housing rental units should be addressed. After the recession, people 
were buying foreclosures. New rental units are insufficient. Many people are concerned about 
the creation of slums and slumlords because there is a lack of quality affordable rentals. 

 
Concern 3: Lack of public transportation options 
- Until recently there wasn’t much access to food without private transportation. The areas need 

more public transportation options. 
 
Other Concerns: 
- More concerned about the county’s role in housing development 
- Concerned about the connection between houses and food systems. 
- More concerned about the economic depression in the area: This caused their concerns about 

energy-efficient housing, affordable rental housing, and community-oriented planning.  
 

4.1.4 Particular Groups in Need of Affordable Housing Options 

The question reads, “When we talk about the lack of affordable housing, which groups in particular 
come to mind? Who seems to be having a hard time finding affordable housing in your area?” Six 
groups were presented as the examples and respondents were asked to check whether they agreed 
or disagreed with the need for affordable housing options for these population groups.   
 
Table 46 shows the result of 33 housing experts’ opinions. “Families lower than poverty level” was 
indicated most frequently as the group with serious affordable-housing difficulty. The next groups 
were the elderly (56.3%), renters (53.1%), households with children attending public schools (50.0%). 
Many respondents indicated some other types of populations in need of affordable housing that 
included the handicapped, families living in rural area, and small farming families. 
 
Table 46. Groups with affordable housing difficulty 

Groups Yes No Not sure Total 

 
n % n % n % n % 

Families lower than poverty level  26 78.8 2 6.1 5 15.2 33 100.0 

Elderly 19 57.6 12 36.4 2 6.1 33 100.0 

Renters 17 51.5 10 30.3 6 18.2 33 100.0 

Households with children attending 
public school 17 51.5 13 39.4 3 9.1 33 100.0 

Refugees 9 27.3 14 42.4 10 30.3 33 100.0 

College students 6 18.2 25 75.8 2 6.1 33 100.0 

Other 20 60.6 6 18.2 7 21.2 33 100.0 
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4.1.5  Housing Options Available for the Residents with Disabilities or Elderly 
Residents  

 
The next questions were about respondents’ opinions on the lack of certain housing options. The 
interview included their opinions about the availability of “handicap accessibility housing units,” 
“single-family homes for seniors,” and “rental units for seniors.” The questions read:  
 

1) How about handicap accessible housing units? Are there sufficient rental units in the area 
you serve or are more needed? 

2) How about housing units for seniors? Are there sufficient rental units in the area you serve 
or are more needed? 

3) With regard to seniors, are there sufficient affordable single-family homes for purchase in 
the area you serve or are more needed? 

 
Results in Figure 73 show that more respondents indicated a strong need for accessible housing 
units for the handicapped (63.6%), a need for rental units for seniors (51.5%), and a need for single-
family homes for seniors (39.4%). 
 

 
Figure 73. Available Housing Options for the Handicapped or the Elderly (N=33) 

 

4.1.6  Factors Influencing the Housing Market Value in This Area 

The research team investigated which factors would affect the market value of housing in the 
respondents’ areas. The findings from this question can determine more important factors that 
should be considered for improving housing affordability in the regions. The most important factors 
indicated by the housing expert interview participants were “upkeep of homes in the neighborhood,” 
“level of neighborhood crime,” “repair and maintenance of streets and sidewalks,” “proximity to 
public transportation and availability,” “school district affiliation,” and “distance to commercial 
shopping districts.” They also indicated “the importance of housing and building code enforcement” 
and “rental license requirements” (see Table 47). 
 

 

% 
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Table 47. Important factors influencing the housing market value 

Importance of factors influencing 
market value 

Very 
Important 

 

Somewhat 
Important 

 

Not 
Important 

 

Not sure 
 

Total 
 

n % n % n % n % n % 

Upkeep of homes in the neighborhood 21 63.6 9 27.3 1 3.0 2 6.1 33 100.0 

Level of neighborhood crime 21 63.6 7 21.2 3 9.1 2 6.1 33 100.0 

Repair and maintenance of streets and 
sidewalks 19 57.6 11 33.3 1 3.0 2 6.1 33 100.0 

Proximity to public transportation and 
availability 18 54.5 9 27.3 4 12.1 2 6.1 33 100.0 

School district affiliation 17 51.5 11 33.3 3 9.1 2 6.1 33 100.0 

Distance to commercial shopping districts 15 45.5 12 36.4 4 12.1 2 6.1 33 100.0 

Housing and building code enforcement 15 45.5 11 33.3 4 12.1 3 9.1 33 100.0 

Rental license requirements 13 39.4 12 36.4 4 12.1 4 12.1 33 100.0 

Availability of residential parking 10 30.3 14 42.4 6 18.2 3 9.1 33 100.0 

Single-family home value compared to 
county home values 10 30.3 14 42.4 2 6.1 7 21.2 33 100.0 

Age of housing 8 24.2 19 57.6 4 12.1 2 6.1 33 100.0 

Racial composition of the schools 8 24.2 14 42.4 8 24.2 3 9.1 33 100.0 

Racial composition of the neighborhood 7 21.2 13 39.4 10 30.3 3 9.1 33 100.0 

Concentration of college students in the 
neighborhood 6 18.2 15 45.5 9 27.3 3 9.1 33 100.0 

 

4.1.7  Reasons People Leave or Choose the Communities 

The reasons people leave or choose the current communities were investigated by asking two 
different questions. The first question reads, “In your opinion or based on what you may have heard, 
which of the following are reasons that people are leaving the area that you serve to move to 
another  area?” The second question reads, “In your opinion or based on what you may have heard, 
which of the following are reasons that people are choosing to live in your area?” 
 
Figures 74-75 show comparisons between the two different reasons. As Figure 74 exhibits, the major 
reasons people leave the community included “lack of employment,” “problems in school districts,” 
“high crime rate,” “prevalence of poverty and poor housing conditions,” “lack of rental units,” and 
“lack of public services.” Surprisingly, “the lack of affordable housing” was indicated less than these 
six reasons.  
 
Figure 75 shows the reasons people choose their communities. The most highly ranked reason was 
“generally decent housing conditions.” The next reasons were “low-crime rate,” “good school 
district,” “enough public services,” and “reasonable property tax rate.” Offering enough affordable 
rentals or housing units counted less as an important reason people choose their communities than 
those four reasons. Still, more than 51% of the respondents agreed that people choose their 
communities based on enough affordable rentals or housing units.  
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Figure 74. Reasons people leave the current community 

 

 
Figure 75. Reasons people choose the current community 
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4.1.8  Opinions on Vacant Units 

The research team investigated housing experts’ opinions on the current vacant units available in 
their communities. Three options for the vacant units were presented. The questions read: 

 What is your thinking on vacant housing units in your area? Do we need any incentives 
to encourage people to rehabilitate those vacant housing units? 

 Do we need to demolish those vacant housing units located in the downtown area and 
replace them with different types of facilities such as retail or commercial buildings? 

 Do we need to convert vacant commercial or retail buildings into affordable housing 
units? 

 
Table 56 shows 66.7% respondents agreed with converting commercial or retail buildings into 
affordable housing units while about 27.3% agreed with demolishing current vacant housing units 
and replacing them with retail or commercial buildings. They emphasized a strong need for 
readapting existing buildings to provide more affordable housing units. Not many housing experts 
supported demolishing current buildings (Table 48). 
 
Table 48. Opinions on Vacant Units  

Opinions about vacant units Yes No Not sure Total 

n % n % n % n % 

Need incentives to rehabilitate vacant housing units 16 48.5 10 30.3 7 21.2 33 100.0 

Need to demolish and replace them with retail or 
commercial buildings 9 27.3 19 57.6 5 15.2 33 100.0 

Need to convert commercial or retail buildings into 
affordable housing units 22 66.7 4 12.1 7 21.2 33 100.0 

 
 
The need for mixed-use development was identified additionally. Although housing experts did not 
support the idea of demolishing current vacant buildings to build new retail or commercial buildings, 
they strongly supported a need for more mixed-use developments in the areas. This means that they 
preferred the idea of rehabilitating or renovating current vacant buildings into mixed-use 
developments. Figure 76 shows their opinions on mixed-use developments in the communities. 
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About 51.5% strongly agreed, 30.3% somewhat agreed, and 12.1% were neutral. No respondent 
strongly disagreed with the need for mixed-use developments in the regions. 

 
Figure 76. Need for more mixed-use developments in the community 

 
Instead of big mixed-use development, many housing experts indicated small-scale mixed-use 
developments in downtown areas. As Figure 77 shows, it seems desirable to utilize current outdated 
buildings downtown through upgrading the facades and offering small-scale mixed-use 
developments that can include some affordable residential units on the 2nd or 3rd floor. These mixed-
use buildings are located in Williamston, MI. Figure 78 shows a newly developed mixed-use building 
located along Grand River Avenue in East Lansing, MI, that include retails on the first floor and 
residential units on the 2nd floor. 
 

                         
 Figure 77. Mixed-use buildings in Williamston, MI Figure 78. Mixed-use building in East Lansing, MI 
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4.1.9  Main Obstacles Preventing Housing Affordability 

Housing experts indicated the main obstacles that prevent housing affordability in the regions.  Their 
responses were categorized into seven key categories. The first category highlighted by a lot of 
respondents was “difficulties in finance” that include “lack of financial sources for building or 
purchasing home,” “insufficient jobs,” and “unaffordable housing prices and property taxes.” 
Example responses are listed below. 
 
Obstacle 1: Difficulties in Finance 
 

1) Lack of financial sources for building or purchasing homes 
- We do not have enough funding for subsidies, which is a barrier to rental subsidy for low 

incomes.  

- Low-income people need federal and other funding sources to underwrite expenses for housing.  
The municipalities have a goal to get people to spend 30% or less of their income toward paying 
rent, which is the affordable number mark. To do so, more funds should be available.   

- More housing money should be supported by HUD, if the federal program has money to offer. 

- For buyers, down payment and credit score are obstacles while credit score, rental history, or 
security deposit can be obstacles for renters. 

- Nonprofit organizations for low-income families, such as Habitat for Humanity or Greater 
Lansing Housing Coalition, need more funds so they can build more housing.  It is also important 
to keep people in their homes so they can age in place. That is one of the new programs these 
organizations are implementing, but they need funds.  That’s also integral in keeping the 
housing stock in Lansing in good repair, but it is hard to so due to the limited financial and 
human resources.  

- Lack of mortgage opportunities for low-income households has been the major problem. 

- Lack of other loan programs is the problem. 

- Getting costs in line with appraisals is not simple. It is hard to get renovation costs recouped. 

- Getting financing opportunities for landlords is very limited. If landlords could turn more 
properties into rentals, they would. But attainable financing for purchasing or upgrading homes 
is a roadblock. 

- The cost of building new homes is usually much more desirable than rehabilitating obsolete 
homes. But, due to the economic turndown, sales are down 30%, and it is not worth building 
new affordable housing developments. There are condo development sites that have been 
purchased, but they haven’t been built yet because no one can afford to buy. Financial sources 
for the community are essential.  

 
2) Lack of employment 

- The communities do not offer enough jobs for community residents. Jobs can give people 
enough income to pay rent or mortgage, but these regions do not offer enough job 
opportunities. There is not enough government money to cover that expense. Available funds 
from the government are just seeds for down payments or for starting development or 
rehabilitation. There is no further support for continuous development. 

- The communities do not offer enough good sustainable jobs with good incomes. 

- Lack of jobs has been an obstacle for housing affordability in the regions. 
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3) Prices of homes and property taxes 
- High prices of homes and high property taxes are the two main things. 
- The economy has been depressed, so housing market prices have gone down. People are still 

scared or unable to list their houses for sale. 

- Lack of tax breaks from the city for delinquent-paying tenants.  
- The prices of homes—with interest rates as low as they are, housing can be made affordable 

right now. The prices of homes have been an issue and will continue to be if interest rates 
increase. 

- The cost of building and actual property values (if everything is in a certain range, you are not 
going to find so many bargains) are the main obstacles against housing affordability. 

 
The next categories were “lack of regional housing vision, zoning, and regulations,” “lack of 
affordable rental or single-family housing units,” “lack of knowledge of low-income families about 
available sources for them,” “a lot of foreclosed units without appropriate assistance,” and “others.” 
Example responses are presented below. 
 
Obstacle 2: Lack of regional housing vision, zoning, and regulations   
- There is no cohesive regional vision for housing. 

- Zoning requirements are unclear sometimes.  

- Lack of remodeling programs for upgrading outdated homes in the regions. There is a lack of 
government programs to help low-income families. 

- The developers need to meet all regulations, but some of them are not trustful.  

- Zoning ordinances can be an obstacle to improving housing affordability. 

- Sprawled development has been an obstacle. For instance, if we accept the idea that we cannot 
afford to develop in a low-density model, we’ll realize the market realities see that sprawl isn’t 
feasible. In fact, gas prices to get far out to the sprawl are really high. The problem is that we 
have to look at redevelopment over new development. This necessitates public-private 
partnerships, and there is a vocal crowd against them.  

- Local maintenance regulations are needed, which the board has taken care of. Lack of 
implementation in regulations and rules has been the main obstacle. 

 
Obstacles 3: Lack of affordable rental or single-family housing units 
- Rental units with good costs are necessary. 

- The main problem is a lack of affordable units. We need more rental units with enough 
bedrooms.  

- An obstacle to housing affordability is working with landlords and cooperating with apartment 
complexes that are strict on the credit issue. Some low-income families do not have good credit 
histories, and thus there is no way for them to rent decent housing units.   

- Utility affordability has been an issue.  

- There is a lack of housing for an aging demographic. 

- More demand than supply has been an issue when it comes to high-quality low-income housing. 

 
Obstacles 4: Lack of knowledge of low-income families about their rights 
- Another obstacle is knowledge of the ability to apply for Section 8 housing.   
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- Renters don’t have a good understanding of their rights and how to improve their housing 
situations, especially families with kids living in single-family dwellings. Also renters need to 
have time, knowledge, and ability to organize and advocate for themselves. Seniors tend to 
have time to form effective tenant organizations and dig up the info they need, but other 
renters don’t. 

 
Obstacle 5: A lot of foreclosed units without appropriate assistance  
- Preventing foreclosures! These equal vacant properties. It’s a cycle because once one home is 

foreclosed upon, the other property values go down. They can’t sell or get equity on the home. 
It limits everyone’s ability because it reduces tax revenue, which pays for basic services. The 
legislators’ lack of understanding prevents policy to get the market back on track. Many 
legislators still think the foreclosure crisis is because of irresponsible homeowners. The finger 
pointing and denial of reality on the part of legislators is keeping us from moving forward. 

 
Other: Lack of developers and investors 
- The largest obstacle right now is the developers or investors. They just don’t exist or they’re not 

investing. The banking industry isn’t lending very much money for those types of projects right 
now. It’s a matter of finance. 
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4.1.10  Suggestions for Possible Actions 

Possible Actions Taken by Municipalities and Other Types of Stakeholders 
 
As the final question, the research team investigated what kind of actions housing experts suggested 
for the county, city, or township to take in order to improve housing affordability in the regions. Not 
surprisingly, “financial support” was the first action they suggested. Figure 79 summarized the key 
suggestions for improving housing affordability in the region.  
 

 
Figure 79. Suggested Actions for Improving Housing Affordability 

(source: Kim (2014), p. 99) 
 
Example responses are presented below.  
 
Action 1: Financial support 
- Advocacy for further funding: The city or township need to create developments with multi-

tiered units and loans. They also need to provide more funding options for low-income people 
to live in housing complexes. 

- A tax abatement for building condos that was done in Lansing a few years ago, or things like the 
Avondale project or some kind of development where taxes are levied only on the building—not 
on the land—will be needed. The prices can be lower for buyers. 

- Provide more funding or borrowing programs: This doesn’t have to be just for low-income 
people. We need some financial support for many people who don’t have low-enough income 
or don’t have enough dependent family members or whatever to qualify for low-income 
programs, don’t have good enough credit, don’t have enough cash for down payment, haven’t 
been in their current job long enough, had a foreclosure recently, or can’t get mortgages 
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through regular lenders. In fact, the requirements for getting financing are so incredibly strict 
and limited. 

- The city, county, and town do not have the money. More federal grants are needed for local 
communities. 

- Citizens and government officials need to be more aware of the issues that banks are dealing 
with in regard to housing.  Sometimes there is conflict between the local government and the 
banks.  

- There is not enough money for the working poor. It is not as easy to get a housing subsidy. Since 
Michigan is now a right-to-work state, salaries will go down to minimum wage: $10/hr. The 
working poor can’t support their families that way, even with two people working minimum-
wage jobs. They cannot support a family or pay $1,000 rent, utilities, insurance, car payments, 
food, and so on. There is no safety net for the working poor. If only there was a method, 
something like the Habitat concept that gives people the opportunity to get a mortgage. 

- The economy is going to have to slowly heal: Got to get rid of foreclosures or short sales, but it 
is not easy for people to walk away from their mortgages. Banks need to work with people to 
keep them in their current mortgages – “loan modifications are a joke,” in fact. We have not 
heard of a single successful one yet. The government needs to stop pouring in money, and let 
things fall where they will. Then the economy can heal. 

- Since SIREN/Eaton Shelter is an emergency shelter, they couldn’t really do anything, but the 
housing agencies and anyone dealing with housing could get involved in local government since 
these are local issues. But change is slow on a local level.  Perhaps conduct focus groups with 
landlords to see why they don’t want to rent to people who’ve been in shelters, and get the 
landlords’ point of view. They could then tie that in to programs to help clients become more 
desirable. Money is really the first line, giving the landlords financial incentives. One possibility 
through MSHDA would be to provide grants to the shelter to establish programming that, as a 
client is placed and becomes stable, the client starts to pay more on the rent and the shelter 
pays less — allowing for the client to eventually take over the lease.  But there’s no funding for 
that now. 

- Low-interest loans are needed as an incentive. 

- The government should provide subsidies in affordable housing for the elderly and others.  
Economy improvement will help. The government should show some initiative. 

- The county could receive more funding for Community Development Block Grants Programs 
that could help, but the city doesn’t really have a stake in providing housing. If it could be 
expanded, that could be helpful.  

- Energy efficiency subsidizing: Anyone willing to take up the cause could be a catalyst for a 
relationship to energy services. The Board of Water and Light already has Pennies for Power, but 
they need more energy cost-subsidizing programs. It would also be helpful if these plans could 
be implemented in advance of power shutoffs.   

 
Action 2: Offering more housing options, particularly more rental units or opportunities for renters 
- There need to be more opportunities for renters to weigh in on their situation, and help us to 

learn how best to get them information and help them apply it. It is extremely necessary to 
create spaces for renters to get together and talk about solutions. We’re offering some 
incentives for people to get involved (bus passes, grocery cards, etc.). Another problem we’ve 
discovered recently is about the effects of lead on children. For instance, if children with lead 
poisoning live in rentals, they should be insured to live in a lead-free environment, but the cost 
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of inspection is very high ($750-1,000,and Medicaid only covers $150). We need to find out 
more about how to fund it, how the tool could better be used. 

- We need to educate the landlords. Incentives for landlords to work with people and be flexible 
on the credit issue would help considerably. 

 
The next series of actions are about regional housing planning administered by municipalities. 
These include: “adopting a regional housing plan considering jobs and housing relationship,” 
“creating housing authority or active city’s involvement,” “code and regulation enforcement,” 
“simplifying the process for low-income families to find permanent homes,” and “proving more 
transportation options.” Example responses are presented below. 
 
Action 3: Adopting a regional housing plan considering jobs and housing 
- It is extremely important to adopt a regional housing plan and adopt a consistent set of building 

and zoning codes. Last but not least, we should establish a regional fair housing office. 

- It would be great to see a policy tying together job creation and rehabbing houses. There is no 
policy to rehab homes, and we could find more creative solutions. Getting unemployed 
construction workers and independent small contractors to return to work for rehabilitating 
houses can solve the employment and housing issue. If legislators were informed, they could tie 
affordable 

 
Action 4: Creating a housing authority or active city involvement 

- It would be great for Clinton County to have some kind of Housing Authority (either government 
or nonprofit) to coordinate efforts on all kinds of housing efforts, provide some oversight, as 
well as be a source of information. It is also extremely necessary to see some kinds of housing 
repair and rural development organizations. 

- Communities with similar concerns can lobby together for political changes on local and state 
levels. 

- More MSHDA involvement in local property improvements would help. But overall, the city isn’t 
a player in housing. 

 
Action 5: Code and regulation reinforcement 

- Planning departments should ease up on square-footage requirements, to change the 
architecture of affordable housing. To make it more aesthetic and fit it into the neighborhoods 
in which it is placed, planners need to encourage diversity in housing within the neighborhood 
context. 

- It is necessary for the county to convene a landlord forum. Incentive should not be given to a 
slumlord. Tenant associations rising up against slumlords can be considered by municipalities.  
Community organizing can be initiated by cities for tenants. 

- There needs to be a change in zoning to reflect the “new normal” of mixed-use development 
rather than continuing to reflect old planning methods. In the past decades, we experienced 
sprawl. The federal transportation policy is changing, but a lot of local policies still reflect the old 
normal, which is automobile-oriented development. 

- There should be city certifications on each unit so that each unit is required to meet a certain 
standard. 
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Action 6: Simplifying the process for low-income families to find permanent homes 

- It is very important to package all processes properly. Not dealing with individual issues 
separately, but rather dealing with them more holistically, is desirable and more effective. For 
instance, the county provides some match money for rehabilitation of some homes, which is 
good for people, but the flow is not easy to follow. 

 
Action 7: Provide more transportation options 

- We need to think about commercial nodes and walkability: Think on the neighborhood level, 
not just block by block, and the transitions between neighborhood to neighborhood. We need 
to reduce barriers that prevent transition (pedestrian transitions in particular). In terms of 
walkability, it is needed to get road people involved more. Neighborhoods aren’t just something 
to drive through; they need to be built, and require consideration. 

 
The next series of actions are relevant to the actions of educating people and encouraging 
developers.  

 
Action 8: Offering more information and education opportunities 

- Knowledge is the biggest. We need to have more information readily available to house renters. 

- It is important to educate the public and private sectors on how we can address necessity and 
value to get to a different place on how to develop. We should bring people back into cities; 
give them new skill sets for understanding the new realities. Local institutions such as LCC or 
MSU can be involved to teach partnerships and to build trust.   

- It is necessary to host housing fairs with municipalities, builders, and consumers coming 
together to learn about buying or renter rights. Different municipalities are missing out by not 
reaching out to high school students who are entering Michigan State University, which would 
help parents decide whether it is wiser to buy a house for their students or rent.  

 

Action 9: Giving incentives to developers 

- Making multi-income developments can be a part of the plan when a new developer comes in 
to create new development; we need to set aside some percentage of housing for the lower-
income.  Developers need to be involved in the actions.  

- It is important to have stakeholders bring in developers who would be interested in tax credits 
from state or federal subsidies. At the same time, the government needs to insure that people 
who have housing-choice vouchers are recertified so they don’t lose them.  Additionally, it is 
important to advocate with the federal government to provide more rental subsidy to the local 
communities. 
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4.2 Regional Housing Affordability and Planners’ Input 

4.2.1  Purpose and Process 

1) Purpose  

Planners play key roles in determining the direction for regional housing planning and manage 
diverse housing issues in the region. Planners’ opinions and suggestions for regional housing 
affordability are thus very important for current and future housing planning. This research 
investigated and analyzed planners’ opinions and suggestions for regional housing planning. The 
telephone interview method was employed to collect planners’ opinions regarding housing and 
planning issues in their jurisdictions. Planners working in cities and townships in the Tri-County 
Region were the targets for this data collection. They also discussed possible actions taken by 
jurisdictions or the State and future directions for improving housing affordability in the Tri-County 
Region.   
 

2) Process 

The process for interviewing housing experts was planned in collaboration with the Office for Survey 
Research at Michigan State University, based on discussions and feedback from the Housing Task 
Force and the Greater Lansing Housing Coalition. The process included several steps as follows: 

 The initial interview questionnaire was developed in March 2013. The research team had 
several meetings with the Office for Survey Research at Michigan State University to discuss 
the questions and interview methods. 

 The interview questionnaire was finalized in April 2013.  

 The final approval from the IRB at MSU was obtained in May 2013. 

 The team completed an interviewer training session on May 17, 2013 and confirmed 
questionnaire contents with interviewers. 

 The team finalized contact information for potential interview participants from Housing 
Task Force members and created a list of participants. 

 Telephone interviews were conducted from May 27 through July 30, 2013. 
 

This chapter reports major findings based on 17 planners’ insightful opinions on regional housing 
affordability, gaps, needs, and future directions.  
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4.2.2  Participants 

A total of 17 planner interview responses were available for the analysis. Nine planners were male, 
and the remaining eight were female. Two of the planners were in their 20s, fours were in their 30s, 
seven were in their 40s, two planners were over 60, and one planner declines to offer their age. 
Table 49 below shows the current position titles of the participants. 

 
Table 49. Planner Interview Participants’ affiliations 

County City or Township Participants’ affiliations 
Ingham Lansing 

Lansing 
East Lansing 
East Lansing 
Delhi Charter Twns. 
Meridian Township 
Webberville, Leroy 
Lansing Township 
Leslie 
Mason 
Williamston  

Development Manager 
Assistant Planning Manager 
Director of Planning 
Community Development Specialist 
Community Development Director 
Principal Planner 
Village Planner 
Senior Planner 
City Manager 
Director of Zoning and Development 
Planner 

Eaton Potterville 
Delta Charter Twns 

City Manager 
Director of Community Development 

Clinton DeWitt 
St. Johns 
Watertown Twns. 

Consultant, LSL Planning 
Community Development Directors 
Planning Director 
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4.2.3  Planners’ Opinions on Regional Housing Affordability 

1) Housing Programs and Projects 

The first item for the interview was whether or not the planners’ jurisdictions were running 
affordable housing programs funded by the federal government or Michigan Housing Development 
Authority (MSHDA). About 41% reported that their jurisdictions did have programs, while 47% 
responded that they did not have programs.  About 2% of the planners reported past programs with 
MSHDA that are now defunct.   
 

2) General Opinions on Housing Affordability  

The planners gave their general opinions on affordability within their personal jurisdiction. Planners 
who responded that affordability was not an issue typically reported that their jurisdiction offered a 
wide variety of housing types, such as single family homes in combination with townhouses, 
apartments, and so on. Planners who reported affordability as an issue usually noted that their 
jurisdiction lacked a range of housing types within the housing stock. 
 

3) Housing Needs   

The opinions of the planners regarding specific housing needs are presented in Table 50 below. 
Planners either reported that “yes”, they did think their jurisdictions had enough housing for the 
specified groups or “no”, their jurisdictions did not have enough housing. Planners were also given 
the opportunity to reply as “not sure” if they were not confident to provide an answer leaning in 
either direction. The planners’ commentary is available for further insight into each response. 
Most planners’ agreed that more affordable housing options were required within their jurisdictions 
to meet the needs of the identified populations, with the exception being multi-family rental housing 
and other, meaning populations not specifically mentioned. 
 

Table 50. Groups with Enough Affordable Housing 

Groups 

Yes, 
Enough 
Housing 

No, Not 
Enough 
Housing 

Not sure Total 

 
n % n % n % n % 

Families lower than poverty level  3 18 7 41 6 35 17 100.0 

Elderly 4 24 9 53 3 18 17 100.0 

Multi Family Rental 7 41 6 35 4 24 17 100.0 

Households with children attending 
public school 6 35 6 35 3 18 17 100.0 

Refugees 1 6 2 12 13 76 17 100.0 

College students 5 29 5 29 7 41 17 100.0 

Housing for Handicapped 2 12 11 64 4 24 17 100.0 

Minority Populations 2 12 2 12 11 64 17 100.0 

Other 8 47 5 29 2 12 17 100.0 
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4) Other Housing Issues 

 The planners identified other issues within housing throughout the interview. Many trended across 
planners and have been categorized as follows: 
 
a. Diversifying the Housing Stock 
Planers that noted affordability as an issue generally identified as a homogenous housing stock in 
their community.  Planners suggested diversifying the housing stock beyond single-family homes to 
cater to the needs of their populations in regards to price as well as home functionality, such as the 
number of bedrooms.  In other words, the price range and types of housing such as 1 through 4 
bedroom types should vary to meet different needs for the population.  
 
Planners also called for a better balance between renters and homeowners within the housing stock.  
Rentals and affordable housing options tend to be placed in nodes outside of the average housing 
stock. This segregates communities, economically and socially.  Planners would prefer to present 
renters and residents requiring subsidy the opportunity to be integrated into the general 
homeowners’ housing stock. 
 
b. Maintaining Quality within the Housing Stock 
Planners noted that achieving affordability is especially difficult when factoring in the cost of 
maintenance. This creates a sacrifice between affordability and quality. The inability for upkeep was 
noted on behalf of homeowners, renters, and landlords. This issue could be addressed by choosing 
different materials in home construction that are longer lasting, or easier to maintain integrity.  Also, 
the issue could be addressed through programming that educations homeowners and renters on 
ways to maintain a home. 
 
c. Preserving an Aging Housing Stock 
In relation to maintaining quality, many of the planners reported an aging housing stock that has 
been difficult to keep pace with. These homes tend to be priced within the means of low-income 
families; however, the degree of dilapidation and cost of improvement makes long-term costs higher 
than usually anticipated. Planners also noted confusion and controversy regarding historic 
designation and proper practices in preservation of old homes.  
 
d. Vacancy within the Housing and Commercial Stock 
Planners recognized that the recession halted many construction projects and have left many 
developments, such as subdivisions, unfinished. For this reason, as well as a high number of 
foreclosures, vacancy has become an issue- although the general conditions relevant to foreclosures 
seemed to be improving. Some planners suggested the same vacancy issue holds true beyond the 
housing market, for industrial and commercial properties Planners reported that the existing 
vacancies are making the rebound more difficult due to unmaintained condition of the vacant lots 
and structures. The effects these properties have on surrounding property values. 
 

5) Major Obstacles to Achieving Housing Affordability 

Planners identified the major obstacles they faced in their jurisdictions in regards to achieving 
affordable housing. These obstacles have been categorized as follows. 
 
a. Lack of Resources 
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Planners suggested that their jurisdictions and/or organizations do not have the capacity in terms of  
dollars or human resources to make the improvements to the housing stock that they would like to 
see.  Some planners noted that they lack the resources to conduct research that would determine 
how to operate under their capacity and in what ways capacity should be expanded.   
 

b. Restrictions by Ordinances and Lack of Ordinances 
A handful of the planners identified outdated ordinances as obstacles to the housing market. For 
instance, in Lansing, the ordinances do not encourage the urban infill that the planners are trying to 
achieve. However, in Clinton County, there are economic disincentives for rural building, forcing 
people inward. The issue with these ordinances and incentives is that they do not match the housing 
needs of their communities. This limits the ability to create diversity in the housing market and limits 
the ability to satisfy current market demand. 
 

c. State of the Economy 
Many of the planners stated the nature of the economy as a major obstacle - from the high 
foreclosure rates experienced since the market collapse to the remaining lack of employment.  Even 
in a “buyer’s market,” cost burdens still exist due to unemployment and shifts in industry. Many 
people are making lower incomes than they have in the past, which is a challenge for renters and 
owners alike. 
 
The major obstacles to achieving housing affordability were also identified from the housing expert 
interviews. There are common issues identify by housing experts and planners as well as different 
issues. Figure 80 presents these common and different obstacles to achieving housing affordability.  

 

 
Figure 80. Obstacles to Achieving Housing Affordability 
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4.2.4 Foreclosure  

Figure 81 shows the planners’ responses when 
asked “have you experienced an increase or 
decrease of foreclosures in your area in the past 
three years?” The figure shows that 24% of the 
planners have experienced and increase in 
foreclosures, while 41% have experienced a 
decrease in foreclosures during the past three 
years. About 35% of the planners were unable to 
comment.  In a later question, which read, “Is 
the foreclosure related issue getting better or 
worse,” about 94% of the planners responded 
“better.” The remaining 6% were unable to 
comment. 
                                                                           
                                                                                                             Figure 81. Foreclosure 
Based on the record provided by the Ingham County Land Bank, the regional foreclosure condition 
has been improving (Figure 82 and 83). The number of foreclosed properties has been decreasing 
since 2010. Similarly, tax foreclosures have been decreasing in Ingham County since 2012. The 
planners’ opinions on the foreclosed properties were consistent with the actual condition. 
 

 
Figure 82. Ingham County Sheriff’s Deeds since 2000 (Source: Ingham County Land Bank, 2014) 

 

 
Figure 83. Tax Foreclosures in Ingham County (Source: Ingham County Land Bank, 2014) 

Increase 
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n 
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4.2.5 Housing Vacancy  

Part of the interview focused on the dynamics of vacancy in the regional housing market. The 
questions probed at the types of efforts being done to mitigate vacancy in the Tri-County Region. 
When asked whether their jurisdiction makes efforts to reduce the number of vacant housing units, 
41% of the planners replied yes. However, at 53%, a majority of the planners said there are no 
efforts being done to reduce the number of vacant housing units.  About 5.5% of the planners were 
unable to speak on the matter. 
 

A majority of the planners responded “no” when asked whether there were incentives to 
rehabilitate vacant units, a need to demolish vacant units for new facilities, or a need to convert 
vacant units to new facilities. Table 51 below provides more detailed information on the responses 
and commentary is available for each planner’s response. 
 

Table 51. Housing Vacancy 

Vacancy Question 
Yes No Not sure Total 

n % n % n % n % 

Does your jurisdiction make efforts to 
reduce the number of vacant housing 
units? 7 41 9 53 1 5.5 17 100.0 

Does your jurisdiction have incentives to 
encourage people to rehabilitate vacant 
housing units? 4 24 12 70.5 1 5.5 17 100.0 

Is there a need to demolish vacant housing 
units and replace them with different types 
of facilities such as retail or commercial? 3 18 9 53 5 29 17 100.0 

Is there a need to convert vacant 
commercial or retail buildings into 
affordable housing units? 5 29 8 47 4 24 17 100.0 

 

4.2.6 Mixed-Use Development 

Planners were asked whether they agreed that their area needs more mixed-use development.  A 
majority of the planners, 59%, strongly agreed with this statement. About 24% somewhat agreed, 
11.5% were neutral on the matter, and 5.5% somewhat disagreed. No planners reported strong 
disagreement toward more mixed-use development. These results support the many times planners 
commented on the need for a more varied, less homogeneous housing stock. Commentary with 
further explanation for these responses is available (Table 52). 
 

Table 52. Mixed-Use Development Need 

How much do you agree with the need to 
develop more mixed-use buildings? 

Opinions 

n % 

Strongly Agree 10 59 

Somewhat Agree 4 24 

Neither Agree or Disagree 2 11.5 

Somewhat Disagree 1 5.5 

Strongly Disagree 0 0 

Total 17 100 
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4.2.7 Public Transportation 

The need for providing better and more diverse options of publication transportation has been 
indicated by citizens, housing experts and the housing task force members. The research team thus 
asked about planners’ opinions on public transportation in their areas. The question read, “Many 
housing experts indicated there is a lack of public transportation connecting residential areas to 
commercial spaces. What are your views about public transportation in your city/township/county?” 
Their comments were categorized into three groups: comments regarding CATA, need more public 
transportation, and no concerns nor issues relevant to public transportation. Examples of their 
comments are listed below. 
 
Low Density Population 

 In the City of DeWitt, the low-density population distorts the functionality of a service, such 
as CATA.  Ridership would not look the same as a denser community fabric found in Lansing 
and East Lansing.  However, the planners of DeWitt noted a demand for a public transit 
route to carry rides to downtown DeWitt. The comprehensive development plan for DeWitt 
mostly acknowledges multi-modal transportation - ride-sharing, bikes, dial-a-ride, and 
improving pedestrian routes. 

 St. Johns experiences similar issues with population density in regards to public transit 
ridership. Planners in St. John briefly discussed Clinton Transit and shed light on the high 
price for transit vehicles and facilities. Funding these services has been a problem for rural 
areas that lack ridership to support the initial cost of services. 

 Watertown Charter Township appreciated the connections the Clinton Transit makes with 
the CATA system. Within Watertown, Clinton Transit functions as an on-call system and the 
planners commenting believe the system was being utilized.  

 Eaton County was unable to identify whether their dial-a-ride system was well utilized and 
noted that the best systems tend to look like CATA, but that places like Eaton County simply 
cannot support that system because of it’s widespread, rural landscape and low-density 
population. 

 
Comments Regarding CATA 

 While some planners in East Lansing were content with the CATA services - noting that the 
services were especially good when MSU is in session - complaints with CATA are that the 
rides are too long and the routes do not efficiently connect riders with work places.  Also,  
services do no continue late into the night. One planner said, “CATA looks excellent on paper 
but the problem is time, waiting. We have enough transportation but it’s not convenient and 
efficient”. 

 Problems:- people don’t want to walk to public transportation (City of Lansing) 
o need for more comfortable transit stops (ex: bus shelters) 
o the regional publication transportation services have a concentration of low-income 

housing, especially on the south side, & it requires extensive/lengthy bus rides to get 
to commercial areas from there; by placing more affordable/mixed-use 
development on corridors, you’d improve the economy and solve some transit 
problems 

 Lansing Charter Township also identified inconvenient connections along CATA routes to 
primary commuting spots. 
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 The frequency of CATA buses was noted as an issue of efficiency across multiple 
communities 

 Townships lack of participation with CATA was identified as a problem because it disrupts 
connections to the Lansing Mall 

 The City of Mason reports that ridership was rising for CATA services, but not enough to 
warrant additional routes and/or trips.  The City of Mason would support an effort to add 
more public transportation options. 
Planners in Meridian Charter Townships called for a regional plan to develop a high-speed 
bus corridor to connect the Capitol to Meridian Mall. The planners said that in current 
conditions, people have to walk long distances to bus stations, making it less efficient, but 
that other programs such as CATA redi-ride help to connect with other CATA services. 

 
Transportation is Not a Problem (Divide between successful transportation and no need for 
transportation) 

 The City of Potterville was comfortable with E-trans services for their small community.  The 
planners noted that a service such as CATA just isn’t necessary because walking or dial-a-ride 
can generally suffice.  

 Planners from the City of Leslie felt that the small size of their community also made public 
transportation a non-issue.  The community does have access to CATA’s dial-a-ride services, 
but most people can walk to their destinations.  

 In Delta Township, the planners reported good coverage and accessibility, stating that it is 
approximately a two block walk for most people to reach a station. 

 Delhi Township planners noted their community as well served.  Their rural areas do not 
have routed bus services, but the heavily populated areas have access and they felt this was 
enough.  Also, Redi ride is also available - provided by CATA. The planners noted that leaders 
in Delhi Township understand the value of public transportation 

 Planners in Williamston noted a lack of demand for public transportation at this point - and 
noted that the small, but rural scale of the community may not support a system. 

 In contrast to East Lansing planners who felt CATA needed improvements, one highlighted 
some of the advantages of the service. This planner felt there were lots of routes that allow 
for pickup, specifically pickup in neighborhoods.  Also, the planner regarded how well the 
system connects riders to the downtown. 

 

4.2.8 Walkability 

Regarding walkability of their areas, various opinions were presented. Examples of their comments 
are listed below. 
 
Jurisdictions with Existing or Planned Requirements 

 A Clinton County planner stated, “Every commercial development is required to link up 
sidewalks even if they link to nowhere. Even with stores like Walmart they are required to 
extend sidewalks eight feet to accommodate barrier free/handicap accessible.” Also, in 
Clinton County there is an adopted non-motorized transportation plan that is in residential 
areas to connect to commercial areas.  

 An Eaton County planner stated, “Charlotte is working on non-motorized plan for the 
community – has an organization called CAN-DO (Charlotte Area Networking for 
Development & Opportunity) committee within that called Step by Step, their goal is to 
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improve walkability in Charlotte.” Also, in Eaton County, Potterville is currently working 
on a master plan for walkability and sustainability.  The planner from Potterville felt 
the community has plenty of walkability programs and that connectivity will not be 
an issue. 

 East Lansing has a high walkability index score and a non-motorized transportation plan. One 
planner in East Lansing stated, “Walkability is huge.  It’s a thing of being green.”   

 Lansing Charter Townships is the first township in State of Michigan to adopt a complete 
streets ordinance. We have a budget for sidewalks and we have an agency in Ingham 
Department of Transportation and Roads. Those improvements are a priority. The ordinance 
was completed two years ago.  

 Williamston adopted a “complete streets” ordinance. It supports walkability and allows 
users of all types space on thoroughfares. They’re planning a study with the Williamston 
Planning Commission and Williamston High School (sidewalk survey) – planning to walk 
every street & assess the quality of sidewalks and need for them – for the entire City of 
Williamston.  

 In regards to walkability, a planner in Delhi Charter Township said, “It’s all we do these 
days.” In Delhi Charter Township there are bids to build four miles of non-motorized 
pathways.  They also maintain their sidewalks at a rate of 25% every year. And there is a long 
range plan to improe walkability and ensure the sidewalks are up to code. 

 Policy in the City of Mason requires sidewalks and has 100% connectivity goals 

 Planners in the City of Leslie quoted, “We are very walkable.” 

 
Practices that were not specified as Required/Ordinances 

 In the City of DeWitt a planner stated, “There are efforts to improve walkability that focuses 
on non-motorized plan and working to provide pathways and bike lanes into the city where 
they can. They have a pretty good network of sidewalks now so focusing on the bike lanes 
and things like that.” 

 A planner from Eaton County said, “You find walkability stuff mainly in more urban areas – in 
more rural areas, it’s more recreational, local/volunteer efforts, or city/village efforts.” 

 A Lansing planner suggested financing as an issue for improving walkability. They stated, 
“We still have gaps in the sidewalk network, it’s an ongoing process every year, we never 
have enough money to do them all at once.” 

 Planners from Webberville felt they rank high for walkability. They said, “We have great 
‘bones’ for walkability.  We are traditionally laid out grid system, narrow streets, major 
amenities (schools, libraries) are central, just not connected to industrial center”  

 Meridian Township planners felt that walkability was strong within the community, with one 
planner stating “Perception in community is that ‘we’re walkable because we provide 
opportunities for walking’.” Another Planner disagreed and said that “as far as making it 
walkable to get to shops and transit, it’s not very walkable.” 

 In St. Johns a planner mentioned the following as some of the community’s walkability 
efforts, “We did a survey last fall. Concern was sidewalk and in street repair. Repaving and 
adding sidewalks also adding ramps. Benefits of a rural area are wide streets.  People can 
walk in streets easier than urban areas.” 
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4.2.9 Possible Actions to Resolve Various Affordable Housing Issues 

In regards to resolving some of the issues discussed throughout the interview, the research team 
asked the planners a question that read as, “What are some possible actions that could be taken by 
the upper municipalities over your jurisdiction?”  The responses trended across the three categories 
that follow: 
 
The Regional Approach, Public and Private Efforts 

 A planner from Eaton County summarized concerns for next steps by stating, “Affordable 
housing is a struggle, not sure if there is a way local units of government can control/fix it, 
other than encouraging economic development and housing development generally to help 
people afford housing.” 

 Many of the planners felt a regional discussion is necessary in identifying next steps or 
approaches to improving housing affordability. Many have different needs and demands, 
and the planners felt that now is an opportunity to make future plans comprehensive across 
multiple municipalities.  A planner from the City of DeWitt said, “I don’t think that it makes 
sense to provide multi-family in every community because there are access to jobs and other 
issues to be considered” A planner from East Lansing echoed some of these thoughts of a 

regional approach by stating, “Today is all about a regional worldview-encouraging 
housing efficiency on a range of levels, working with MISHDA, potential refugee 
housing, senior housing. It’s about regional cooperation.” 

 Specifically most helpful in Leslie - home improvement programs, rental rehab, 
subsidies/guaranteed rental rates for people who qualify based on income levels, 
maintaining/improving housing, etc. 

 A planner in Mason thought municipalities could provide consultation and understanding as 
a means to make sure everyone understands “community”.  This can help to better focus 
what areas need more understanding, therefore research and funding.  Such discussions can 
help to aggregate ideas and data that are needed for grants and implementation plans.  
 

The Municipalities’ and Government Roles 

 One planner said, “This isn’t a one person or one agency problem, it’s everyone’s problem” 
in regards to possible actions. This adds to the idea that it is something that needs to be 
confronted comprehensively. Another planner said, “I guess the only thing is to go to the 
legislators and plan policies to access grants or funding.”  This planner felt that the banking 
industry is not friendly enough to help individuals/families with assistance for acquiring new 
affordable homes and that grant money should be used to develop new programs to help or 
bring in other people that can. 

 A planner said, “There are efforts underway that include updating the comprehensive plan 
to understand demand and growth, or if they add units faster than the population, what 
areas will be abandoned. “ 

 A planner said, “Probably need to be more from the state for local communities to diversify 
housing and to make neighborhoods more walkable and connect residential with services 
and retail and jobs. Those big issues involve the Department of Transportation and others.” 

  
The Role of Funding and Capacity from the State or the Counties 

 Planners from both Eaton and Ingham County stated that not much can be done without 
heavy funding. One planner specified, “Devoting more resources to the issue, being able to 
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participate in more programs that reflect/address our needs better (or are more flexible or 
can be tailored more to our specific needs) – unfortunately, most programs that come down 
from state/HUD are helpful, but so prescriptive it’s hard to adapt to the needs of our 
community, the one-size-fits-all doesn’t really fit.” 

 One planner noted, “City’s capacity for tackling things is low, due to small staff – City of 
Williamston is seen by residents as providing water/sewer, roads, parks, police/fire, 
collecting taxes, but anything else is seen as luxury, so what needs to be done is either local 
municipalities working together or county working together with smaller cities and towns to 
take on the responsibility to provide affordable  housing, assistance programs, and grant 
administration (grant administration in particular would be very helpful for Williamston, he 
said – they would love to do these projects, but don’t have time to administer federal or 
state programs)” 

 

4.2.10 Insufficient Housing Units for Specific Resident Groups 

To address the aging population, the planners were asked to provide insight about the availability of 
handicap accessible housing units, rental units for seniors, and affordable single-family homes for 
seniors. While 41% of the planners were unable to speak on behalf of handicap accessible units, 24% 
felt there is enough and 35% said more handicap accessible units are needed. 
 
At 53%, a majority of the planners felt more rental units for seniors are needed. Also at 53%, a 
majority of the planners felt there are enough affordable single-family homes for seniors. Table 53 
below provides the responses and commentary for each planner’s response is available. 
 
Table 53. Housing Availability for Specific Resident Groups  

Housing Types Yes, Enough 
No, Not 
Enough Not sure Total 

 
n % n % n % n % 

Handicap Accessible Housing Units 4 24 6 35 7 41 17 100.0 

Rental Units for Seniors 3 18 9 53 5 29 17 100.0 

Affordable Single-Family Homes for 
Seniors 9 53 2 12 6 35 17 100.0 

 

4.2.11 Present and Future Comprehensive Housing Plans 

1) Present Comprehensive Housing Plan 

The survey asked participants about future plans in their jurisdictions. The question read, “Does your 
city/township/county have a comprehensive housing plan for the next five years?” About 29% of the 
planners reported that the master plan within their city/township/county incorporates a specific 
housing component. The remaining 71% reported that there was not a designated housing plan 
within their jurisdictions. 
 
The following provides information and access points regarding planning documents for cities within 
the tri-county region of Clinton County, Eaton County, and Ingham County.  Planning documents 
with specific housing components included have been noted. Links to zoning maps are also provided 
as well as future land use maps (when applicable).  
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A. Clinton County  
The Planning Document for Clinton County is found at http://www.clinton-
county.org/Departments/PlanningZoning/ComprehensivePlan.aspx 
The 2008 Clinton County Comprehensive Plan does not designate a category strictly to housing in the 
goals sections.  However, housing issues are present within “Goal #2: Quality of Life.”  Below is an 
excerpt (p.17) that shows how housing is integrated into the objectives for achieving a better quality 
of life. The planning document for Clinton County also gives a brief overview of the existing housing 
conditions at the time the plan was drafted (p.7). 
 
Table 54. Housing Plan contents from the 2008 Clinton County Comprehensive Plan 

Goal #2: Quality of Life 
Promote and maintain a high quality of life for current and future residents of the County. 

 Objective 1 
Manage growth in the County to ensure development is compatible with township 
development plans and promote the phasing of high impact development to minimize its 
effects. 

 Objective 2 
Encourage a variety of housing styles and types to accommodate a wider range of housing 
preferences, income levels and household types (singles, seniors, empty-nesters) in mixed-
use and cluster developments. 

 Objective 3 
Ensure compatibility between new development and existing development. 

 Objective 4 
Preserve, protect, and educate on valued cultural and historical resources. 

 Objective 5 
Continue to enhance the visual appearance of the County through zoning regulations and 
site plan review standards for setbacks, signs, landscaping, lighting, etc. 

 Objective 6 
Create and sustain the diverse sense of place and community throughout the County. 

Source: http://www.clinton-county.org/Departments/PlanningZoning/ComprehensivePlan.aspx 
 
a. City of DeWitt  

 Link to City Website: http://www.dewittmi.org 

 Link to Planning Document: 
http://www.dewittmi.org/Portals/78/PDFs/DeWittMasterPlanCCapproved101910.pdf 

 Zoning Map: http://www.dewittmi.org/Portals/78/PDFs/DeWittZoning36x46.pdf 

 Title of Planning Document: City of DeWitt Master Plan 

 Housing Components:  The fourth chapter in the planning document, titled Strategy, Policy 
and Snapshot for Specific Major Resources, includes a housing section (section 4-3).  This 
chapter incorporates a “Housing Snapshot.” Also, the planning document includes “Housing 
Implementation Strategies”.  Excerpts of the housing components are provided below for 
review. 

 

http://www.clinton-county.org/Departments/PlanningZoning/ComprehensivePlan.aspx
http://www.clinton-county.org/Departments/PlanningZoning/ComprehensivePlan.aspx
http://www.dewittmi.org/Portals/78/PDFs/DeWittMasterPlanCCapproved101910.pdf
http://www.dewittmi.org/Portals/78/PDFs/DeWittZoning36x46.pdf
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Figure 84. Housing Implementation Strategies in the City of DeWitt 

(source: http://www.dewittmi.org/Portals/78/PDFs/DeWittMasterPlanCCapproved101910.pdf) 
 
b. Fowler 

 Link to City Website:  http://fowlermi.com/ 

 Link to Planning Document:  No planning document was found online for Fowler 

 Zoning Map: http://fowlermi.com/Zoning/Zoning%20Map%209-22-08.pdf 
 

c. Maple Rapids 

 No website, planning document, or zoning map was found online for Maple Rapids. 
 

d. Ovid 

 Link to City Website: http://www.ovidmich.com/  

 Link to Planning Document: No planning document was found online for Ovid 

 Zoning Map: No zoning map was found online for Ovid 
 

e. St. Johns 

 Link to City Website: http://cityofstjohnsmi.com/  

 Link to Planning Document: No planning document was found online for St. Johns 

 Zoning Map: The following link is to the Zoning Ordinance for St. Johns.  No zoning map was 
found online. 
http://cityofstjohnsmi.com/Departments/CommunityDevelopmentZoning/ZoningOrdinance.
aspx 

 

http://www.dewittmi.org/Portals/78/PDFs/DeWittMasterPlanCCapproved101910.pdf
http://fowlermi.com/
http://fowlermi.com/Zoning/Zoning%20Map%209-22-08.pdf
http://www.ovidmich.com/
http://cityofstjohnsmi.com/
http://cityofstjohnsmi.com/Departments/CommunityDevelopmentZoning/ZoningOrdinance.aspx
http://cityofstjohnsmi.com/Departments/CommunityDevelopmentZoning/ZoningOrdinance.aspx
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f. Bath Charter Township 

 Link to City Website: http://www.bathtownship.us/ 

 Zoning Map: http://www.bathtownship.us/images/pdf/Planning/bath_official_zoning.pdf 

 Link to Planning Document: 
http://www.bathtownship.us/images/pdf/Planning/Bath%20comp%20plan_final1.pdf  

 Title of Planning Document: 2009 Comprehensive Development Plan 

 Housing Components:  The planning document for Bath Charter Township includes ten 
driving principles.  Two of these principles are directly related to housing.  The two principles 
are: Provide diverse housing types and opportunities and build center of concentrated mixed 
uses. More specific strategies are presented in the comprehensive plan as follows: 

 

 
Figure 85. Housing Plan Contents in the Planning Document 

(Source: Bath Charter Township (2009), pp. 4-5) 
 
g. Watertown Township 

 Link to City Website: http://watertowntownship.com/ 

 Zoning Map: http://watertowntownship.com/Portals/0/Files/Zoning%20Map.pdf 

 Link to Future Land Use Map: 
http://watertowntownship.com/Portals/0/Files/Future%20Land%20Use%20Map.pdf 

 Link to Planning Document: 
http://watertowntownship.com/Portals/0/Master%20Plan%20(Updated%20October%20200
9).pdf 

 Title of Planning Document: Watertown Charter Township Master Plan 

http://www.bathtownship.us/
http://www.bathtownship.us/images/pdf/Planning/bath_official_zoning.pdf
http://www.bathtownship.us/images/pdf/Planning/Bath%20comp%20plan_final1.pdf
http://watertowntownship.com/
http://watertowntownship.com/Portals/0/Files/Zoning%20Map.pdf
http://watertowntownship.com/Portals/0/Files/Future%20Land%20Use%20Map.pdf
http://watertowntownship.com/Portals/0/Master%20Plan%20(Updated%20October%202009).pdf
http://watertowntownship.com/Portals/0/Master%20Plan%20(Updated%20October%202009).pdf
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 Housing Components: The Watertown Township Master Plan discusses the existing housing 
conditions and population trends for years prior to the adoption of the plan. The plan 
incorporates strategies, such as clustering new housing developments, into goals. The goals 
are supported by “objectives” that suggest how the plan will be carried out. The planned 
housing is divided into three designated areas based on density levels - low, medium, or 
high.  Also, there is a plan to develop an expansion to an existing manufactured housing 
park. Places and emphasis on preserving rural/farmland, yet also enhancing development 
throughout the community. There is a dedication to sustainability and smart growth 
throughout the entire plan. 
 

h. DeWitt Charter Township 

 Link to City Website: http://www.dewitttownship.org/ 

 Zoning Map: 
http://www.dewitttownship.org/Portals/10/Documents/zoningmap0507_001.pdf 

 Link to Future Land Use Map: 
http://www.dewitttownship.org/Portals/10/Documents/Planning%20-
%20Comp%20Dev%20Plan/Map4-1_000.pdf 

 Link to Planning Document: 
http://www.dewitttownship.org/Portals/10/Documents/Planning%20-
%20Comp%20Dev%20Plan/ComprehensiveDevelopmentPlan_000.pdf 

 Title of Planning Document: Delta Charter Township Comprehensive Development Plan 

 Housing Components:  This planning document has a section called “Housing Conditions and 
Trends.” The sections summarize the steady increase in housing in DeWitt that was 
paralleled to Clinton County as a whole.  However, this is no comprehensive housing plan 
presented for the region. 

 

B. Eaton County 
The Eaton County Master Plan is found at 
http://www.eatoncounty.org/images/Departments/Community%20Development/Eaton%20Coun
ty%20Master%20Plan%20with%20Bellevue%20Twp.pdf. It has a “Community Profile” containing 
housing information (pp.17-19).  This information includes existing conditions such as housing 
occupancy, tenure, stock, and cost. Below are some excerpts from this section, summarizing the 
housing conditions in Eaton County: 
  

“Households:  
According to U.S. Census data, the number of households in Eaton County increased by 
approximately 15 percent between the years 1990 and 2000. However, the percentage of 
families containing married-couples has decreased 5.7 percent during that same 10 year 
period. The 2000 Census also reported that 20.4% of households within the County include 
at least one individual over the age of 65. 

 
The average household and family sizes (2.54 and 3.03) are similar with the statistics 
reported for the State of Michigan (2.56 and 3.10). By 2006, however, the Census Bureau 
estimated that the number of households in Eaton County had increased 5.7% between 
2000 and 2006. In addition, 2006 Census date indicates the average household size has 
decreased to 2.51. In comparison, the average family size has slightly increased to 3.07 
(p.17).” 
 

http://www.dewitttownship.org/
http://www.dewitttownship.org/Portals/10/Documents/zoningmap0507_001.pdf
http://www.dewitttownship.org/Portals/10/Documents/Planning%20-%20Comp%20Dev%20Plan/Map4-1_000.pdf
http://www.dewitttownship.org/Portals/10/Documents/Planning%20-%20Comp%20Dev%20Plan/Map4-1_000.pdf
http://www.dewitttownship.org/Portals/10/Documents/Planning%20-%20Comp%20Dev%20Plan/ComprehensiveDevelopmentPlan_000.pdf
http://www.dewitttownship.org/Portals/10/Documents/Planning%20-%20Comp%20Dev%20Plan/ComprehensiveDevelopmentPlan_000.pdf
http://www.eatoncounty.org/images/Departments/Community%20Development/Eaton%20County%20Master%20Plan%20with%20Bellevue%20Twp.pdf
http://www.eatoncounty.org/images/Departments/Community%20Development/Eaton%20County%20Master%20Plan%20with%20Bellevue%20Twp.pdf
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“Housing Tenure:  
Sixty-three percent (63%) of householders in Eaton County moved into their current home 
within the ten (10) years prior to the 2000 census. When compared with the figures for the 
State of Michigan, Eaton County’s tenure of householder by year moved in is very similar 
reflecting parallel growth rates (p.18).” 
 
“Housing Cost 
The median housing value for owner-occupied units in Eaton County was $113,700 in 2000, 
1.6% lower than that of the State of Michigan, 5.6% lower than Clinton County, and 13.5% 
higher than Ingham County. In comparison, the median monthly rent was fairly similar, 
varying by only 58 dollars ($58) between Eaton, Clinton and Ingham Counties and the State 
of Michigan. Eaton County has the highest median monthly rent of $569, and Clinton County 
having the lowest, $511. (p. 19)” 

 
The Eaton County Master Plan has a second housing section (pgs. 117- 121). This section identifies 
housing programs in Eaton County, such as the Rehabilitation program that works to upgrade single-
family, owner-occupied homes of very low to low income households and the Emergency Repair 
Program that helps to repair single-family, owner-occupied homes of very low to low income 
households.  This section identifies other services such as the Eaton County Housing and Shelter 
Continuum of Care Committee  (CoC) and the Housing Services for Eaton County (HSEC).  These 
organizations help to address immediate and long term needs regarding housing by offering 
emergency shelter as well as resources to receive subsidized housing, vouchers, down payment 
assistance, and foreclose prevention counseling.  This section also addresses senior housing.  The 
excerpt below summarizes the conditions of senior housing in Eaton County (p.120): 
 

“Senior Housing 
Ten (10) senior housing facilities are located within Eaton County. 
Depending on the facility, the minimum age of admittance is either 55 or 62 years. These 
facilities are all located within various city limits mainly within the eastern portion of the 
County. 
The Community Profile demonstrates that the 35-64 age group makes up the largest portion 
of the County’s population. As Eaton County’s population ages, evaluation of the supply and 
location of senior housing facilities are a necessary priority to ensure that facilities are 
available for the increasing number of senior residents.” (p. 120) 

 
Finally, the Eaton County Master Plan identifies the Housing Goals and Objective for the entire 
county.  Below is an excerpt (pp. 121-122) 
 

Housing Goal & Objectives (p.121-122) 
GOAL: Provide a variety of housing types and available housing services to all residents of 
Eaton County. 

“Objective 1. Allow for a mix of housing types to provide safe, affordable housing for 
all County residents. 

Task 1. Continue to promote and utilize the services offered by Eaton County,  
Housing Services for Eaton County, Habitat for Humanity, Eaton County 
Housing and Continuum of Care, SIREN / Eaton Shelter and other agencies 
encouraging affordable housing alternatives. 
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Task 2. Determine whether the low-cost rental housing supply is sufficient to 
meet the needs of County residents by updating the County’s Housing 
Market Study. 
Task 3. Evaluate the potential need for additional senior housing facilities, 
and identify them in the Housing Market Study. 
Task 4. Continue to participate collaborate with the Eaton County Housing 
and Shelter Continuum of Care Committee to address the housing and shelter 
needs for the households of limited resources in Eaton County. 
Task 5. Evaluate the Eaton County Zoning Ordinance to recognize potential 
amendments to assure that a variety of housing types are available in each 
area of the County.” (p.121) 

 
“Objective 2. Continue to support home repair program activities for 
low and moderate-income families. 

Task 1. Seek additional funding opportunities for current programming and 
new program opportunities. 
Task 2. Provide continuing support to the Eaton County home repair Housing 
Program.” (p.121) 
 

“Objective 3. Continue to allow incentives for cluster housing developments in 
proximity to existing utilities. 

Task 1. Evaluate the Eaton County Zoning Ordinance to recognize potential 
amendments to assure that cluster housing developments are allowed in the 
various areas of the County where existing utilities are found or can be easily 
extended. 
Task 2. Evaluate the incentives offered for cluster housing developments to 
keep these incentives up-to-date.” (p.122) 

 
a. Charlotte 

 Link to City Website: http://www.charlottemi.org/  

 Zoning Map: No zoning map was found for Charlotte. 

 Link to Planning Document: http://www.charlottemi.org/wp-
content/uploads/2011/06/CharlotteMasterPlanApril2008.pdf 

 Title of Planning Document: 2008 Master Plan 

 Housing Components:  The Charlotte Plan offers a specific Housing and Neighborhoods 

chapter (page 27).  The chapter explains the overall housing assessment that was 
conducted to contribute to the master plan. The assessment begins with existing conditions 
(for the years prior to adoption). The existing conditions include the number of housing 
units, owner vs. renter occupied, the age of the housing stock, neighborhood types, median 
home values, and median incomes. The chapter then continues to discuss the neighborhood 
character and historic neighborhoods. The plan also provides findings for a housing quality 
analysis that determined whether units within the housing stock were good, fair, poor, 
vacant residential, vacant non-residential, or non-residential. Also, the plan discusses 
increases in rental housing and plans to address historic preservation. The summary of the 
housing and neighborhoods chapter concludes that: 

o “quality generally good with small pockets of housing showing signs of 
decline…Regardless of the cause, the rehabilitation and enhancement of these 

http://www.charlottemi.org/
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properties is vital to the city.  Healthy neighborhoods will assist downtown 
revitalization and provide residents with a variety of housing choices.” 

 
b. Eaton Rapids 

 Link to City Website: http://www.cityofeatonrapids.com/ 

 Zoning Map: No zoning map was found for Eaton Rapids 

 No planning document or zoning map was found online for Eaton Rapids 
 
c. Grand Ledge 

 Link to City Website: http://www.grand-ledge.com/ 

 Zoning Map: No zoning map was found for Grand Ledge 

 No planning document or zoning map was found online for Grand Ledge 
 
d. Potterville 

 Link to City Website: http://www.pottervillemi.org/ 

 No planning document of zoning map was found online for Potterville, however, the 
following is a link to the zoning ordinance: 
http://www.pottervillemi.org/city_hall/zoning_code/index.php 

 
e. Delta Charter Township 

 Link to City Website: http://www.deltami.gov/ 

 Zoning Map: Zoning maps are found within the Comprehensive Plan 

 Link to Planning Document: http://www.deltami.gov/wp-content/uploads/2012/09/2013-
Delta-Township-Comprehensive-Plan_Adopted-Version.pdf 

 Title of Planning Document: 2013 Comprehensive Plan for Land use 

 Housing Components:  Housing is addressed within the Community Profile chapter.  Here, 
the plan discusses the existing conditions of the housing stock.  The section (pp. 81-88) 
provides charts for the average household size, persons per household, household 
characteristics, number of housing units, and age of the housing stock.  The plan also 
presents the residential goals and the objectives intended for implementation as follows 
(p.64). 

“GOAL: Residential 
 Provide for residential development that will address the needs of all 

segments of the population while preserving existing neighborhoods and 
providing adequate room for growth. 

Objectives: 
 Pursue the preservation of older residential neighborhoods through code 

enforcement, support of the rental housing inspection program, 
investments in public infrastructure, and the provision of adequate services. 

 Encourage residential development in locations possessing adequate 
infrastructure which are in close proximity to services and transportation 
facilities. 

 Provide regulations permitting a range of housing types accommodating 
various income and age groups. 

 Enhance the livability of residential areas by insuring that they’re walkable, 
possess adequate open space and are compatible with adjacent non-
residential areas.” 

http://www.cityofeatonrapids.com/
http://www.grand-ledge.com/
http://www.pottervillemi.org/
http://www.pottervillemi.org/city_hall/zoning_code/index.php
http://www.deltami.gov/
http://www.deltami.gov/wp-content/uploads/2012/09/2013-Delta-Township-Comprehensive-Plan_Adopted-Version.pdf
http://www.deltami.gov/wp-content/uploads/2012/09/2013-Delta-Township-Comprehensive-Plan_Adopted-Version.pdf


158 
 

f. Vermontville 

 Link to City Website: http://www.vermontville-mi.gov/ 

 Zoning Map: No zoning map was found, however, the following is a link to the zoning 
ordinance http://www.vermontville-mi.gov/council/ordinances.htm#two 

 Link to Planning Document: http://www.vermontville-mi.gov/documents/master_plan.pdf 

 Title of Planning Document: 2002 Master Plan 

 Housing Components:  Housing is incorporated into the community profile of this planning 
document.  The community profile discusses “existing” conditions for time of adoption.  This 
analysis within the community profile summarizes the housing stock of Vermontville as 
primarily single family homes - some modified into apartment living.  The planning 
document also notes that Vermontville’s downtown area has multi-family residential 
buildings.  The overview does not comment on the quality or quantity within the housing 
stock. 

 
C. Ingham County 
There is not comprehensive planning document found for Ingham County. Each jurisdiction 
developed its own comprehensive plan.  
 
a. Lansing 

 Link to City Website: http://www.lansingmi.gov/ 

 Zoning Map: http://gismo.lansingmi.gov/website/PropertyInfo/viewer.htm  

 Additional Maps: http://www.lansingmi.gov/Plan-Maps 

 Link to Planning Document:  
http://www.lansingmi.gov/media/view/Design_Lansing_Comprehensive_Plan__ADOPTED_A
pril_9__2012___LowRez/3523 

 Title of Planning Document: Design Lansing Comprehensive Plan 

 Housing Components:  The planning document includes a “Neighborhoods” chapter and 
within this chapter, the top housing priorities are cited. The planning document shows 
housing components as follows (pg. 87):  
“Challenges 
Housing Age and Quality – Preserving neighborhoods and improving poorly maintained 
housing are two top priorities for Lansing’s citizens. Because the city has an aging housing 
stock, with 51% of its units built before 1960, a strong housing maintenance code, and the 
staff capacity needed for inspection and enforcement, will be needed. While many older 
neighborhoods are stable and attracting new residents, some have obsolete structures with 
limited market appeal and require costly renovation. These challenged neighborhoods have 
been designated as focus areas for the targeted use of housing improvement funds. In these 
areas, and to some extent in other neighborhoods across the city, some housing demolition 
will be required. Strategies for the future use of these properties—whether for infill 
construction or as open space use that benefits residents—will be needed, based on a 
neighborhood-by-neighborhood assessment. 

 
Population Loss and the Housing Crisis – Broader regional and national factors are also 
having a negative impact on Lansing’s housing market. While the city’s population is 
expected to stabilize by 2020, it has declined 4% since 2000, and this decline is expected to 
continue in the short to mid-term. As a result, the overall demand for housing is relatively 
weak, with vacancies increasing and housing values falling. These trends have been 

http://www.vermontville-mi.gov/
http://www.vermontville-mi.gov/council/ordinances.htm#two
http://www.vermontville-mi.gov/documents/master_plan.pdf
http://www.lansingmi.gov/
http://gismo.lansingmi.gov/website/PropertyInfo/viewer.htm
http://www.lansingmi.gov/Plan-Maps
http://www.lansingmi.gov/media/view/Design_Lansing_Comprehensive_Plan__ADOPTED_April_9__2012___LowRez/3523
http://www.lansingmi.gov/media/view/Design_Lansing_Comprehensive_Plan__ADOPTED_April_9__2012___LowRez/3523
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dramatically exacerbated by the recent economic recession and housing foreclosure crisis. 
The good news is that Lansing offers terrific value for each housing dollar spent, and the City 
is taking action, with the help of federal Neighborhood Stabilization Program funds, to 
acquire, rehab where needed and re-sell vacant and foreclosed homes. 

 
Owner Occupancy – The rate of homeownership was on the rise between 1990 and 2007, 
from 54.8% in 1990, to 57.7% in 2000, to an estimated 59.1% in 2008. Housing values were 
increasing, and homeownership was a secure way to invest. Homeownership declined to 
54.3% in 2010, partially as a result of a worldwide recession, mortgage lending practices, and 
foreclosure. Rental conversions and renter occupancy became default uses of property to 
avert these foreclosures. 

 
Rental Occupancy – This plan supports the expansion of rental housing in mixed use 
buildings along the City’s corridors for easier access to transit. These projects usually involve 
apartments, some with possible condo conversions over time, as well as owner occupied for-
sale development The availability of such rental units is an important factor in addressing 
housing and transit needs of lower income households and those who prefer to be more 
mobile and unencumbered by maintenance and debt. The realignment of the rental housing 
market is thus closely associated with the nodal development and transit orientation 
proposed by this Plan. Moreover, the high mobility in those entering the labor and housing 
markets differs from the stability usually desired in residential neighborhoods.” 
 

For the future plan, housing reinvestment and housing demand were emphasized on page 91. The 
housing reinvestment and housing demand contents below are excerptions from the plan. 

 
“Housing Reinvestment 
All neighborhoods—especially older neighborhoods—need continuous reinvestment to 
remain strong. While most owners, whether they are occupants or landlords, make these 
investments as a matter of course, others need the impetus of a strong code enforcement 
program and/or financial assistance with maintenance and repairs. The City can intervene 
where disinvestment has made inroads on neighborhood stability by working in 
collaboration with non-profit and neighborhood groups to develop plans for neighborhood 
improvement. These plans may need to address a range of issues that go beyond physical 
improvements: for example, building the capacity of neighborhood organizations, 
community policing, and/or programs for youth and the unemployed. 
 
One key aspect to preserving neighborhoods is the preservation of the architecture that 
contributes to each neighborhood’s particular character. Lansing has a number or pre-World 
War II neighborhoods that have a distinct sense of place that is worthy of preservation. 
While individual homes and structures within these neighborhoods may not stand out as 
architectural gems, together these structures create a unified whole contributes to the 
quality of the neighborhood. Policies and programs which encourage the preservation of 
the community’s architecture should be promoted, and investment in existing building stock 
encouraged. 
 
Housing Demand 
To encourage reinvestment in existing neighborhoods, Lansing will need to work to attract 
new residents and increase housing demand. As noted above (Priority Issues, Opportunities), 
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the growth in non-traditional households who prefer the diversity and convenience of urban 
living is a trend Lansing can capitalize on in marketing the livability and placemaking assets 
of mixed-use districts and older, near-downtown neighborhoods. Lansing can also capitalize 
on another demographic trend—the aging of the Baby Boom generation—by pursuing 

development regulations and financial assistance programs that allow seniors to “age in 

place” by retrofitting homes to accommodate decreased mobility and/or adding an 
accessory dwelling unit to generate income or house a caregiver. 
 
Design Lansing also recommends working with existing education and health care 
institutions, and State government, to encourage the creation of employer assisted 
housing programs that offer incentives for the purchase of homes within walking/cycling 
distance of work. Local lenders can also be encouraged to consider offering location-efficient 
(or green) mortgages that recognize the household savings (and increased disposable 
income) made possible by not having to own a car to meet transportation needs. In addition, 
low-interest loans for urban pioneering/sweat equity programs might be considered to 
encourage home ownership and rehabilitation in targeted neighborhoods.” (p. 91) 

 
b. East Lansing 

 Link to City Website: http://www.cityofeastlansing.com/ 

 Zoning Map: 
http://www.cityofeastlansing.com/Home/Departments/PlanningBuildingDevelopment/Map
s/ 

 Link to Planning Document: 
http://www.cityofeastlansing.com/Home/Departments/PlanningBuildingDevelopment/Com
prehensivePlanUpdate/2006BigPictureComprehensivePlan/ 

 Title of Planning Document: 2006 Big Picture Comprehensive Plan  

 Housing Components: No specific section of the East Lansing planning document is 
dedicated to housing; however, housing is a 
consideration throughout the document.  
The document divides East Lansing into 8 
planning areas and each area has its own 
discussion of housing conditions.  Below is 
the map of those planning areas (p.6).  
Planning Area #1 is defined as the “Northern 
Frontier” and features heavy residential 
development in the form of single-family as 
well as multi-family housing.  Planning Area 
#2 also consists of developed neighborhoods 
as well as an elementary school and a 
number of parks. Planning Area #3 has more 
mature residential areas and also includes a 
number of schools – both public and private- 
as well as parks and light commercial 
development.  Planning Area #4 features 
small, historic homes that have little 
turnover and are predominantly owner-
occupied with some being rented to college 

Figure 86. Planning Zones in East Lansing 

http://www.cityofeastlansing.com/
http://www.cityofeastlansing.com/Home/Departments/PlanningBuildingDevelopment/ComprehensivePlanUpdate/2006BigPictureComprehensivePlan/
http://www.cityofeastlansing.com/Home/Departments/PlanningBuildingDevelopment/ComprehensivePlanUpdate/2006BigPictureComprehensivePlan/
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students. Planning Area #5 includes more historic housing types, but also features heavy 
commercial activity along the Gran River Corridor. Planning Area #6 makes up the southern 
portion of East Lansing and includes part of MSU’s campus as well as the “Flower Pot 
District.” This district features small homes that are a mix of renter and owner-occupied. 
Planning Area #7 is Downtown East Lansing, where many jobs and commercial businesses 
are located as well as a portion of the MSU campus. Finally, Planning Area #8 features very 
little development and is predominantly farmland. Also included below is an excerpt 
explaining residential development for Planning Area #1 (pp. 11-13).  
 
Future housing development is envisioned in the city’s planning document. Regarding new 
residential development, the city projected the Beaumont project which is on the south side 
of Coleman Road between Coolidge and the City’s soccer park. According to the city’s 
planning document, its residential uses include 26 lots for single-family detached homes, 80 
townhouse condominiums, 56 apartment condominiums and 272 rental apartments. Retail 
and office space for neighborhood service will occupy the first floor of two apartment 
buildings, making this a mixed-use project which is needed in the areas. The Villas at 
Stratford Place is also under construction just west of the Beaumont project. It consists of 80 
one-story condominiums arranged in four-unit buildings. These are designed to 
accommodate residents who need or prefer one-story floor plans. Another plan is for the 
Eagle Eye complex located at State and Chandler Roads. The preliminary plans were 
approved. The new phase will provide 5 detached single-family homes, 20dwellings in two-
unit structures, 15 dwellings in three-unit structures, 50 townhouse dwellings and 56 
dwellings in four-unite structures. Additionally, two acres of the site would be designated for 
office use. 
 
In the City of East Lansing, the diversity in housing options was strongly emphasized. The 
planning document addressed that new development has and will include a wide variety of 
housing styles and price points. Traditional and non-traditional single-family homes, 
condominiums and apartments in several styles will serve many market segments. 
Additionally, the “Future Scenes” chapter of the East Lansing planning document identifies 
objectives and some are directly related to housing. For example, on page 113, an objective 
addresses “Increase the appeal of homes through the promotion of home improvement 
assistance and redevelopment programs.” Other objectives call for promoting the 
conversion of homes from rental to own-occupied (p.115), improving student housing 
(p.119), promoting diversity in downtown housing (p.119), creating more senior housing 
opportunities (pg.120), diversity in housing costs (p. 120), and a revision of zoning to allow 
for more mixed-use development (p.126).  Each objective has corresponding actions that are 
recommended for implementation. 
 

c. Webberville 

 Link to City Website: http://villageofwebberville.com/ 

 Zoning Map: http://villageofwebberville.com/Portals/18/Moving%20Files/ZONING-2006_11-
22%20rotated.pdf 

 Link to Planning Document: No planning document was found online for Webberville, 
however, the following link is a sub-area plan created by MSU 
http://www.spdc.msu.edu/uploads/files/Urban_Collab/UPP/Projects/2013/VillageofWebber
villeReport_michavegrriveravecorridor_alfaroharthaynesramos_042613.pdf 

http://villageofwebberville.com/
http://villageofwebberville.com/Portals/18/Moving%20Files/ZONING-2006_11-22%20rotated.pdf
http://villageofwebberville.com/Portals/18/Moving%20Files/ZONING-2006_11-22%20rotated.pdf
http://www.spdc.msu.edu/uploads/files/Urban_Collab/UPP/Projects/2013/VillageofWebbervilleReport_michavegrriveravecorridor_alfaroharthaynesramos_042613.pdf
http://www.spdc.msu.edu/uploads/files/Urban_Collab/UPP/Projects/2013/VillageofWebbervilleReport_michavegrriveravecorridor_alfaroharthaynesramos_042613.pdf
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d. Stockbridge 

 Link to City Website: http://www.vil.stockbridge.mi.us/Home.aspx 

 Zoning Map: 
http://www.vil.stockbridge.mi.us/Portals/10/Zoning%20Map%20(ADOPTED%20-
%20NOVEMBER%205,%202012).pdf 

 Links to Additional Maps: http://www.vil.stockbridge.mi.us/PlanningCommission.aspx 

 Link to Planning Document: 
http://www.vil.stockbridge.mi.us/Portals/10/Master%20Plan%20PDF4-29-08.pdf 

 Title of Planning Document: 2008 Master Plan 

 Housing Components: There is a “Housing Characteristics” section found on pages 18-26 of 
the Stockbridge planning document. Most data is from 1990 and 2000, but has not been 
updated. The planning document for Stockbridge includes future goals and objectives. On 
pages 64-65, the objectives directly address housing. These objectives include providing 
development of “new, high quality residential growth at varying densities and affordability” 
as well as “provide appropriate areas for a wide range of housing types.” These objectives 
have corresponding policies and action items for implementation. According to the planning 
document, polices and action items aligned with these two goals are as follows. 

 
“Objective: Provide for the development of new, high quality residential growth at  

     varying densities and affordability. 
 Residential development should be permitted in accordance with 

the ability to provide necessary public services, including public 
water and sanitary sewer services, road construction and 
maintenance, police and fire services, and governmental 
administrative services. 

 New residential developments shall be designed to be compatible 
with the natural features of the site. Significant topographic features, 
tree stands, wetlands, and other important natural features should 
be preserved intact wherever possible. 

 Promote quality housing, at moderate and high densities to 
maintain the Village character of the community. 

 Evaluate undeveloped residential parcels and/or evaluate the future 
land use designation on such parcels. 

 Maintain an appropriate balance of lot sizes, while also ensuring 
open space. 

 

Objective: Provide appropriate areas for a wide range of housing types. 
 Locate new multiple family developments in areas with access to 

major thoroughfares, so that use intensities and traffic demands are 
compatible. 

 Provide incentives for the construction of senior housing complexes 
within the Village. 

 Encourage alternative housing styles, other than multiple-family 
including “empty nest”, condominiums and attached single family 
dwellings. 

 Encourage infill of high quality, moderately priced single-family 
homes and multiple family developments. 

http://www.vil.stockbridge.mi.us/Home.aspx
http://www.vil.stockbridge.mi.us/Portals/10/Zoning%20Map%20(ADOPTED%20-%20NOVEMBER%205,%202012).pdf
http://www.vil.stockbridge.mi.us/Portals/10/Zoning%20Map%20(ADOPTED%20-%20NOVEMBER%205,%202012).pdf
http://www.vil.stockbridge.mi.us/PlanningCommission.aspx
http://www.vil.stockbridge.mi.us/Portals/10/Master%20Plan%20PDF4-29-08.pdf
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 Encourage the increased usage of upper story lofts and apartments 
in the Village Center. 

 Promote mixed use residential areas that integrate a variety of 
single-family residential styles, multiple family and commercial 
uses.”(pp. 64-65) 

e. Williamston 

 Link to City Website: http://www.williamston-mi.us/index.html 

 Zoning Map: http://www.williamston-mi.us/zoning-map.html 

 Link to Additional Maps: http://www.williamston-mi.us/city-maps.html 

 Link to Planning Document: http://www.williamston-
mi.us/pdf/planning/Masterplan/MPnomaps.pdf 

 Title of Planning Document: 2006 Master Plan 

 Housing Components:  Williamston identified the diversity of the housing stock as a 
strength, but also concluded in the summary of the housing assessment that continued 
diversity needs to be a feature of future development. The type of diversity that needs to be 
addressed in the future attends to specific housing buyers, such as dual income families 
without children or empty nesters. The ultimate goal is to retain the existing population 
while attracting new residents. 
 
The following charts are excerpts from Willamston’s master plan (pp. 39-43).  The charts 
feature portions of the housing assessment, which focused on housing types, age of the 
housing stock, and occupancy.  

 
f. Williamstown Township 

 Link to City Website: http://www.williamstowntownship.com/  

 Zoning Map: No zoning map was found online for Williamstown Township 

 Link to Planning Document: 
http://www.williamstowntownship.com/government/master_plan.php 

 Title of Planning Document: 2006 Master Plan  

 Direct Link to Housing Chapter: 
http://www.williamstowntownship.com/government/docs/Chapters_3.pdf 

 Housing Components: This plan features a Housing Analysis chapter (3) that analyzed the 
type of housing, age of housing stock, size of housing types, value of housing, and new 
housing construction in Williamstown Township. A majority of the housing types (96.9%) are 
one-unit properties and only 2.1% are 5+ units (multi-family).  0.9% of the housing stock is 
two-unit properties. Also, approximately 94% of housing units are owner-occupied.  
 
Further value assessment was conducting to determine the average housing value by age 
and the average housing value by type of development. In terms of affordability, the 
assessment determined that the average cost of a home in Williamston is affordable in 
proportion to the average resident of the township. However, homes in Williamston are not 
affordable for the median resident of the region and the assessment presumes that young 
families, single person households, and the elderly are likely to be priced out of the 
community. 

 
g. Lansing Charter Township 

 Link to City Website: http://www.lansingtownship.org/Home.aspx 

http://www.williamston-mi.us/index.html
http://www.williamston-mi.us/zoning-map.html
http://www.williamston-mi.us/city-maps.html
http://www.williamston-mi.us/pdf/planning/Masterplan/MPnomaps.pdf
http://www.williamston-mi.us/pdf/planning/Masterplan/MPnomaps.pdf
http://www.williamstowntownship.com/
http://www.williamstowntownship.com/government/master_plan.php
http://www.williamstowntownship.com/government/docs/Chapters_3.pdf
http://www.lansingtownship.org/Home.aspx
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 Zoning Map: http://www.lansingtownship.org/ZoningMaps.aspx 

 Link to Planning Document: 
http://www.lansingtownship.org/Departments/PlanningandDevelopment/2014MasterPlanU
pdate.aspx  

 Title of Planning Document: 2010 Master Plan 

 Housing Components:  The following is a direct link to the housing chapter of the planning 
document, http://www.lansingtownship.org/Portals/26/mp_housing.pdf 

o The conclusion of the housing chapter calls for new residential development, 
diversification of the housing stock, and preservation of the housing stock in terms 
of quality to prevent blight.  The housing chapter includes an overview of the 
existing housing stock and also provides a variety of maps. 

 
h. Delhi Charter Township 

 Link to City Website: http://www.delhitownship.com/index.html 

 Zoning Map: No zoning map for Delhi Charter Township was found, however, the following is 
a link to a zoning brochure for Delhi Charter Township 
http://www.delhitownship.com/forms/cd/building_zoning_planning_brochure.pdf 

 Link to Planning Document: http://www.delhitownship.com/CommunityDevelopment-
mp.htm 

 Title of Planning Document: 2013 Master Plan 
Housing Components:  The planning document for Delhi Charter Township has an appendix 
that discusses the existing housing conditions, titled “Housing Profile”. This profile was used 
as support throughout the planning document, especially in the “Demographic Profile” 
chapter that incorporates “Key Housing Observations” (p. 15). 
 
Housing is also referenced throughout the chapter regarding implementation tools.  
Residential zoning is a consideration throughout the implementation tools, including in a 
proposition for a form based code. Also, rental-housing units are a large consideration. The 
main goal in regards to rental units is quality and maintenance. The planning document calls 
for programming and registration tactics to achieve these goals. Other components related 
to housing include plans for mixed-use development and new regulations requiring 
Traditional Neighborhood Design standards to improve aesthetics within the community. 
 

i. Leslie 

 Link to City Website: http://www.cityofleslie.org/index.shtm 

 Zoning Map: http://www.cityofleslie.org/forms/Leslie%20City%20Zoning%20Map.pdf 

 Link to Planning Document: No planning document was found online for the City of Leslie 
 
j. Mason 

 Link to City Website: http://www.mason.mi.us/index.htm 

 Zoning Map: http://www.mason.mi.us/2009PDF/030909-ZoningMap.pdf 

 Link to Planning Document: http://www.mason.mi.us/Mason.newsitedemo.com-
jan11/httpdocs/cityhall/bldg_zoning/Master_Plan_041904.pdf 

 Title of Planning Document: Master Plan Update 2014 

 Housing Components: Residential development is identified as one of the major categories 
for goals and objectives. The following excerpt (Section 2-4) expresses the main concerns in 
the City of Mason and the objectives for implementation:   

http://www.lansingtownship.org/ZoningMaps.aspx
http://www.lansingtownship.org/Departments/PlanningandDevelopment/2014MasterPlanUpdate.aspx
http://www.lansingtownship.org/Departments/PlanningandDevelopment/2014MasterPlanUpdate.aspx
http://www.lansingtownship.org/Portals/26/mp_housing.pdf
http://www.delhitownship.com/index.html
http://www.delhitownship.com/forms/cd/building_zoning_planning_brochure.pdf
http://www.delhitownship.com/CommunityDevelopment-mp.htm
http://www.delhitownship.com/CommunityDevelopment-mp.htm
http://www.cityofleslie.org/index.shtm
http://www.cityofleslie.org/forms/Leslie%20City%20Zoning%20Map.pdf
http://www.mason.mi.us/index.htm
http://www.mason.mi.us/2009PDF/030909-ZoningMap.pdf
http://www.mason.mi.us/Mason.newsitedemo.com-jan11/httpdocs/cityhall/bldg_zoning/Master_Plan_041904.pdf
http://www.mason.mi.us/Mason.newsitedemo.com-jan11/httpdocs/cityhall/bldg_zoning/Master_Plan_041904.pdf


165 
 

The goal for the residential development is to establish a residential environment that 
recognizes the varied economic and family structure conditions of current and future 
residents and affords persons and families with healthy and stable surroundings that nurture 
person growth.  
 
 “Objectives:  

1) Identify areas for future residential use that, with appropriate levels of public 
services and surrounding land use conditions, encourages healthy residential 
environments. 

2) Provide opportunities for varied housing types and patterns to address the 
varied housing needs of current and future residents. 

3) Discourage residential development that relies on on-site sewage disposal. In 
the absence of public sewer, coordinate housing densities with the natural 
carrying capacity of the land. 

4) Encourage innovative residential development that incorporates mixed 
housing forms, while preserving natural resource systems, open spaces, and 
the City’s rural and small-town character. 

5) Prevent random commercial encroachment into established residential 
neighborhoods. 

6) Encourage the upkeep of residential structures and yards, and the 
rehabilitation of blighted areas. 

7) Encourage the preservation of historically significant dwellings. 
8) Discourage main thoroughfares through residential areas and the use of 

residential streets for commercial or industrial traffic. 
9) Encourage high density, multiple family developments, to locate near 

commercial centers (such as central business district and North Cedar Street 
corridor).” (p. 17) 

 
k. Meridian Charter Township 

 Link to City Website: http://www.cityofleslie.org/index.shtm 

 2005 Master Plan – Charter Township of Meridian 

 Link to Planning Document: http://www.meridian.mi.us/vertical/sites/%7B1800D46E-0900-
43BD-B3FA-10A5660870B1%7D/uploads/%7B37EB3B57-3D07-41F0-8123-
3291F5B03B2C%7D.PDF 

 Housing Components: Chapter 4 (pp. 43-56) of Meridian Chart Township’s planning 
document is a “Housing Analysis.”  This chapter features housing characteristics, types of 
housing, data on occupancy, housing stock age and conditions, housing values and 
affordability, and information on future residential development.  

 Key features of the housing in Meridian Township include: “The majority of housing is 
privately owned, above average in price relatively new. There is a broad mix of housing types. 
Past housing development indicates that the Township housing will trend to be privately 
owned and somewhat above average price. Meridian Township’s housing is aging and will 
begin to need more reinvestment than in past. Meridian Township may need to attend more 
to the housing needs of its aging population especially those over 65” (p. 56). 
 
The township addresses that it will have to balance carefully the needs and desire its 
residents with the pressure for development and with the State and Township ordinary 
affecting what kinds of housing can or should be built (p. 56). 

http://www.cityofleslie.org/index.shtm
http://www.meridian.mi.us/vertical/sites/%7B1800D46E-0900-43BD-B3FA-10A5660870B1%7D/uploads/%7B37EB3B57-3D07-41F0-8123-3291F5B03B2C%7D.PDF
http://www.meridian.mi.us/vertical/sites/%7B1800D46E-0900-43BD-B3FA-10A5660870B1%7D/uploads/%7B37EB3B57-3D07-41F0-8123-3291F5B03B2C%7D.PDF
http://www.meridian.mi.us/vertical/sites/%7B1800D46E-0900-43BD-B3FA-10A5660870B1%7D/uploads/%7B37EB3B57-3D07-41F0-8123-3291F5B03B2C%7D.PDF
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The future residential development for the Meridian Township is presented as follows: 
“Many factors affect future residential development in the Township. The list includes: 

 
 The Master Plan’s Future Land Use Map (Map 10-1) guides future development by 

identifying locations for future housing and density levels. 
 Zoning establishes the location for new housing, sets densities and housing types. 

Approximately 18,000 acres in the Township (88 percent of all Township land) are 
zoned residential. Over 51 percent is zoned RR (Rural Residential) at a density of one 
unit per acre. Rezonings should be in compliance with the Future Land Use Map. 

 Regional development patterns identified in the Tri-County Regional Planning 
Commission’s Regional Growth: Choices for Our Future project indicate people are 
moving out of the urban center and into the greenfields of the region. 

 Public Services especially sanitary sewers, facilitate the pace, extent, and density of 
development. Where public sewer service is not available, density of development 
depends on the ability of soils to accommodate on-site systems. 

 Schools were the primary reason most residents cited for moving to the Township 
when responding to past surveys. As recently as 1998, approximately 54 percent of 
respondents to the 1998 Community Attitude Survey indicated the quality of the public 
schools as their reason for moving to Meridian Township. 

 Natural Features are an irreplaceable asset Township residents have chosen to protect 
through their support of legislation and the 2000 land preservation millage. 

 Alternative Site Layouts such as cluster housing and planned unit developments are 
more efficient and cost effective development patterns that provide housing while 
protecting the natural features that draw many residents.” (p. 56) 

 

2) Emphasizing Aspects in Future Housing Plans 

Based on the review of the current plans for housing, the planners were additionally asked what kind 
of aspects they would emphasize in a comprehensive housing plan and/or housing assistance 
program to improve housing affordability in their area. Their responses were categorized as follows: 
 
Continue Existing Programs and Pursue New Partnerships 
Planners already involved in housing programs noted that they would continue to execute those 
same services. Some, including planners without existing programs, mentioned bringing back past 
programs that are now expired. Those programs include rehabilitation, land banking, quality of life 
programs, community engagement programs, down payment assistance, and so on.  Only the 
general functions of these programs were listed, no specific titles. 
 
Almost all the planners expressed interest in partnering with new networks as a means of targeting 
their individual weaknesses within their jurisdictions’ housing stock. This includes partnerships with 
landlords, property owners, and developers to discuss affordable options as well as more formal 
partnerships with organizations that can provide funding, such as MISCHDA.   
 
Many of the planners expressed a desire to implement programs that educate renters and owners 
about home maintenance. This would be a tactic to keep homes affordable in terms of quality and 
ability to resell or rent. 
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Target Senior Living and Aging in Place 
The planners recognize an aging population, yet the need to also accommodate young families.  For 
this reason, many are hoping to implement strategies that allow populations to age in place, 
meaning the housing stock can evolve with the population. This will make the stock more diverse in 
regards to the variety of people each home can accommodate and the stock will hopefully become 
more accessible for seniors and handicapped through better design tactics. Affordability is also a 
component since seniors and young adults typically have less income to spend on housing. 
 
Introduce More Mixed Use Housing 
Increasing density through mixed-use properties and downtown living trended across many planners 
as a way to diversify the housing stock. Many hope to incorporate such tactics into future plans and 
those that already have indicated these practices in plans hope to see the tactics implemented while 
the need still exists. This strategy was especially noted in the Lansing area. More mixed-use housing 
could increase density, integrate different socio-economic backgrounds, and provide an 
infrastructure for renters and buyers more interested in the urban lifestyle.   
 
Energy Efficiency 
The planners indicated a need to increase energy efficiency by making good use of subsidy resources 
and other available funds. From an affordability standpoint, this will increase the durability of homes 
and the long-term costs.  Energy efficiency should be considered in terms of retrofitting existing 
structures and also be a consideration in new construction. 
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4.2.12 Commercial Hub of the City or Township 

The planners were asked to identify the best spot for a hub of commercial facilities in their 
jurisdictions. The following are the responses, categorized by county: 
 

1) Clinton County 
 

The planners emphasized an opportunity for commercial hubs along the corridors of M21 and US-
127. These roads attract a high volume of traffic and are easily accessible for residents in and outside 
of Clinton County. The planners also indicated an opportunity to centralize commercial activity close 
to DeWitt and the exchanges of I-96, I-69, and US-127. Currently, St. John’s was noted as the current 
hub of the county, but that the municipalities and planners are coordinating efforts to grow each 
individual village to have a stronger commercial activity. Figure 87 below highlights the corridors and 
other specified locations. 

 

 
Figure 87. The Commercial Hub in Clinton County, based on Planners’ Input 

(Source: http://maps.google.com) 
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The City of DeWitt has two commercial hubs: in downtown district, generally from Red Cedar river to 
E. Madison street (north) and the west boundary is Scott St. and east is Franklin street and a little 
east of Franklin in some places. In the City of St. Johns, there are two main commercial areas: 1) 

US27 and M21, areas with larger strip malls and 2) on the southeast side of the city. 
 

2) Eaton County  
 

Planners in Eaton County regarded the corridor of M43/Saginaw as a hub of commercial activity due 
to high volumes of automobile traffic. This corridor runs through Delta Charter Township, which 
houses a mall, a variety of restaurants, and manufacturers.  As the county seat, Charlotte was also 
mentioned.  It is accessible due to proximity to I-69 and centrality within the county.  Figure 88 
below highlights the corridors and other specified locations: 

 
Figure 88. The Commercial Hubs in Eaton County, based on Planners’ Input 

(Source: http://maps.google.com) 
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Commercial hubs for the following three jurisdictions were indicated below. 
1) Delta Township – has malls and restaurants, LCC, manufacturers – specifically the northern 

part at M43/Saginaw 
2) Charlotte – it’s the county seat, has the courthouse, commercial activity – not really one spot, 

more spread all over – there’s an industrial park, but I don’t think of that as commercial [she 
differentiates retail, commercial, and industrial]– downtown’s only 3 blocks, so pretty 
compact area 

3) Potterville: two spots, right downtown and sections on our Lansing corridor that are vacant 
right off of Lansing Rd and I-69  

 

3) Ingham County 

Planners within Ingham County focused predominantly on the Grand River and Michigan Avenue 
Corridors for commercial activity, as Figure 89 below presents. The Michigan Avenue corridor is an 
access route to the state capitol as well as Sparrow Hospital and Michigan State University.  It has 
high volumes of automobile traffic for both private vehicles and public transportation. 

 
Figure 89. The Commercial Hub in Ingham County, based on Planners’ Input 

(Source: http://maps.google.com) 
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Not only is this where most of the current activity lies, but the planners see potential for 
growth along these corridors. For example, the abandoned Red Cedar Golf Course was 
mentioned as a potential site for commercial, residential, or mixed-use development. 
Planners also see US-127 as an asset for Ingham County due to high volumes of automobile 
traffic and the increased accessibility it provides to the county. In addition, each planner 
indicated the commercial hubs for his/her areas. 

1) Center of Williamston, on Grand River, the “four corners” area – intersection of Grand River & 
Putnam, if we gets off I-96 at the Williamston exit, the road we take off the ramp becomes 
Putnam once we get to downtown Williamston. It’s the traditional center of Williamston, 
center of downtown and businesses, a very linear area, just a stretch along Grand River. 

2) Meridian Charter Township: Core of the small old town centers in Okemos (Hamilton & 
Okemos) & Haslett (Haslett Rd. E of Marsh, “four corners” of Marsh & Haslett), & primary 
commercial area for the township as a whole at Marsh Rd & Grand River Ave Certainly there 
have been discussions about the option re: what if mall fails, what if other opportunities 
present themselves. 

3) Delhi Charter Township: Cedar St corridor (Willoughby rd. to Edgar Rd. all the way to college 
Rd.) 

4) City of Leslie: Bellevue and Main Streets  
 

4.2.13 Other Barriers and Concerns Relevant to Housing Affordability 

Lastly, when asked for further comment on any concerns or topics not covered in the interview. The 
following do not represent thoughts of all the planners’, however, represent thoughts that trended 
throughout many answers. 
 

 Townships should be included more in discussions and/or research on housing and planning 
issues. And if that is not an option, there needs to be a clear justification as to why. 

 An indirect factor affecting the housing market is school districts. School quality often 
dictates where families choose to live. For example, a struggling district such as Lansing is 
forcing families out and creating a domino effect of other issues, including within the 
housing market. 

 The region is lacking a champion who can exemplify the appropriate usage of programming 
and funding to tackle housing problems. Rather than trying to reinvent the wheel, it is time 
to configure a way to use the available resources and use them well. 

 Much of the issues identified by the planners are contingent on the current state of the 
economy. The planners all indicated that the tri-county region needs to have a healthier 
economic climate in order to move away from the need for affordable housing and to be 
better equipped to aid those who need affordable housing. A healthier economic climate 
would be reflected in higher employment rates, which many of the planners believe can be 
achieve through job training and better education. However, producing and funding those 
programs is proving to be a challenge. 
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V. Resident Opinions and Suggestions 
for Regional Housing Affordability  
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5.1  Introduction   
An intensive housing survey was conducted to investigate residents’ opinions about housing 
affordability and related issues. The purpose of the survey was to propose housing planning and 
policy directions that meet residents’ needs. The survey collected and analyzed residents’ opinions 
and needs about their housing and the conditions of regional housing. The findings from this 
research were expected to help the Tri-County Regional Planning Commission and Greater Lansing 
Housing Coalition to set practical and achievable goals to improve housing affordability across the 
region. 
 
A questionnaire survey was conducted using mixed-methods: a mailed cover letter that introduced 
online survey participation, online surveys, and sending a hard copy for the participants who had no 
internet access. The questions in the survey covered:  

• Socioeconomic and demographic information 
• Current housing characteristics: Type, age of housing, size, story, basement, number 

of bedrooms and bathrooms, tenure, length of residency, and energy-efficiency 
• Housing affordability: For their housing unit and regional housing market (units for 

seniors, residents with disabilities, or mixed-use development) 
• Opinions about the future housing development 
• Transportation mode: walking, biking, passenger cars, and public transportation use 
• Fair housing/energy-efficient housing/housing and health/aging-in-place 

 
Participants in this regional survey were selected from Ingham, Clinton, and Easton counties based 
on a stratified random sampling process. A total of 4,000 samples were obtained for the survey. 
Another 3,000 undergraduate/graduate students were randomly selected and 500 samples were 
purposively selected to obtain a broader range of opinion.  
 

5.1.1 Survey Participants and Process 

The research team used the stratified random sampling method. The Office for the Survey Research 
at Michigan State University requested 4,000 random samples from a sampling company. The team 
determined strata: samples that fell into the low-income category and other samples selected from 
other income categories. The research team identified 1,000 out of 4,000 samples as low-income. 
Referring to the guidelines by the Greater Lansing Housing Coalition, 30% of the median household 
income for three family members was set as the guideline to filter low-income households in the 
region. The sampling guidelines for this survey were as follows: 

• Stratified Random Sampling guidelines:  
• If the research team used $39,000 as the cutoff, it represented about 33% of the 

households in Ingham, Eaton, and Clinton Counties.  
• If the team used $19,000 as the cutoff, it accounts for 16% of households: 60% of 

the households were in Ingham, 16% in Clinton, and 23% Eaton. This meant 80% of 
the blocks in the proposed sampling frame were from Ingham, 15% from Eaton, and 
5% from Clinton.  
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• Based on these assumptions, the research team used $19,000 as the income cutoff. 
A total of 1,000 samples were obtained from this household income category. 

•  3,000 samples (75% of the total) were selected from the other categories. 
 
In addition to these random samples, this research included 3,000 undergraduate and graduate 
student samples to investigate their opinions about housing. The collection of responses began in 
January 2014. By March 2014, the response rate was below 15%.  
 
To collect more responses, the research team thus moved on to the purposive sampling method and 
obtained 500 samples. These purposive samples were located in following properties or facilities. 
They represent their own groups: low-income owners or renters, senior owners or renters, and 
undergraduate and graduate student renters. 

 Ingham County Health Department, Lansing: low-income owners or renters 
 Jefferson Square Senior Apartments, Mason: low-income senior renters 
 Marsh Point Senior Apartments, Haslett: middle or low-income senior renters 
 Edgewood Apartments, East Lansing: low-income renters 
 Meridian Township Senior Center, Okemos: senior owners or renters 
 Eaton County Senior Center, Eaton Rapids: senior owners or renters 
 Bellevue Apartments, Bellevue: low-income renters 

 
The survey process is presented in Figure 90.  

 
Figure 90. Resident Survey Process 

 
For data collection, the research team used an online survey tool. Cover letters were mailed to 
randomly selected addresses. They could choose to participate in the survey or not. The survey was 
available at https://ippsr.co1.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_3aeNE3wja89fR9b. If the residents who 

https://ippsr.co1.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_3aeNE3wja89fR9b
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received cover letters had no internet access, they could request a paper copy of the survey and the 
research team mailed out the survey with a return envelope. As of May 2014, there were 361 
responses to the survey.  
 
For the purposive samples, the research team used onsite surveys. Researchers brought paper 
copies of the questionnaire and distributed them to potential respondents. From the purposive 
samples, the team obtained 436 responses. Combining the 361 responses from random samples and 
436 responses from the purposive samples, a total of 797 responses were obtained. 
 
Participation in this study was entirely voluntary. Participants could choose not to participate, to skip 
any question that they did not want to answer, and they could withdraw participation at any time.  
Respondents’ confidentiality and privacy were protected to the maximum extent allowed by local, 
state, and federal law. They were not asked to give their name or any other identifying information. 
The survey took 25-30 minutes to complete. While there was no direct benefit to the respondents 
personally for participating, they were informed that the results of this study might produce 
information that would improve housing affordability in the region. 
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5.2  Findings and Discussion 

5.2.1 Demographic, Socioeconomic, and Housing Characteristics  

Among the total of 797 responses were 80 from Clinton County (10.2%), 585 from Ingham County 
(74.9%), and 116 from Eaton County (14.9%). Sixteen respondents did not mention their county of 
residency, so the data analysis did not include them. 
 
When the population ratio of each county to the Tri-County Region was calculated, the population in 
Clinton County was 16.2%, Eaton County was 23.3%, and Ingham County was 60.5% of the 
population in Tri-County Region. The research team adjusted the number of responses by 
eliminating responses from undergraduate students. Table 55 shows this adjustment. 
 
Table 55. Number of Responses 

Responses 

Actual Reponses 
Census Population Ratio 

in 2012 

After eliminating 
undergraduate student 

responses 

Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent 
Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Clinton 
County 

80 10.0 10.2 75,382 16.2 70 12.3 

Ingham 
County 

585 73.4 74.9 280,895 60.5 388 68.1 

Eaton 
County 

116 14.6 14.9 107,759 23.2 112 19.6 

Total 781 98.0 100.0 464,036 100 570 100.0 

Missing 16 2.0 
   

  

Total 797 100.0 
   

  

 
Of the 765 respondents, 62.4% were female and 37.6% were male. Their mean age was 39.8 years 
old, with 35.6% in their 20s, 15.1% in their 30s, and 13.3% in their 40s. The data included 139 
respondents who were age 60 or older. Because the survey included many undergraduate and 
graduate students, about 41% of respondents were living alone. Out of valid 781 responses, 107 
indicated that they had more than one child under the age of 17.  
 
In terms of ethnicity, about 78.2% identified as Whites and 6.5% as African-Americans. Slightly 
higher percentages of non-White respondents were presented in Ingham County than from Eaton 
and Clinton counties. Among the respondents, 2.4% identified as Hispanic. Regarding marital status, 
44.3% were single, and 38.4% were married. The 211 undergraduate students were not included in 
survey of regional housing issues. Table 56 shows these demographic characteristics. 
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Table 56. Demographic Characteristics  

Demographic 
Characteristics 

Clinton Ingham Eaton Total 

n % n % n % n % 

Gender Female 49 62.8 355 62.2 73 62.9 477 62.4 

Male 29 37.8 216 37.8 43 37.1 288 37.6 

Total 78 100.0 571 100.0 116 100.0 765 100.0 

Age 
(Mean: 
39.8) 

under 20s 2 2.5 34 6.0 1 0.9 37 4.8 

20s 17 21.3 244 42.7 12 10.4 273 35.6 

30s 13 16.3 83 14.5 20 17.4 116 15.1 

40s 16 20.0 66 11.6 20 17.4 102 13.3 

50s 15 18.8 61 10.7 23 20.0 99 12.9 

60s 11 13.8 47 8.2 19 16.5 77 10.1 

70s and over 6 7.5 36 6.3 20 17.4 62 8.1 

Total 80 100.0 571 100.0 115 100.0 766 100.0 

Number of 
family 
members or 
roommates 
(including 
respondent) 

Alone 19 25.0 234 47.0 29 25.7 282 41.0 

2  11 14.5 88 17.7 24 21.2 123 17.9 

3 13 17.1 75 15.1 21 18.6 109 15.9 

4 14 18.4 39 7.8 17 15.0 70 10.2 

5 16 21.1 42 8.4 18 15.9 76 11.1 

6 or more 3 3.9 20 4.0 4 3.7 27 3.9 

Total 76 100.0 498 100.0 113 100.0 687 100.0 

Children 
under 17 

Yes 20 25.0 64 10.9 23 19.8 107 13.7 

No 60 75.0 521  89.1 93 80.2 674 9.5 

Total 80  100.0 585  100.0 116  100.0 781 100.0 

Ethnicity White 61 84.7 416 75.5 91 88.3 568 78.2 
Black  or 
African-
American 

0 0.0 41 7.4 6 5.8 47 6.5 

American 
Indian 

1 1.4 14 2.5 3 2.9 18 2.5 

Native 
Hawaiian or 
other Pacify 
Islander 

1 1.4 4 0.7 1 1.0 6 0.8 

Asian 9 12.5 76 13.8 2 1.9 87 12.0 

Total 72 100.0 551 100.0 103 100.0 726 100.0 

Hispanic Yes 1 1.5 13 2.4 3 3.1 17 2.4 

No 67 98.5 520 97.6 94 96.9 681 97.6 

Total 68 100.0 533 100.0 97 100.0 698 100.0 

Marital 
Status 

Single, never 
married 

17 24.3 280 52.1 15 15.5 312 44.3 

Married 43 61.4 175 32.6 52 53.6 270 38.4 

Domestic 
partners 

0 0.0 11 2.0 1 1.0 12 1.7 

Divorced 7 10.0 47 8.8 17 17.5 71 10.1 

Widowed 3 4.3 19 3.5 12 12.4 34 4.8 

Other 0 0.0 5 0.9 0 0 5 0.7 

Total 70 100.0 537 100.0 97 100.0 704 100.0 

Undergradu
ate student 

Yes 10 12.5 197 33.7 4 3.4 211 27.0 

No 70 87.5 388 66.3 112 96.6 570 73.0 

Total 80 100.0 585 100.0 116 100.0 781 100.0 

 Note: Included all student respondents in this table/  Excluded missing data 
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Next, socioeconomic characteristics, educational attainment, credit status, and family income were 

identified. The survey also asked if respondents were low-income families, if they had disabilities, if 

they were small business owners, veterans, gay/lesbian/bisexuals, refuses or immigrants, or 

homelessness. Results are summarized in Table 57.  

 

Table 57. Socioeconomic Characteristics  

Demographic Characteristics Clinton Ingham Eaton Total 

n % n % n % n % 

Education Less than a high 
school degree 

0 0.0 7 1.3 2 2.0 9 1.3 

High school 
graduate 

12 17.4 185 34.6 33 33.7 230 32.8 

Junior college 
graduate/Trade 
school graduate 

11 15.9 37 6.9 15 15.3 63 9.0 

College graduate 28 40.6 164 30.7 32 32.7 224 32.0 
Graduate degree 
or higher 

17 24.6 110 20.6 14 14.3 141 20.1 

Other  1 1.4 31 5.8 2 2.0 34 4.9 

Total 69 100.0 534 100.0 98 100.0 701 100.0 

Credit 
status 

Poor 2 2.9 60 11.4 12 12.8 74 10.7 

Not good 3 4.3 31 5.9 6 6.4 40 5.8 

Good 11 15.9 72 13.6 14 14.9 97 14.0 

Very good 14 20.3 95 18.0 18 19.1 127 18.4 

Excellent 34 49.3 124 23.5 32 34.0 190 27.5 

Do not know 5 7.2 146 27.7 12 12.8 163 23.6 

Total 69 100.0 528 100.0 94 100.0 691 100.0 

Family 
income 

Under 20,000 6 9.4 206 42.0 28 30.8 240 37.2 

20,000-49,999 14 21.9 122 24.9 23 25.3 159 24.7 

50,000-74,999 16 25.0 56 11.4 13 14.3 85 13.2 

75,000-99,999 8 12.5 36 7.3 10 11.0 54 8.4 

100,000 or 
more 20 31.3 70 14.3 17 18.7 107 16.6 

Total 64 100.0 490 100.0 91 100.0 645 100.0 

Status Low-income 
family 

5 6.3 124 21.2 22 19.0 151 19.3 

Disability/Handi
cap 

3 3.8 54 9.2 15 12.9 72 9.2 

Small Business 
Owner 

9 11.3 31 5.3 7 6.0 47 6.0 

Veteran 3 3.8 23 3.9 8 6.9 34 4.4 

Gay, Lesbian, 
Bisexual, or 
Transgender 

1 1.3 21 3.6 0 0.0 22 2.8 

Refugee, 
immigrant 

0 0.0 8 1.4 0 0.0 8 1.0 

Homeless 1 1.3 3 0.5 0 0.0 4 0.5 

Other 7 8.8 29 5.0 8 6.9 44 5.6 

Total Reponses 
(valid) 

80 100.0 585 100.0 116 100.0 781 100.0 

Note: Included all student respondents in this table/ Excluded missing data 
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More than 98% held at least high school diplomas.  More than 20% of all responses held graduate 
degrees. This percentage was higher in Clinton County than in Eaton or Ingham County. In terms of 
credit status, 18.4% reported having very good credit and 27.5% responded that their credit status 
was excellent. About 16% responded that they had either poor or not good credit status. Annual 
family income ranges were higher than $20,000. Out of 645 valid responses, about 38% reported 
annual family income as higher than $50,000.  
 
In addition, the survey placed the respondents into several specific socioeconomic groups. About 
19.3% indicated they were low-income families. About 9.2 indicated they had at least one family 
member with disabilities, about 6.0% were small business owners, 4.4% were veterans, and 1.0% 
were refugees or immigrants. About 2.8 indicated that they were gay, lesbian, bisexual, or 
transgender. 
 
For respondents’ housing characteristics, the research team looked at housing tenure, housing types, 
square footage of the residence, age of residence, length of residency in the current home, housing 
prices, finance, and who found the current residence.  
 
Table 58 presents housing tenure for total responses, the responses after eliminating students’ 
responses, and the residents who were 60 or older. Among the total responses, 41.9% were 
homeowners and 51.9% were renters. Among the residents who were not undergraduate students, 
55.1% were homeowners and 41.4% were renters. Among the 136 residents who were 60 or older, 
69.9% were owners and 25.7% were renters. A higher rate of homeownership was found in the older 
respondents.   
 
Table 58. Housing Tenure 

Housing Characteristics Clinton Ingham Eaton Total 

n % n % n % n % 

Total responses Owner 56 71.8 197 34.1 70 60.3 323 41.9 

Renter 19 24.4 338 58.6 42 36.2 399 51.9 

Other* 3 3.9 42 7.3 4 3.4 49 6.2 

Total 78 100.0 577 100.0 116 100.0 771 100.0 

Only residents 
without 
counting 
college 
students 

Owner 55 80.9 186 48.8 68 60.7 309 55.1 

Renter 11 16.2 180 47.2 41 36.6 232 41.4 

Other* 2 2.9 15 4.0 3 2.7 20 3.5 

Total 68 100.0 381 100.0 112 100.0 561 100.0 

Senior 
residents age of 
60 or older 

Owner 15 100.0 56 68.3 24 61.5 95 69.9 

Renter 0 0.0 21 25.6 14 35.9 35 25.7 

Other* 0 0.0 5 6.1 0 2.6 6 4.4 

Total 15 100.0 82 100.0 39 100.0 136 100.0 

Note: Included all student respondents in this table/ Excluded missing data 
* Staying with friends or family without paying rent, etc. 
 

When all respondents were considered, their housing types are summarized as follows:  

 Single-family housing: Clinton County – 78.2%, Ingham County – 44.9%, Eaton County – 60.3% 

 Apartment: Clinton County – 16.7%, Ingham County – 33.8%, Eaton County - 29.3% 

 Condominium: Clinton County – 3.8%, Ingham County – 3.7%, Eaton County – 4.3%  

 Townhouse or duplex: Clinton County – none, Ingham County – 8.5%, Eaton County – 1.7% 
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Figure 91 shows the housing types when undergraduate student responses were eliminated and only 
residents were considered. Clinton County respondents were more likely to reside in single-family 
houses than were respondents from Ingham or Eaton Counties. More non-single family housing was 
found among the Ingham County or Eaton County respondents. More Ingham County respondents 
indicated their housing types as apartment or townhouses/duplexes.  
 

 
Figure 91. Housing Types of Survey Respondents (n=561) 

 
Among the senior residents, 61.5% were living in single-family houses, 23.0% were in apartments, 
and 9.6% were in condominiums. Therefore, about 38.5% were living in non-single-family detached 
housing structures (Figure 92). 

 
Figure 92. Senior Respondents’ Housing Types (n=136) 

 
When asked the size of their home, 24.7% indicated it was between 1,000 and 1,499 square feet, 
18.4% indicated it was between 1,500 and 1,999 square feet, and 14.4% stated that it was between 
750 and 999 square feet. About 10.9% of respondents’ homes were built in the 1960s, 14.8% were 
built in the 1970s, and 10.3% were in the 1980s. About 11.6% of residences were built in or after 
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2000.  In terms of their future residency, more than 10% expressed planning to remain live in their 
current residence for more than 5-10 years, but 14.3% were planning to move within a year. 
Approximately 16.6% planned to stay in their current residence for 1-3 years, and 17.0% planned to 
remain in their present home for more than 20 years. 
 
For homeowners, the survey investigated the housing prices and the source of financing. The 
percentages for housing prices and finances for housing are summarized below. About 22.1% of 
homeowners reported that their present home cost $150,000-199,999, and 11.2% of homeowners 
gave their housing prices as $50,000-74,999. For the source of financing for homes, a majority of 
respondents mentioned financing their home with conventional loans. About 21.0% used FHA loans. 
 

 Housing price(only for homeowners) 
 $150,000-199,999: 22.1% 
 $100,000-149,999: 21.1% 
 $25,000-49,999: 11.2% 
 $50,000-74,999: 11.2% 

 

 Finance for housing (Out of 315 homeowners) 
 Conventional loan: 183 owners (58.1%) 
 FHA loan: 66 owners (21.0%) 
 Savings: 22 owners (7.0%) 
 Contract for deed: 1 owner (0.3) 
 Other (family loan, habitat for humanity, land contract, gift, rural development, 

paid cash, etc.): 43 (13.7%) 
 
When homeowners or renters found their current residence, they requested assistance from friends 
or relatives (24.7%), relators (28.3%), or the city or township’s housing departments (1.5%). The 
largest percentage (39.4%) found their homes by themselves (39.4%). Figure 93 present this result.  
 

 
Figure 93. Who Helped to Find Out Current Residence 
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5.2.2 Factors Affecting Housing Choice  

The following questions inquired into the reason people chose their current residence. The factors 
that affect their housing decision should be satisfactory for their stabilized residency and less 
mobility to other homes. Twenty-two items based on previous studies were selected as potential 
reasons they chose their current home (Diaz-Serrano & Stoyanova, 2010). These factors seemed to 
affect owners' and renters' housing decision differently. The importance of each factor was 
determined on 5-point scale, from 1 (=not at all important) to 5 (=very important). 
 
In general, “price or cost of residence” emerged as the most important factor in a housing decision, 
with a mean value of 4.55 out of 5.0. The next three factors were “neighborhood safety from crime” 
(mean=4.43), “condition of my residence” (mean=4.44), and “good interior floor plan of my home” 
(mean=4.08). 
 
As Table 59 shows, for both renters and owners, “price or cost of residence” was the most important 
factor in their housing decision (=mean=4.62). For owners, however, “neighborhood safety from 
crime” (mean=4.59) was more important than renters (mean=4.33). Owners also indicated “good 
exterior appearance of their residences” (mean=4.37), “good interior floor plan of their residence” 
(mean=4.31), “condition of other homes in the neighborhood” (mean=4.28), and “good quality 
schools for their children” (mean=4.17) as more important. Renters, but not owners, however, 
mentioned “availability of parking around their residences” (mean=4.07) as one of the important 
factors in their housing decision.  
 
Other factors show significant differences among housing tenures; these are summarized below.  
Table 67 verifies if these differences are statistically significant. If these difference are significant, F-
values are high and P-values are close to zero (0). 

• Age of residence: Owner > Renter 
• Availability of parking around the residence: Renter > Owner 
• Closely located to and availability of public transportation: Renter > Owner 
• Renal license requirement: Renter > Owner 
• High-quality school for children: Owner > Renter 
• Quality of repair and maintenance of the streets and sidewalks: Owner > Renter 
• Well-preserved natural environment surrounding my residence: Owner > Renter 
• Good exterior appearance of my residence: Owner > Renter 

 
Residents in different age groups showed different opinions about these factors. The following age 
groups showed higher mean values than other age groups. 

• Age of residence: 60s and 70s or over 
• Distance from house to healthcare facilities: 60s and 70s or over 
• Proximity to family members: 70s 
• Proximity to and availability of public transportation: 20s 
• High-quality schools for the children: 40s and 60s 
• Quality of repair and maintenance of the streets and sidewalks: 60s 
• Good interior floor plan of the home: 60s and 70s or over 
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• Well-preserved natural environment: 60s and 70s or over > 50s 
• Condition of other homes in the neighborhood: 60s and 30s 
• Good exterior appearance of the house: 60s and 50s 

 
Table 59. Factors Affecting Housing Decision 

Factors for housing decision Owner 
(Mean) 

Renter 
(Mean) 

Total 
(Mean) 

F-value P-value 

Age of housing 3.36 2.77 3.00 13.30
*
 .000 

Condition of your residence 4.53 4.42 4.44 6.11
*
 .000 

Condition of other homes in the 
neighborhood 

4.28 3.62 3.93 23.39 .000 

Availability of parking around your 
residence 

3.65 4.07 3.86 8.37
*
 .000 

Proximity to your and/or your spouse’s 
work 

3.98 3.82 3.89 1.05 .368 

Distance from your house to commercial 
shopping districts  3.51 3.59 3.54 1.47 .220 

Distance from your house to health care 
facilities 

3.18 3.11 3.14 .32 .809 

Availability of leisure activities 
(recreational facilities) around the 
residence 

3.34 3.37 3.36 .65 .581 

Safe neighborhood from any crime   4.59 4.33 4.43 6.34
*
 .000 

Price or cost of the residence 4.62 4.51 4.55 2.58 .052 

Closely located to family members  2.96 2.87 2.91 .348 .791 
Closely located to and availability of 
public transportation (bus, train, etc.) 2.09 3.48 2.87 66.18

*
 .000 

Rental license requirements (if you are 
renting) 

2.25 3.42 3.24 13.95
*
 .000 

Racial composition of the neighborhood 2.44 3.42 3.24 1.58 .196 

High quality schools for your children (if 
applicable) 

4.17 3.11 3.67 24.55
*
 .000 

Quality of the repair and maintenance of 
the streets and sidewalks 

3.71 3.60 3.63 3.28
**

 .021 

Racial composition of the schools (if 
applicable) 

2.59 2.74 2.65 1.11 .346 

Good interior floor plan of your home 4.31 3.92 4.08 11.09
*
 .000 

Walkable and bikable neighborhoods 
(i.e., sidewalks, bike lanes, etc.) 3.69 3.88 3.78 2.04 .107 

Good exterior appearance of your house 4.37 3.68 3.99 28.29
*
 .000 

Well-preserved natural environment 
surrounding your residence 

4.07 3.63 3.83 10.61
*
 .000 

Concentration of college students in the 
neighborhood 

2.68 3.34 3.04 16.15
*
 .000 

Note: Values in this table are mean values out of 1. Not at all important – 5. Very important 
*p<.001, **p<.05 
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5.2.3 Housing Affordability   

Housing affordability was investigated in individual and regional terms. Individual housing 
affordability was measured by asking if respondents spent more than 30% of their household income 
on housing. Regional housing affordability was measured by asking if they agreed or disagreed with 
housing affordability issues in their region.  
 

The two aspects of housing affordability are not consistent. For instance, some respondents 
reported living in affordable housing units although their area did not offer enough affordable 
housing options for different populations. Investigating both aspects should be useful for developing 
regional housing planning to improve housing affordability. 
 

1) Individual Housing Affordability 
 

The question individual housing affordability read, “Do you think of yourself as living in affordable 
housing?” This question was analyzed depending on the housing tenure. In this analysis, 
undergraduate student responses were excluded.  
 

Out of 305 owners, 73.8% marked “yes” and the other 26.2% marked “no.” Among 227 renters, 74.0% 
claimed to live in affordable rental units while 26.0% claimed that they did not. Resident opinions 
about individual housing affordability were additionally analyzed on the basis of their current county 
of residence, age, income, and present or absence of disability. The results summarize the 
percentages of residents who claimed that they were living in affordable housing.  
 

 Clinton vs. Ingham vs. Eaton Counties 
• Renters: Clinton (n=11) vs. Ingham (n=177) vs. Eaton (n=39): 81.8% vs. 72.3% vs. 82.1% 
• Owners: Clinton (n=54) vs. Ingham (n=184) vs. Eaton (n=67): 74.1% vs. 71.2% vs. 80.6% 

 

In Eaton County, both renter and owner groups more strongly believed that they lived 
in affordable housing. 
 

 Seniors (age 60 or older) vs. Younger Residents 
• Senior renters (n=34) vs. Other renters (n=192): 79.4% vs. 73.4%  
• Senior owners (n=93) vs. other owners (n=207): 80.6% vs. 70.5% 

 

Senior renters and owners more strongly agreed with their individual housing 
affordability than did younger renters and owners. 
 

 Low-Income Group vs. Other Income Group 
• Low-income renters (n=97) vs. Other income renters (n=131): 82.5% vs. 67.9% 
• Low-income owners (n=20) vs. Other income owners (n=285): 70.0% vs. 74.0% 

 

Low-income renters more strongly agreed with their individual housing affordability 
than low-income owners did. Since low-income renters were living in income-based 
properties, their monthly rents might be prorated based on their income, so it might 
not be as burdensome as it was for low-income homeowners.  
 

 Residents with Disabilities vs. Others  
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• Renters with disabilities (n=46) vs. others (n=182): 84.8% vs. 71.4% 
• Owners with disabilities (n=17) vs. others (n=288): 70.6% vs. 74.0% 

 

Renter with disabilities more strongly agreed with that they were living in affordable 
housing. This might be because of their rental units which were income-based and 
accessible. Less percentage of homeowners with disabilities than the counterparts 
agreed with that they were living in affordable housing. 
 

2) Individual Housing Affordability – Costs for Housing 
 

According to HUD, affordable housing accounts for no more than 30% of annual household income 
for housing. Housing costs include: mortgage payments, real estate taxes, insurances, utilities, fuels, 
mobile home expenses, and/or condominium fees. Recent research about housing expense 
addressed that transportation costs (e.g., gas, bus fare, or parking) for commuting to work or school 
need to be factored into housing affordability.  
 
To examine respondents’ expense for housing, two questions were asked: Approximately, what 
percentage of your monthly income do you spend on housing expenses? If you include 
transportation costs, mortgage, real estate taxes, insurance, utilities, fuels, mobile home expenses, 
and condominium fees, what percentage of your monthly income is spent on these items? The 
responses of renter and owners were compared. 
 
According to Figure 94, a higher percentage of renters than owners spent more than 30% of the 
income for housing. Approximately 31.8% of owners spent more than 30% of the income for housing 
while about 58.4% of renters did. Particularly, 24% of renters spent more than 45% of their income 
for housing compared to the 11.7% of owners who did. This result shows housing unaffordability 
could be a more serious problem for renters. 
 

 
Figure 94. Housing Costs Compared to the Annual Income (without Transportation Costs) 

 
Including transportation costs, the percentages of renters or owners who spent more than 30% of 
their income were expected to be higher. Figure 95 does not show this expectation. The respondents 
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were asked about the percentages of income they spent for housing and transportation. Only the 
percentages falling into the "45% or more” category increased from 24.0% to 33.0% for renters and 
from 11.7% to 13.3% for owners. Future studies should conduct more elaborate measurements 
about the housing expense.   
 

 
Figure 95. Housing Costs Compared to the Annual Income (with Transportation Costs) 

 
For seniors and low-income respondents, housing costs seem to be a burden. Figure 96 shows 
housing and transportation costs were higher for senior renters than for senior owners. More than 
54.2% of senior renters spent more than 30% of their income for housing. When the transportation 
costs were included, this percentage went up to 82.6%. 
 

 
Figure 96. Housing Costs Comparison between Seniors and Younger Residents 
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The comparison between the low-income group and other groups showed more than 85% of low-
income families spent more than 30% of their income for housing. In contrast, only 38.1% of other 
income groups reported spending more than 30% of the income for housing. 
 

 
Figure 97. Housing Costs Comparison between Low-Income and Other-Income Group 

 
Housing unaffordability was also identified by county. As Figure 98 presents, higher percentages of 
respondents from Eaton County or Ingham County indicated spending more than 30% of their 
income for housing. More renters in the three counties were identified as living in unaffordable 
housing units. The results including transportation costs were not what the research team had 
expected. 
 

 
Figure 98. Housing Costs Comparison Among Three Counties 
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3) Regional Housing Affordability – Enough Affordable Housing Available in the 
Region 

The survey investigated residents’ opinions on regional housing affordability. The question read, “Do 
you think generally there are enough affordable housing units available in your city or township?” 
More than 58.3% of all respondents answered in the affirmative. However, the opinions between 
and owners and renters were clearly distinguished. About 69.9% of owners thought that there was 
enough affordable housing but only 41.8% of renters did. Renters seemed to have hard time to 
finding affordable rental units Table 60 presents these findings.  
 
Table 60. Residents’ Opinions about Regional Housing Affordability 

Housing Tenure Enough Affordable Hosing Total 

Yes No 

Owner Count 207 89 296 

% 69.9% 30.1% 100.0% 

Renter Count 89 124 213 

% 41.8% 58.2% 100.0% 

Others Count 11 7 18 

% 61.1% 38.9% 100.0% 

Total Count 307 220 527 

% 58.3% 41.7% 100.0% 

 
When the research team looked at these opinions, there were significant differences between the 
low-income group and the other income groups, between residents with disabilities and others, and 
between seniors and younger residents. More low-income families thought there was not enough 
affordable housing in the region. More residents with disabilities thought there were not enough 
affordable housing options in the region. College students also thought there were not enough 
affordable housing options available in the region. Interestingly, more seniors thought there were 
enough affordable housing options.  

 Low-Income vs. Others: For this comparison, student responses were excluded. 
• Enough: 36.1% vs. 64.3% 
• Not enough: 63.9% vs. 35.7% 

 

 Residents with Disabilities vs. Others: For this comparison, student responses were excluded. 
• Enough: 23.1% vs. 62.9% 
• Not enough: 76.9% vs. 37.1% 

 

 Seniors (age of 60 or older) vs. Younger Residents: For this comparison, student responses 
were excluded. 

• Enough: 62.3% vs. 56.7% 
• Not enough: 37.7% vs. 43.3% 

 Students vs. Others 
• Enough: 48.7% vs. 58.1% 
• Not enough: 51.3% vs. 41.9% 
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4) Regional Housing Affordability – Negative Impact due to the Lack of 
Affordable Housing 

For the question to ask about any negative impact of insufficient affordable housing on the 
respondents or their family members, 33.6% of renters and 12.0% of owners stated that it had. 
When the research team compared these responses between groups, more low-income respondents 
and respondents with disabilities mentioned this problem.  The affirmative responses are 
summarized below. 
 

• Owner vs. Renters: 12.0% vs. 33.6% 
• Clinton vs. Ingham vs. Eaton: 14.1% vs. 24.1% vs. 19.8% 
• Low-Income vs. Others: 49.6% vs. 13.9% 
• Residents with Disabilities vs. Others: 47.0% vs. 18.5% 
• Seniors (age of 60 or older) vs. Younger Residents: 16.5% vs. 23.9% 

 

5) Regional Housing Affordability – Socioeconomic Groups having a Hard Time 
Finding Affordable Housing 

Regional housing planning should consider the socioeconomic groups that tend to have difficulty 
finding affordable housing without any support from their community. This survey identified several 
groups that will need more assistance in securing affordable housing. As Table 61 shows, Eaton 
County respondents indicated that insufficient housing was available for the elderly, for households 
with children attending public schools, and renters. Ingham County respondents emphasized that 
people living below the poverty level and refugees as the groups were having a hard time finding 
affordable housing. Clinton County respondents mentioned students as the group having a hard time 
finding affordable housing in the area. These results reflected the lack of affordable housing for 
these groups and highlighted the needs for developing more affordable housing for them.  
 
Table 61. Socioeconomic Groups Having a Hard Time Finding Affordable Housing 

Resident Groups 
Clinton 
(n=62) 

Ingham 
(n=359) 

Eaton 
(n=96) 

The Elderly N 16 131 36 

% 25.8 36.5 37.5 
Households lower than poverty 
level 

N 35 240 58 

% 56.5 66.9 60.4 
Students N 23 126 31 

% 37.1 35.1 32.3 
Refugees N 18 130 29 

% 29.0 36.2 30.2 
Households with children attending 
public schools 

N 14 108 32 
% 22.6 30.1 33.3 

Renters N 22 124 43 

% 35.5 34.5 44.8 
Total N 62 359 96 

% 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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When the research team looked at the insufficient affordable housing options, each resident group 
showed significantly different opinions as follows:  

• About 39.5% of 119 seniors (while 34.8% of younger residents) said, the elderly have a hard 
time finding affordable housing. 

• About 38.7% of renters (while 23.2% of owners) said, households that have children 
attending public schools have hard time finding affordable housing. 

• About 50.2% of renters (while 27.0% of owners) said, renters have hard time finding 
affordable housing. 

• About 54.2% of low-income respondents (while 29.8% of others) said, the elderly have hard 
time finding affordable housing. 

• About 81.9% of low-income respondents (while 59.3% of others) said, the households lower 
than poverty level have hard time finding affordable housing. 

• About 52.3% of low-income respondents (while 24.5% of others) said, the households that 
have children attending public schools have hard time finding affordable housing. 

• About 56.7% of students (while 35.8% of other residents) said, students have a hard time 
finding affordable housing. 

 
Among the housing options for renters and seniors, the survey proposed three options. The survey 
asked if sufficient housing units were available in their city or township. As Table 62 shows, more 
handicapped-accessible rental units are needed in Ingham County and more senior housing options 
are needed in Eaton County. Overall responses highlighted the need for offering more handicapped- 
accessible rental units. 
 
Table 62. Units More Needed in the Region 

More needed 
Clinton 
(n=64) 

Ingham 
(n=366) 

Eaton 
(n=105) 

Handicap accessible rental units N 14 116 28 

% 21.9 31.7 26.7 
Rental units available for seniors N 14 103 33 

% 21.9 28.1 31.4 
Affordable single-family houses for 
seniors 

N 16 88 38 

% 25.0 24.0 36.2 

Total 
N 64 366 105 

% 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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5.2.4 Vacant Housing Units   

This region has experienced an increase in housing vacancies. Some units are very outdated and 
need to be replaced. At the same time, there are decent vacant units in this region. The survey 
investigated residents’ opinions of the vacant housing units. Three options were given and 
respondents were asked to give their opinion about each. 
 
Respondents were first asked if the community needed to offer incentives to developers or property 
owners to rehabilitate vacant housing units. As Figure 89 presents, about 38.1% of Clinton County 
respondents agreed or strongly agreed. Higher percentages of Ingham County and Eaton Count 
respondents agreed with this idea. Overall 45.2% of the 527 responses supported the idea. 
 

 
Figure 99. Resident Opinions about the Incentives for Rehabilitating Vacant Housing Units 

 
The survey then asked respondents if they believed that vacant units should be demolished and 
replaced with retails or commercial facilities. About 24.6% of Clinton County respondents, 26.8% of 
Ingham County respondents, and 16.5% of Eaton County respondents agreed or strongly agreed 
(Figure 100). These numbers were lower than the third suggestion for vacant commercial or retail 
buildings: “Vacant commercial or retail buildings in downtown should be converted into affordable 
housing units.” For this idea, 41.1% of Ingham County respondents agreed or strongly agreed. 
Overall agreement was 37.2% of the 527 responses (Figure 101).  
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Figure 100. Resident Opinions about Replacing Vacant Units with Different Facilities 

 

 
Figure 101. Resident Opinions about Vacant Commercial or Retail Building in Downtown 
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5.2.5 Mixed-Use Development    

The need for new forms of housing has been addressed in this region. Since the Tri-County Region is 
predominantly composed of single-family detached houses, housing experts and planners indicated 
a need for mixed-use developments that include several affordable housing units. Additionally, the 
main corridor has the potential to offer new mixed-use developments. This survey investigated 
residents’ opinions about mixed-use development in the region. Results showed that mixed-use 
development was supported more strongly by Ingham County residents. About 43.9% of them 
supported mixed-use development in the region. Among Clinton County respondents, 30.2% agreed 
or strongly agreed with mixed-use development. This percentage was slightly higher among the 
Eaton County residents, which was 34.0%. Figure 102 shows opinions about mixed-use development 
and Table 63 presents the residents’ opinions for mixed-use development by county.  

 

 
Figure 102. Resident Opinions about Mixed-Use Development (N=522) 

 
Table 63. Resident opinions about Mixed-Use Development by County 

County 

  More Mixed Development 

Total   
Strongly 
Disagree Disagree 

Neither  
Agree Nor 
Disagree Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

Don't 
Know 

Clinton N 2 14 21 15 4 7 63 
% 3.2 22.2 33.3 23.8 6.3 11.1 100.0 

Ingham  N 23 39 98 93 66 43 362 
% 6.4 10.8 27.1 25.7 18.2 11.9 100.0 

Eaton N 6 11 28 23 10 19 97 
% 6.2 11.3 28.9 23.7 10.3 19.6 100.0 

Total N 31 64 147 131 80 69 522 
% 5.9 12.3 28.2 25.1 15.3 13.2 100.0 
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Only counting “agree” and “strongly agree,” the percentages are as follows:  
 Clinton: 30.2%  (n= 63) 
 Ingham: 43.9%  (n=362) 
 Eaton: 34.0% (n=97) 
 Total: 40.4% (n=522) 

 
Among the resident groups, seniors expressed significant disagreement with the mixed-use 
development. Only 6.2% of seniors strongly agreed with this idea while 18.9% of younger residents 
did. 
 
The survey then asked which type was most necessary in their respondents’ cities or townships. 
Figure 103-105 show three examples of mixed-use development. These examples were used for the 
interviews with the housing experts and planners. They preferred “readapted low-rise building.” 
Residents also strongly preferred the same type of mixed-use development. 
  

 

  

High-rise new building Low-rise new building Readapted low-rise building 
       Figure 103    Figure 104    Figure 105 

Figure 103-105. Examples of Mixed-Use Buildings 
 
Table 64. Residents’ Preferences for Mixed-Use Building Types 

County 
High-rise Low-rise Adapted Total 

n % n % n % n % 
Clinton 5 9.4 11 20.8 31 58.5 53 100.0 
Ingham 43 13.9 77 24.9 181 58.6 309 100.0 
Eaton  7 8.8 18 22.5 49 61.3 80 100.0 
Note: The results did not include undergraduate student responses. 
 
To provide a variety of housing types, the region can consider different types of housing. On the 
basis of the housing types that Metropolitan Design Center at the University of Minnesota (2005) 
proposed, the survey showed several housing types and ask residents to choose their preferences. 
The housing types the survey used were single-family detached, duplex, triplex, side-attached, 
stacked rowhouse, low-rise apartment, mid-rise apartment, and mixed-use buildings (Figure 106).  
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Figure 106. Housing Types (Source: Metropolitan Design Center at the University of Minnesota, 2005) 
 
In Eaton County and Clinton County, single-family detached houses were still most preferred. 
However, about 23.5% of Eaton County respondents selected side attached, 26.5% selected low-rise 
apartments, 20.4% selected duplex and 14.3% selected mixed-use development. Among the Clinton 
County respondents, 60.9% hose single-family detached houses, 23.2% selected duplex, and 17.4% 
selected side-attached houses. The percentage choosing mixed-use buildings was lowest from 
Clinton County respondents. Ingham County respondents showed a greater need for mixed-use 
buildings. Their preference for single-family houses was lowest among the three county resident 
groups. 
 
Table 65. Housing Types More Needed 

 

Single-family 
detached  

Duplex Triplex 
Side-

attached 
Stacked 

 Rowhouse 
Low-rise  

apartment 
Mid-rise  

apartment 
Mixed- 

use 
Total 

n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % 

Eaton  53 54.1 20 20.4 2 2.0 23 23.5 3 3.1 26 26.5 6 6.1 14 14.3 98 100.0 

Ingham  183 34.7 80 15.2 15 2.8 125 23.7 60 11.4 116 22.0 116 22.0 115 21.8 528 100.0 

Clinton  42 60.9 16 23.2 1 1.4 12 17.4 3 4.3 9 13.0 6 8.7 9 13.0 69 100.0 

Total 278 40.0 116 16.7 18 2.6 160 23.0 66 9.5 151 21.7 128 18.4 138 19.9 695 100.0 

Note: The results included student respondents. 

These results show some possibilities adopting a greater variety of affordable housing options in the 
Tri-County Region.  
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5.2.6 Public Transportation and Walkability 

The survey included several questions about transportation. As mentioned earlier, transportation 
costs became burdened to households and more public transportation options are recommended to 
reduce this individual household’s cost burden. Therefore, the survey asked about the respondents’ 
main mode of transportation and their intention to change to another.  
 
First, respondents were asked if they lived and worked in the same city. More Ingham County 
respondents indicated that they did; Clinton and Eaton County residents did not. According to the 
housing expert and planner interviews, many Clinton and Eaton County residents commuted to the 
Ingham County area. Table 66 shows residence of the respondents in relation to their workplaces or 
schools. 
 
Table 66. Current Residency In Relation to Workplaces or Schools 

County 

I am living in the same 
city or township as my 
workplace or schools 

I am not living in the same city or  
township as my workplace or 

schools  

I am neither 
employed or 

attending college. Total  
Clinton  n 19 32 17 68 

% 27.9 47.1 25.0 100.0 
Ingham  n 154 101 124 379 

% 40.6 26.6 32.7 100.0 
Eaton  n 18 45 46 109 

% 16.5 41.3 42.2 100.0 
Total n 191 178 187 556 

% 34.4 32.0 33.6 100.0 
 

Current transportation modes were identified. As 

Figure 107 presents, over 74% drove own cars. 

About 9.4% walked to work or schools, and 7.0% 

used public transportation. About 2.4% used 

bikes and 1.1% used carpools.  

 

                                                                                          

                                                                                           Figure 107. Current Transportation Modes 
 
Current transportation modes were slightly different by county. Over 90% of the Clinton County 
respondents drove own cars to work or schools. About 89.1% of Eaton County respondents were 
also driving own cars to work or schools, while about 68.2% of Ingham County respondents drove 
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their cars. These differences affected the percentages of respondents using public transportation. 
Only 1.9% in Clinton County and 1.6% in Eaton County residents used public transportation while 
over 9% of Ingham County respondents did. Table 67 shows these differences.  
 
Table 67. Current Transportation Modes by County 

County Walk 
Drive my 
own car 

Public 
transportation Bike Carpool Other Total 

Clinton  N 1 47 1 1 1 1 52 

% 1.9 90.4 1.9 1.9 1.9 1.9 100.0 

Ingham  N 31 176 24 8 3 16 258 

% 12.0 68.2 9.3 3.1 1.2 6.2 100.0 

Eaton  N 3 57 1 0 0 3 64 

% 4.7 89.1 1.6 0.0 0.0 4.7 100.0 

Total N 35 280 26 9 4 20 374 

% 9.4 74.9 7.0 2.4 1.1 5.3 100.0 

 
The next question was about respondents’ intention to change to another method of transportation 
to commute to and from work. Among the 367 valid responses, 122 (33.2%) agreed to change to 
another transportation mode. Table 68 shows these responses.  
 
The new modes of transportation included, driving one’s own car, using public transportation, biking, 
carpooling, walking, and other. Among them, public transportation emerged as the most popular. 
About 46.4% of respondents preferred this method. The next popular one was driving one’s own car 
(=19.6%) and walking (10.7%). Carpooling was supported by 10.7% of respondents (Figure 108).  
 

Table 68. Intention to Change to a Different  
Transportation Mode 

Figure 108. Alternative Transportation Mode 
 
These results indicated strong needs for a variety of transportation modes for regional residents. The 
need for public transportation merits attention. The number of people using bikes or walking was 
small, but many people wanted to walk or ride bikes if these were available. 
 

 County 
Yes, will 
change 

No, will not 
change Total 

Clinton  n 14 37 51 

% 27.5 72.5 100.0 

Ingham n 81 173 254 

% 31.9 68.1 100.0 

Eaton  n 27 35 62 

% 43.5 56.5 100.0 

Total n 122 245 367 

% 33.2 66.8 100.0 
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A further analysis was conducted to understand the relationships between transportation modes 
that respondents were using and their intention to change. As Table 69 shows, residents using 
carpools, public transportation, or walking showed stronger intentions to change. Many residents 
using public transportation were in the low-income group, so many of them wanted to drive own 
cars. About 55.6% of them want to “drive their own car.”  
 
A majority of respondents, however, did not want to change their transportation modes. About 68.2% 
of residents who drove their own cars did not want to change their transportation mode. Among the 
respondents who wanted to change from driving their own cars to another method (31.8%), public 
transportation was the most popular mode they wanted to take.  
 
Table 69. Intention to Change to Different Transportation Modes 

 Transportation Mode 

Change Other Transportation Methods 

Total 
Yes,  

I would change 
No, I would not  

change 

Current  
Method  
Transportation 
Used Most  
Often 

Walk n 13 22 35 

% 37.1 62.9 100.0 

Drive my  

own car 
n 87 187 274 

% 31.8 68.2 100.0 

Public  

transportation 
n 12 14 26 

% 46.2 53.8 100.0 

Bike n 2 7 9 

% 22.2 77.8 100.0 

Carpool n 3 1 4 

% 75.0 25.0 100.0 

Other  n 4 13 17 

% 23.5 76.5 100.0 

Total n 121 244 365 

% 33.2 66.8 100.0 
 
The Tri-County Region has strong needs for a variety of modes of transportation that connect their 
residential areas to workplaces and schools. The results from the resident survey were strongly 
consistent with the findings of interviews with housing experts and planners. 
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5.2.7 Fair Housing 

Fair housing is resident a right protected by local, state, and federal laws. Fair housing means 
residents may choose a place to live without regard to their race, color, religion, sex, national origin, 
or because they are disabled or have children. Aligning with housing affordability, the fair housing 
issue should be guaranteed for underserved populations that include low-income, disabled, or 
people of color, or religious minorities.  
 
The survey included several fair housing questions. The first question asked if respondents have 
heard about it. The second question was how much they knew about fair housing laws and their 
Rights. Figure 109 and 110 show that many people heard about fair housing but they were not very 
familiar with what it meant. Only 15.9% claimed to be very familiar with fair housing laws and their 
rights. 
 

      
Figure 109. Heard about Fair Housing                    Figure 110. How Familiar with Fair Housing Laws 
 
The survey asked about the information sources of fair housing laws and rights. Among the 
respondents who heard of fair housing, 17.0% indicated they received the information mainly from 
community facilities and 12.0% from or state government websites (Table 70).  
 
Table 70. Information Sources for Fair Housing Laws and Rights 

Source n % 

Federal or State Government Website 63 12.0 

City or Township Government Website 50 9.5 

Federal or State Government Office 34 6.5 

Community Facilities 89 17.0 

Others (non-profit organizations, etc) 46 8.8 

Total 525 100.0 
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Fair housing laws and rights has been emphasized for low-income households. Out of 525 valid 
responses to this question, 122 were from low-income residents. Among them, 71.3% indicated that 
they heard of Fair Housing Laws and Rights, but 28.7% of them had not heard of it. There is a strong 
need to promote the Fair Housing Laws and Rights among low-income residents (Figure 111). 
 

 
Figure 111. Heard of Fair Housing Laws (Among Low-Income Residents) 

 
In terms of housing related discriminations, the survey included questionsabout respondents’ 
experiences with (1) financial discrimination by loan officers or mortgage brokers and (2) rental 
housing discrimination. Among the 525 responses, 7.2% reported financial discrimination by loan 
officers or mortgage brokers. When only low-income respondents were analyzed, the percentage to 
experience financial discrimination was 9.8%. 
 
In regards to rental housing discrimination, 8.6% experienced it, as did 15.7% of low-income people, 
and 11.2% of renters. Students’ experience of rental housing discrimination (9.1%) was also slightly 
higher than that the average of all respondents (8.6%). Table 71 shows these differences.  
 
Table 71. Experiences in Housing Discrimination 

Experience of Unfair Housing 

Yes Total 

n % n % 

Financial discrimination by loan officers or mortgage 
brokers (Total responses) 38 7.2 525 100 

Financial discrimination by loan officers or mortgage 
brokers (Low-income only) 12 9.8 122 100 

Rental housing discrimination (Total) 45 8.6 525 100 

Rental housing discrimination (Low-income only) 19 15.7 121 100 

Rental housing discrimination (Renters only) 23 11.2 205 100 

Rental housing discrimination (Students only) 17 9.1 187 100 

NIMBY 73 13.9 525 100 
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Many respondents believed that low-income families, minorities, people with disabilities, and 
families with children received “some” or “great” benefits from the fair housing laws and rights. 
Refuges, non-citizens, and lesbians, bisexual, gay or transgendered persons were regarded as the 
underserved beneficiaries of fair housing laws and rights. Many respondents did not know about 
these issues. Future housing planning needs to emphasize the Fair Housing Act for underserved 
populations and extend the beneficiary groups of this act. 
 
Table 72. Beneficiary Groups from Fair Housing Policies 

Groups having some or great 
benefits from Fair Housing 
Policies 

Great  
benefit 

Some  
benefit 

No  
benefit 

Don't know Total 

n % n  % n  % n % n % 

Low-income families 116 23.9 171 35.2 21 4.3 178 36.6 486 100.0 

Minorities 108 22.3 171 35.3 18 3.7 187 38.6 484 100.0 

Disabled persons 106 21.9 170 35.1 24 4.9 185 38.1 485 100.0 

Refugees 87 18.0 124 25.7 24 5.0 28 5.8 483 100.0 

Families with children 71 14.7 177 36.6 37 7.7 198 41.0 483 100.0 

Non-citizens 64 13.4 100 20.9 39 8.1 276 57.6 479 100.0 

Lesbian, bisexual, gay, or 
transgendered persons 

40 8.5 104 22.2 53 11.3 272 58.0 469 100.0 
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5.2.8 Energy-Efficient Housing 

In regards to energy-efficient housing, Michigan residents' need for affordable housing was 
identified in 2008 through the State of the State Survey conducted by the Institute for Public Policy 
and Social Research at Michigan State University (Kim, Lee, & Bell, 2008). This survey included 
questions about current housing’s energy efficiency and residents’ intention to make their 
residences energy-efficient.  

 

Out of 570 valid responses, 11.2% (=64 respondents) were living in LEED-certified, ENERGY STAR 
certified, or National Association of Home Builders (NAHB) Green Building certified homes. Among 
them, 51 were homeowners and 13 were renters. Out of 506 residents who were not living in 
energy-efficient residences, 56.6% indicated that they wanted to upgrade their houses to be energy- 
efficient. 

 
Table 73. Current Residences’ Energy-Efficiency  

Tenure 

Living in energy efficient houses 
Yes No Total 

n % n % n % 
Owner 51 16.3 261 83.7 312 100.0 
Renter 13 5.5 222 94.5 235 100.0 
Other 0 0.0 23 100.0 23 100.0 
Total 64 11.2 506 88.8 570 100.0 
        Figure 112. Intention to Upgrade  

 
This intention to upgrade to energy-efficient residence was identified among seniors and low-
income residents. Compared to younger residents, seniors showed weaker intention to upgrade 
their homes to be energy-efficient. About 60.8% of younger residents wanted to upgrade their 
residences to be energy-efficient. The respondents in the low-income group showed stronger 
intentions to upgrade to energy-efficient houses compared with the respondents in other groups. 
Table 74 and 75 showed these differences among groups. 
 

Table 74. Upgrading to Energy-Efficient Residences        Table 75. Upgrading to Energy-Efficient Residences 

Age  Yes No Total 

Senior vs  
Young 

60s or  

Older 
N 54 71 125 

% 43.2% 56.8% 100.0% 

Younger 
than 60 

N 225 145 370 

%  60.8% 39.2% 100.0% 

Total N 279 216 495 

%  56.4% 43.6% 100.0% 

Income Yes No Total 

Income 
groups 

Low-

income 

n 69 50 119 

%  58.0% 42.0% 100.0% 

Other  

incomes 
n 217 169 386 

%  56.2% 43.8% 100.0% 

Total n 286 219 505 

%  56.6% 43.4% 100.0% 
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5.2.9 Aging-In-Place and Health Impact 

1) Aging-In-Place 
 

Aging-in-place is “the ability to live in one’s own home and community safely, independently, and 
comfortably, regardless of age, income, or ability level” (Center for Disease Control and Prevention, 
2014). Housing affordability for seniors can be an important factor affecting their aging in place. This 
study was interested in residents’ intention to age in place. 
 
The survey questions about aging-in-place were asked for the respondents who were 40 years of age 
or older. The questions asked if residents wanted to stay in their present area as they age. About 
61.2% of homeowners and 56.5% of renters did. About 76.0% of seniors wanted to age in the 
current area while 48.6% of younger residents wanted to age in the place. 
 
The survey asked respondents what kind of housing they wanted to live in as they aged. The survey 
provided five options: in their own house; with a relative; with grown-up children; in a retirement 
community or senior apartment; and institutional facility such as nursing homes. The choices varied 
depending on the resident groups as follows:  
 
 

Owners vs. Renters 
 Owner: In my own house 83.3%,  

In a retirement community or senior apartment 8.8% 
 Renter: In my own residence 48.8% 

In a retirement community or senior apartment 37.5% 
 

Low-income group vs. Other income groups 
 Low-income: In my own house 55.6%  

With my grown-up children 11.1% 
In a retirement community or senior apartment 30.2% 

 Others: In my own house 78.5%  
With my grown-up children 0.8% 
In a retirement community or senior apartment 12.6% 
 

Seniors vs. Younger Residents 
 Seniors: In my own house 68.2%  

With my grown-up children 2.3% 
In a retirement community or senior apartment 24.0% 

 Younger Residents: In my own house 77.8%  
                     With my grown-up children 3.3% 
                       In a retirement community or senior apartment 10.6% 
 
The next question was the intention to renovate their residences to accommodate their aging.  
A theory of housing adjustment by Morris and Winter (1975, 1978) identified residents’ housing 
renovation behaviors as the process of adjusting themselves to new or existing residential 
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environments. Renovating homes to age comfortably in their residences can be understood as an 
active reaction to the given environments. Results showed less than 30% of respondents were 
willing to renovate their residences to age in place. These intentions depended on resident groups as 
follows.  
 

Owners vs. Renters 
 Owner: Yes, I would like to renovate my home 29.2% 

No, I will stay in my home without renovating it 33.5% 
 Renter: Yes, I would like to renovate my home 12.5% 

No, I will stay in my home without renovating it 34.7% 
I have not thought about it 37.5% 

 
Low-income group vs. Other income groups 
 Low-income: Yes, I would like to renovate my home 22.0% 

No, I will stay in my home without renovating it 27.1% 
I have not thought about it 33.9% 

 Others: Yes, I would like to renovate my home 25.4% 
No, I will stay in my home without renovating it 36.0% 
I have not thought about it 19.5% 

Seniors vs. Younger Residents 
 Seniors: Yes, I would like to renovate my home 24.0% 

No, I will stay in my home without renovating it 37.2% 
I have not thought about it 22.3% 

 Younger Residents: Yes, I would like to renovate my home 25.3% 
No, I will stay in my home without renovating it 32.2% 
I have not thought about it 22.4% 

 

2) Health Impact from Unaffordable Housing 
 
The Tri-County Region has been the main target of the Health Impact Assessment research funded 
by the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation since 2012. Housing unaffordability has been recognized as 
one of the main factors affecting occupant health, especially among low-income households (Cohen, 
2011).  
 
This survey thus included two questions about the effect of unaffordable housing upon health. The 
first question read, “Since moving into your current residence, have you had to use money that was 
meant to be used for healthcare (for example, visiting a doctor or dentist) and use it for housing 
expense instead?” Among 286 owners, 17.9% (=51 owners) had to use money designed for their 
medical care for housing expenses instead. A higher percentage of renters (=19.8%) had done so. 
 
Compared to other income groups, a higher percentage of low-income group residents experienced 
this health impact due to unaffordable housing. Younger residents or students mentioned this more 
frequently than seniors or non-student residents did. These results are summarized below.  

 Owner vs. Renter: 17.9% (51 out of 286) vs. 19.8% (40 out of 202) 
 Low-income vs. Others: 34.7% (42 out of 121) vs. 13.8% (54 out of 391) 
 Seniors vs. Younger Residents: 10.1% (13 our of 129) vs. 22.3% (83 out of 372) 
 Students vs. Others: 25.3% (46 out of 182) vs. 18.8% (96 out of 512) 
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The second question about health impact from unaffordable housing was, “Since moving into your 
current residence, have you had any injuries or other health problem that you think might be linked 
to poor housing conditions, such as poor indoor air quality, mold, pests, inadequate heating or air 
conditioning system?” 
 
More renters (20.3%) than owners (8.7%) responded that they had health problems linked to poor 
housing conditions. More low-income residents experienced health problems from poor housing 
conditions than other income group residents. Younger residents experienced more health problems 
from unmaintained housing conditions than seniors did. Students experienced more health 
problems from poor housing conditions than students of other groups did. These differences are 
summarized below. 

 Owner vs. Renter: 8.7% (25 out of 286) vs. 20.3% (41 out of 202) 
 Low-income vs. Others: 27.3% (33 out of 121) vs. 9.2% (36 out of 391) 
 Seniors vs. Younger Residents: 9.3% (12 out of 129) vs. 14.2% (53 out of 373)  
 Students vs. Others: 21.3% (39 out of 183) vs. 13.5% (69 out of 512) 
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 5.2.10 Summary 

The survey results highlighted the needs for considering housing related issues more holistically. To 
achieve housing affordability for individual houses and regional housing markets, it should be 
discussed in relation to a variety of housing options, more affordable owner-occupied and rental-
occupied housing options, fair housing, mixed-use development, vacant housing, public 
transportation, energy-efficient housing, aging-in-place, and the effects of unaffordable housing 
conditions upon health. 
 
Key findings from the resident survey are summarized below.  
 

• Housing Affordability 
• Many residents in the Tri-County Region experienced housing unaffordability: More 

than 30% of respondents spent over 30% of their income for housing costs.  
• They need to reduce this amount to achieve affordability for housing. 
• Transportation costs affected housing affordability when residents drove their cars, 

lived in suburbs and worked in different cities.   
• More study is needed to link transportation costs to the housing affordability in the 

region. 
 

• Fair Housing 
• Fair housing laws and rights have been serving low-income, minorities, people with 

disabilities, and families with children, based on the survey findings.  
• Fair housing laws and rights should be promoted to broader socioeconomic groups. 

Refugees, noncitizens, or sexual minorities should be more actively involved in the 
future fair housing policies and programs  

• In promoting the fair housing laws and rights, it will be desirable to use community 
facilities as the main location for the flyers and information boards. 
 

• Mixed-use development: 
• Developing mixed-used buildings was strongly supported by the residents in the 

region.  
• Ingham County residents more strongly supported mixed-use development than the 

resident of the other two counties did.  
• Considering residents’ preferences and opinions about housing types and mixed-use 

development in Clinton, Eaton, and Ingham Counties, differentiated development 
plans should be proposed. 
 

• Vacant Units 
• Before replacing vacant units with new buildings, developers and planners need to 

consider a way to save some historically valuable vacant buildings.  
• Many residents supported for giving some incentive to resolve the housing vacancy 

issue in the Region. 
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• There were not strong agreement with demolishing vacant units and converting 
them into retails or commercial facilities. 

• Many residents agreed to convert vacant units into affordable housing units. 
 

i. Transportation 
a. Public transportation has been served on the regional transportation needs. 

However, it is not sufficient for Eaton and Clinton County areas. More Ingham 
County respondents used public transportation while only small number of Clinton 
and Eaton County respondents used this mode. 

b. Residents driving their own cars wanted to use public transportation more 
frequently.  

c. Although more residents still wanted to drive or did not want to change to another 
transportation mode, the region still needs to provide a variety of transportation 
modes so that residents can choose their preferred one. 

 
j. Energy-Efficient Houses 

a. Living in energy-efficiency residences was not still prevalent. 
b. Many residents wanted to upgrade to energy-efficient residences. 
c. Any incentives for developing new energy-efficient residences or upgrading existing 

houses to be energy-efficient should be considered by local planning departments. 
d. Owners, low-income residents, and younger residents were more interested in 

energy-efficient housing.  
 

k. Aging-In-Place and Health Impact 
a. Owners, seniors, and middle- or higher-income group residents showed greater 

intention to age in place. 
b. Housing renovation does not seem to inspire aging in place. 
c. Renters, low-income people, younger residents, and students experience more 

negative health impact from poor housing conditions. They should be properly 
served when housing planning considers health impact from unaffordable housing 
conditions.  
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VI. Evidence-Based Suggestions 
for Improving Individual and 
Regional Housing Affordability 
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6.1 Affordable Housing Needs 
 

The census data analysis showed that the population has been increasing in the Tri-County Region.  
The regional population was predominantly White in 2000, but it has become more racially diverse. 
In 2010, Ingham County was home to more Asian and African American residents. This showed the 
need for affordable housing that considered cultural characteristics. In fact, more mixed-use 
developments and low-rise condominiums were being constructed in this Ingham County since more 
international students and faculty have been entering this county (Figure 113).  
 

 
Figure 113. Demographic Changes between 2000 and 2010 in the Tri-County Region 

Source: http://factfinder2.census.gov/  
DP-1: Profile of General Demographic Characteristics: 2000, Census 2000 SF 1 100-Percent Data 
DP-1: Profile of General Population and Housing Characteristics: 2010, 2010 Census SF 1 

 
The age distribution of the population changed between 2000 and 2010. More residents in their 20s 
60s and above were found in 2010. This population trend will affect the needs for affordable housing 
depending on the residents’ ages in the future. The Tri-County Region should thus provide more 
affordable housing options for its young and its senior residents.  
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Figure 114. Population Compositions in 2000 and 2010 

Source: http://factfinder2.census.gov/  
DP-1: Profile of General Demographic Characteristics: 2000, Census 2000 SF 1 100-Percent Data 
DP-1: Profile of General Population and Housing Characteristics: 2010, 2010 Census SF 1 
 

Along with these main trends, the regional population has seen increases in the number of low-
income and unemployed households. These two facts underscored the need for more cost-effective 
affordable housing units for residents in the region.  
 

Figure 115. All Individuals for Whom Poverty           Figure 116. Unemployment Rates  
Status is Determined. 
Source: http://factfinder2.census.gov/ 
[1] DP-3 Profile of Selected Economic Characteristics: 2000, Census 2000 Summary File 3 (SF 3) - Sample Data 
[2] DP03 Selected Economic Characteristics, 2006-2010 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 
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6.2 Affordable Housing for Owners 
Based on the two censuses, interviews with housing experts and planners and a resident survey, the 
research team concluded that more affordable housing units are needed for homeowners in the Tri-
County Region. Owners showed following characteristics that future housing planning should 
accommodate. 
 
Housing Types: A variety of affordable housing types should be considered. Single-family houses, 
townhouses, side-attached, stacked row houses, and residential units in mixed-use buildings should 
be properly mixed. This region is predominantly occupied by single-family houses (Figure 117). There 
is a strong need for a variety of affordable housing types in the region. 
 

 
Figure 117. Single-Family Houses commonly found in the Tri-County Region 

 
 
The research team identified three categories -- “acceptable,” “interested,” and “strong need” -- in 
terms of homeowners’ needs and opinions about housing. 
 
Acceptable: Following housing features are acceptable to homeowners although they still prefer 
single-family detached houses. Future housing plans should consider these highlighted features. 
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 Compact house: Owners in this region are willing to accept houses with less square footage. 
They prefer houses with smaller square footages for the various benefits from the efficient 
maintenance, lower property taxes, and energy efficiency that results in lower energy bills.  

 Upgrading housing units to be energy-efficient: The owners are willing to pay to upgrade 
their residences to be more energy-efficient.  

 Higher density and mixed-use development: Homeowners in this region are willing to admit 
higher density and mixed-use development.  In Ingham County, more residents would like to 
have a variety of housing types for future development. 

 
Interested In: Owners are interested in energy-efficient houses, more diverse types (or shapes) of 
housing, and quality of houses and neighborhoods along with interior and exterior architectural 
designs. 
 
Stronger Needs: Compared to renters, owners more strongly emphasize safe neighborhoods with no 
crime and well-preserved natural environments around their houses.  Low-income or younger 
homeowners emphasize cost-effective and diverse public transportation options. Safety in the 
neighborhood from crime is a baseline for any livable and sustainable community.  Yet it is still highly 
emphasized by homeowners.  
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6.3 Affordable Housing for Renters 
Based on the censuses, housing expert and planner interviews and a resident survey, the Tri-County 
Region wants more affordable rental units. Renters mentioned the following characteristics that 
future housing planning should accommodate. 
 
Housing Types: There should be a diversity of rental housing types: low-rise apartments, mid-rise 
apartments, single-family rental houses, townhouses, side attached, stacked rowhouse, or 
residential units in mixed-use buildings. Renters addressed the need for a variety of housing types. 
 
The research team suggests two categories -- “interested” and “strong needs” -- in terms of renters’ 
preferences and opinions about housing in the region. 
 
Interest In: Renters are concerned with the energy-efficiency of their rental housing and with 
convenient parking availability around their residences. They are also interested in renting rental 
units in mixed-use buildings. 
 
Stronger Need: Renters are concerned with neighborhood safety although their overall needs were 
slightly lower than homeowners. They also have strong needs for good floor plans of their housing 
units, walkability or bikability, and public transportation around their rental housing units. They also 
prefer that cities or townships require rental license. More communities in the Tri-County Region 
have adopted the rental license requirement, so the research team expected the quality of rental 
housing to be maintained properly because of this requirement. 
 
1) Good Example of Rental Housing: Churchill Homes, Holyoke, MA 
The Tri-County Region needs more quality rental housing units. Rather than adding individual low-
income rental properties to the existing communities or building individual single-family detached 
rental housing units, the research team recommends a mixed-income neighborhood type that 
includes both renter-occupied units and owner-occupied units. This type of neighborhood can also 
provide a community building and a small community park for social interactions among neighbors.  
 
One example of the mixed-income neighborhood is Churchill Homes neighborhood in Holyoke, 
Massachusetts. This neighborhood was developed based on the US Department of Housing and 
Urban Development’s HOPE VI Program. The original neighborhood consisted of old barracks-style 
public housing buildings. Led by the city and the Holyoke Public Housing Authority, the plan for this 
neighborhood project that consisted of 100 housing units began in 1996. This housing project 
became successful thanks to a strong partnership between the public (city’s public housing authority) 
and the private sectors. This project received a National Association of Housing and Redevelopment 
Officials (NAHRO) Award in 2003 (The Community Builders, 2014). 
 
The revitalized neighborhood provided physical improvements, management improvements, and 
social and community services. As mentioned earlier, this is a mixed-income property. The housing 
options are available for both renters and owners.  
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Figure 118     Figure 119 

Figures 118-119. Churchill Homes, Holyoke, MA – Streetscape (Photo by S-K Kim) 
 
Different types of housing are offered: townhouses, stacked rowhouses, and mid-rise apartments. 
The townhouses offer three- or four bedroom units. The floor plans are diverse, consistent with the 
residents’ needs. Through the Partnership for Advancing Technologies in Housing (PATH), energy-
efficient houses are provided. This type of neighborhood project needs to be considered for the Tri-
County Region to offer more affordable rental housing units with high quality indoor and outdoor 
amenities for residents. 
 

   
Figure 120     Figure 121 

Figures 120-121. Townhouses and a Mid-Rise Apartment in Churchill Home Project (Photo by S-K Kim) 

  
Figure 122. 3-Bedroom Duplex Unit Floor Plan            Figure 123. 4-Bedroom Duplex Unit Floor Plan 

(Source: http://www.livechurchillhomes.com/holyoke/churchill-homes/photos/) 
 
2) Suggestions for Future Rental Housing  
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Diverse rental housing unit options were discussed in the interviews with housing experts and 
planners. Appendix 1 presents a variety of affordable or subsidized rental housing options in the Tri-
County Region. Based on the analysis of the current features of rental housing units and properties, 
the research team developed several visions for the rental units. This research team also 
investigated experts’, planners’, and residents’ opinions about rental housing needs for the region. 
Rental units for multigenerational families should be considered in future supply plans, particularly 
for low-income families. From the resident survey, the research team found that low-income older 
residents wanted to live with their married- or single-children. Figure 124 and 125 show such rental 
units for multigenerational families. Figure 124 shows a living space for a grandparent and a 
grandchild. The kitchen in the figure has visual access to the living room that enables the family 
member working in the kitchen to hear and engage in the conversation in the living room. It is good 
to provide a space territory for the kitchen through assigning different flooring materials or putting a 
cabinet to divide a space in this type of small size rental units to make the space look organized and 
clean. 
 

 
Figure 124. Rental Unit for a Family with Multigenerations (Image by Kim and Fedoroff) 

 
Figure 125 depicts a floor plan for a three-bedroom rental unit. It also offers two bathrooms, a 
kitchen and dining space, and a living room space. It also has room for storage.  
 

 
Figure 125. Three-Bedroom Rental Unit for a Family with Multimple Generations 

(Image by Kim ad Fedoroff)  
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Figure 126 and 127 show two more examples of rental units for seniors. These units are intended for 
income-based property units. One bedroom units with plenty of storage spaces, and that have 
energy-efficient and environmentally-friendly interior spaces, need to be offered. The living room 
space uses window views to offer a soothing environment for elderly residents. The materials and 
finishes of the interior spaces are green products, having low negative impacts on residents’ health.  
The spaces use the open floor plans to provide more rooms for tenants. The floor materials, 
however, need to consider older residents’ fall risk and lack of mobility. Neither slippery flooring 
materials nor high- pile carpets should be used in these types of units. 
 

 
Figure 126. Living Room Image for the One-Bedroom Unit for a Low-Income Senior Household 
 

 
Figure 127. Living Room Image for the One-Bedroom Unit for a Low-Income Senior Household 

(Images by Kim ad Fedoroff)  
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Not only individual units, but also community facilities’ interior and outdoor environments for 
income-based rental properties need improvement. The research team visited several income-based 
properties in the Tri-County Region. The property conditions varied; some properties were well-
maintained and updated properly, but others were not. Particularly the outdoor spaces in the 
properties were generally not maintained properly. The playground did not offer quality amenities 
for children. The research team suggested adding child-friendly equipment and creating a secure 
environment for children to play (Figure 129). It also designed a space for families to watch their 
children while they are playing in this space. More green spaces are added and wooden fences will 
provide a safer playing environment. 
 

  
Figure 128. Current Play Ground                            Figure 129. Suggested Play Ground Environment  
 
Some community center spaces have not been updated properly, so the spaces are not conducive to 
social gathering activities. The research team suggests updating the spaces to create a friendlier and 
more welcoming feel. The space also uses green materials and nontoxic paints for space users. The 
furniture made of reclaimed and repainted are good for saving costs (Figure 131).  
 

  
Figure 130. Current Community Lounge Space       Figure 131. Suggested Community Lounge Space 

(Images by Kim and Escobar) 
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6.4 Public and Private Partnership for Housing Affordability 
The Tri-County Region has demonstrated strong partnerships between its public and private sectors. 
Municipalities and private developers are aware of the housing affordability issues in the region and 
have been collaborating to offer numerous options for housing. The Avondale neighborhood in East 
Lansing is representative of such private and public partnership. However, single-family attached 
housing is the dominant housing type in the region although recent developments have added 
mixed-use or low-rise multifamily housing types.  
 
Since the arrival of younger and more international population and with empty nesters looking for 
affordable housing, more diverse housing units with low-maintenance costs should be developed. 
The residents’ need for mixed-use developments is generally lower than the need for single-family 
detached housing, according to the resident survey. However, Ingham County residents show more 
interest in mixed-use developments than do residents of the other two counties, so the future 
development plan in Ingham County needs to encourage mixed-use developments to accommodate 
this increasing need. 
 
For developers, the research team suggests several items to consider for improving housing 
affordability in the region. The main expectations for the developers are to: 

 Establish or continue their partnership with planners in local governments. 

 Consider the local context as well as the individual project site for future development. 

 Introduce new types of affordable housing to local markets 
o Three- or four-bedroom rental units for low-income families were addressed 

by housing experts.  
o Contemporary housing types such as high-tech homes, net-zero houses and 

zero-step homes need to be introduced to accommodate emerging 
population groups. Residents expressed their interest in moving to energy-
efficient houses or upgrading their current homes to be more energy 
efficient. They also showed strong desire for aging in place, so more zero-
step homes need to be introduced to the region. 

 
The research team concluded that planners needed to establish a comprehensive regional housing 
plan should be established. This plan will be a guideline for the future development and partnerships 
with private sector or non-profit organizations. Specific housing and community development plans 
need to be developed within the comprehensive housing plan. The priorities of the housing and 
community development issues need to be tailored to the housing development plan. For instance, 
planners can determine if their community needs more mixed-use developments for young renters 
or older residents. They can also determine if they need to apply for federal or state grants in order 
to redevelop some areas or upgrade vacant housing and commercial units. These prioritized issues 
should be resolved through a systematic planning process and implementation plan. This plan should 
determine the priority of housing related issues and rank them. In addition, planners need to 
continue encouraging private developers in their areas to build more affordable housing units for 
owners and renters.   
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6.5 Regional Efforts for Affordable Housing 

6.5.1 Comprehensive Housing Plan  

The Tri-County Region has not developed a comprehensive housing plan for the region for a long 
time. In fact, there is no regional level plan for housing development, policies, or planning. There are 
county-level housing plans in Eaton County and Clinton County, but there is no document to envision 
housing plans in Ingham County. 
 
Current comprehensive housing plans were summarized in the Planners’ Input section on pages 140-
156.  Housing affordability was commonly addressed by all jurisdictions. For future plans, most 
comprehensive plans addressed (1) a variety of housing types and options, (2) housing for seniors to 
support aging-in-place, and (3) mixed-use development. Some comprehensive plans addressed 
walkability and energy efficient housing upgrades.  
 

1) Emphasizing Aspects in Future Housing Plans 

a. Affordable Rental Housing 
Only Eaton County addressed the need for more affordable rental housing options available for 
community residents, although it offered more affordable rental units and diverse types of rental 
housing that were strongly emphasized by housing experts and the residents who participated in the 
affordable housing survey. The need for more affordable rental units for low-income families, single-
parent families, homeless people, veterans, students, low-income older people, and residents with 
disabilities should be addressed across Tri-County Region. This need was expressed by many 
stakeholders.  
 
In addition, rental housing for the purpose-based renters, not income-based renters, was highlighted. 
Purpose-based renters are those who voluntarily stay in the rental market because of a personal 
preference or for occupational reasons. For instance, this research found some people chose to stay 
in the rental housing market, which is a new trend. Previous studies in housing affordability assumed 
that renters usually wanted to become homeowners. But, they could not afford to leave the rental 
housing because of the lack of financial resources or credits. This study found that some residents 
were willing to stay in the rental market as long as quality rental housing options were available to 
them. This result supports that the Tri-County Region should provide a variety of affordable rental 
units for different types of tenants in the Region. 
 
b. Continue Existing Programs and Pursue New Partnerships 
As stated earlier, planners already involved in housing programs noted that they would continue to 
deliver those housing management and improvement services. Some planners who did not run any 
housing programs presently mentioned bringing back past programs that were expired at the 
moment. Those programs included rehabilitation, land banking, quality of life programs, community 
engagement programs, down payment assistance, and so on.   
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Planners expressed a desire to implement programs that educate renters and owners about home 
maintenance. This would be a tactic to keep homes more affordable and retain quality and 
marketability. 
 
c. Target Senior Residents Living in the Region  
Planners need to implement strategies that allow populations to age in place, so that the housing 
stock can evolve with the population. This will make the stock more diverse in regards to the variety 
of people each home can accommodate and the stock will become more accessible for seniors and 
for people with disabilities.  
 
d. Introduce More Mixed Use Housing 
Increasing density through mixed-use properties and downtown living trended across many planners 
as a way to diversify the housing stock. Planners should incorporate mixed-use development tactics 
into future plans. The planners who have already had these practices in their comprehensive plans 
also wanted to continue implementing the mixed-use development strategies to meet the need 
from their communities. This strategy was especially noted in the Lansing area. More mixed-use 
housing could increase density, integrate different socio-economic backgrounds, and provide an 
infrastructure for renters and buyers who are more interested in the urban lifestyle.   
 
e. Energy Efficiency 
Only a few municipalities have offered incentives for energy-efficient housing upgrades. The 
planners indicated a need to increase energy efficiency by making better use of resources and other 
funds. From an affordability standpoint, this will increase the durability of homes and decrease the 
long-term costs.  Energy efficiency should also be considered both when retrofitting existing 
structures and building new housing structures. 
 

2) Featured Comprehensive Plans Needed for Three Counties 

Comprehensive housing plans should be proposed based on the evidence from intensive housing 
studies. As the cornerstone, this study presents key factors to consider for future housing plans in 
three different counties. Due to demographic and socioeconomic characteristics, housing plans for 
Clinton, Eaton, and Ingham Counties should have different approaches and priorities of housing 
related issues. Table 82 highlights the main characteristics of each county.   
 

d. Ingham County  
The population is becoming more diverse in this county and its median housing value is lowest 
within the Tri-County Region. Its gross rent, however, is not the lowest. This strongly indicates the 
need for affordable renter- and owner-occupied units for the county residents. Among the three 
counties, this county has the highest percentage of younger population, the lowest demand for 
single-family detached housing, and the highest demand for mixed-use development. The strategy 
providing mid-rise affordable rental units can be implemented in this county before other two 
counties.  The county has more vacant housing units, so effective plans to reduce this percentage 
need to be established sooner. Residents in Ingham County show the strongest needs for walkable 
and bikable environments. The percentage of the household without vehicles is highest and the 
need for public transportation is strongest in Ingham County. A transit-oriented plan needs to be 
established in this County.  
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 Greater needs for affordable, mid-rise rental housing due to the younger, more low-
income population, and unaffordable rental prices 

 Greater needs for diverse housing types and mixed-use development options 

 Effective plans for reducing the number of vacant residential properties needed 

 Stronger needs for walkable, bikable, and transit-oriented communities, particularly 
supporting low-income residents  

 
Table 76. Key Features to be Considered in Comprehensive Housing Plans for Three Counties 

Census and American 
Community Survey 

Clinton Ingham Eaton Strong Need 

Aging population Strong Mild Strong Housing for senior owners or renters 

Younger residents Mild Strong Mild Housing for younger residents 

Population under the 
poverty level 

8.5% 20.0% 9.1% Need more affordable housing 

Household with no 
vehicle available 

3.6% 8.3% 5.0% Need more walkable, bikable 
environment, and public 
transportation 

Vacancy rate 6.3% 8.3% 7.6% Need incentives to reduce vacant 
units  

Median housing value 
of owner-occupied 
units  

$167,700 $137,900 $152,700 Although the Ingham County has 
lower housing value, the 
affordability was worse 

Gross rent $746 $726 $714 Need more affordable rental units 
for three counties 

Age of housing Newer Old Old Need more maintenance related 
support, rehabilitation home funds 

Current walkability 3.8% 15.1% 4.7% (Walking+Biking): other two counties 
need to improve the percentages of 
people to walk 

Public transportation 
need 

27.5% 31.9% 43.5% Strong need for public 
transportation in Easton and Ingham 
Counties 

Single-family housing 60.9% 34.7% 54.1% Still strong need for single-family 
housing 

Diverse types of 
housing 

39.1% 65.3% 45.9% 100%-(single family housing need)% 

Mixed-use 
development 

30.2% 43.9% 34.0% Ingham County residents more 
interested in mixed-use 
development 

 
e. Clinton County  

Clinton County has the highest percentage of Whites among the three counties. The average age of 
the population is rising. This county has the lowest percentage of residents living below poverty level. 
It also has the lowest percentage of vacant housing units and shows the highest demand for single-
family housing and the lowest for offering diverse housing types. The plan for this county needs to 
be slightly conservative without changing community settings dramatically because the majority of 
the county’s population prefers preserving the current housing features. This county’s residents 
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show the lowest need for walkability and public transportation.  The future housing plan, therefore, 
needs to adopt a step-by-step approach without insisting on too many new planning trends, such as 
mixed-use development, compact development, or public transit oriented plans.  
 
However, the county has shown an increase in younger and international populations in areas such 
as Bath and Grand Ledge. More than 30% of residents reported a need for improved walkability and 
bikability, public transportation, diverse housing types, and mixed-use developments. Thus, the 
future housing plans should consider these features: 
 

 Strong need for affordable owner-occupied single-family housing for older residents  due to 
the highest percentage of aging population and highest preference for single-family housing 

 Affordable rental housing connected to public transportation needed due to its higher rental 
prices than that of Eaton County 

 Needs for public transportation services due to the lowest percentage of households and the 
highest percentage of households with vehicles 

 Lowest among three counties in needs for a variety of housing types and mixed-use 
development, yet one-third of its residents strongly agreed with these issues 

 
f. Eaton County 

Eaton County has been managing housing affordability issues better than the other two counties. 
The county has a community development director and a housing service organization. These could 
improve the resources available for low-income residents to access affordable housing options. The 
county also emphasizes affordable rental housing options for tenants with disabilities or shelters for 
single-parent families that have fled domestic violence. The research team suggests that this county 
should continue these efforts. In addition, Eaton County needs to consider offering more diverse 
types of housing. Both low-rise rental housing and mixed-use developments can offer affordable 
housing units. The housing stock is outdated. Rehabilitation plans for old housing and vacant units 
should be refined. The highlights for future housing plans are presented here. 
 

 Strongest need for public transportation that connects between Eaton County areas and 
Ingham County areas to support many residents who commute between the two counties 

 Strong need for affordable housing options for older residents 

 Strong need for affordable rental housing for low-income residents to resolve the lack of 
housing for the population under the poverty level.  

 Effective plan needed for solving the problems associated with housing vacancy 

 Stronger need for diverse types of housing and mixed-use developments than Clinton 
County 
 

 

3) Other Issues 

Other issues related to affordable housing are walkability, bikability, and better public transportation 
services and options. Since it is difficult to provide bus routes that go everywhere, the research team 
proposes plans for offering a public transportation hub per jurisdiction. This concept is visualized in 
Figure 132. 
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Figure 132. Conceptual Image for the Public Transpiration Hub in a Jurisdiction 

(Image by Kim) 
 
Additional topics related to housing affordability addressed from the research findings were density 
of the housing development, access to healthy food for regional residents, and healthy homes, 
especially for children and older residents.  All of these issues need to be resolved holistically to 
make housing in the Tri-County Region more affordable.   
  

Walking 
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Appendix 1. Subsidized Housing List 

1. Ingham County HUD Subsidized Housing 

Income-Based Rent 
Complex Name  Address  City  Zip Telephone 

Deerpath Apartments 1290 Deerpath Lane East Lansing 48823 517-332-7118 

Pebble Creek 1551 Pebble Creek Blvd. East Lansing 48823 517-351-0460 

Benson Hills  5800 Benson Drive Haslett 48840 517-339-9911 

Huntley Villa I & II 1594 Aurelius Rd. Holt 48842 517-694-3493 

Capitol Commons  600 S. Sycamore Lansing 48893 517-484-0505 

Coronado Gardes 3056 N. Waverly Lansing 48906 517-321-1928 

Cranbrook Manor 4901 S. Waverly Lansing 48910 517-393-2820 

Edgewood Glen/ Aspen Hollow 1424-B Edgewood Blvd Lansing 48910 517-393-5444 

Forest Arbor 2113 Forest Road Lansing 48910 517-372-7145 

Hickory Woods  601 Sadie Court Lansing 48906 517-485-6938 

Hildebrandt Park 3122 N. Turner St Lansing 48906 517-487-6550 

Hoyt 3122 N. Turner  Lansing  48906 517-487-6550 

Lansing Housing Commission  310 Seymour  Lansing  48933 517-487-6550 

LaRoy Froh 2400 Reo Road  Lansing  48910 517-487-6550 

Mt. Vernon Townhouses  3338 N. Waverly Lansing  48906 517-487-6550 

Pinebrook aka Coachlight 5925 S. Waverly  Lansing  48910 517-882-3518 

Riverfront  601 N. Cedar Lansing  48912 517-372-1082 

Southbrook Villa  457 E. Edgewood Blvd Lansing  48910 517-887-0315 

Terraces I (Marscot Mdw)  6249 Beechfield Dr Lansing 48911 517-393-3808 

Woodbridge Commons Coop 2011 Georgetown Lansing  48910 517-882-5901 

Woodview North 540 West Willow St Lansing  48917 517-371-2113 

Edgewood Village  623 Towar Gardens Circle East Lansing  48823 517-351-1400 

 
Low-Rent Housing 
Capitol Commons II 600 S. Sycamore  Lansing  48933  517-484-0505 

Capitol Commons III 800-815 W. Lenewee Lansing  48915 517-484-0505 

Capitol Manor Apts I&II 515 S. Chesnut  Lansing  48933 517-482-8889 

Colonial Townhouses I,II,& III 2202 S. Wadworth Lansing  48910 517-882-4176 

Cranbrook Manor  4901 S. Waverly  Lansing  48910 517-393-2820 

Eighth Street Apts  108 S. Hosmer  Lansing   48912 517-487-2050 

Ethel Apts  108 S. Hosmer  Lansing 48912 517-487-2050 

Highland Coop 6294 Haag Road  Lansing  48910 517-882-0796 

Penfil Apts  108 S. Hosmer  Lansing 48912 517-487-2050 

Silverstone 5639 S. MLK Lansing 48911 517-882-3461 

Traditions (Lansing Villa) 900 W. Edgewood Blvd Lansing 48911 517-394-3111 

Village Cooperative  5937 Haverhill Drive  Lansing 48910 517-882-3461 

Vincent Court 901 Vincent  Lansing  48910 517-394-1642 

Bellevue Apartments  704 E. Bellevue  Leslie  49251 517-351-6100 

Brookview Apts  218 S Williams Street  Stockbridge  49285 313-995-2575 

Lakeview Apts  831 S Clinton Stockbridge  49285 517-337-7404 

Kalamink Creek Apts  PO Box 380 Webberville  48892 616-940-0440 

Park Terrace Apts I & II 300 Loyd Street  Williamston  48895 517-337-7404 
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Low-Rent Senior Housing 
Colonial Woods  2001 W. Mt. Hope Ave Lansing  48910 517-484-1044 

Grandsview Manor 3215 W. Mt. Hope Lansing  48911 517-372-4499 

Jefferson Street Square  500 S. Jefferson  Mason 48854  517-676-6008 

Kiwanis Village  127 Kiwanis  Mason 48854 517-676-6890 

Marsh Pointe  5895 Marsh Road  Haslett  48840  517-339-0440 

Clinton West Apartments  639 S. Clinton #16 Stockbridge  49285 517-851-7093 

 
Income Based Senior Housing 
East Glen 1801 N. Hagadorn East Lansing  48823 517-337-2009 

Capitol Grange Acres I-IV 6101 Marsh Road  Haslett  48840 517-339-9321 

Tamarack Elderly  440 W. Holt Road Holt  48842 517-694-0074 

Capital Gardens Apts  2019 N. Grand River  Lansing  48910 517-371-5010 

Capitol Commons  500 S. Pine  Lansing  48933 517-482-8880 

Friendship Manor  200 Friendship Circle  Lansing  48912 517-351-7540 

Independence Village  3122 Turner Street  Lansing  48906 517-487-6550 

Moore Apts II 401 W Jolly  Lansing  48910 517-393-4442 

Moore Living Center  1401 Georgetown Lansing  48910 517-887-0375 

South Washington Park 3200 S. Washington Lansing 48910 517-393-8464 

Somerset Apts  1401 W. Holmes  Lansing 48917 517-394-6800 

The Porter (Capitol Park) 505 Townsend St Lansing  48933 517-484-4134 

Washington Woods  5801 S. Washington Ave. Lansing  48910  517-882-0100 

Carriage Lane Apts  3382 Dobie Road  Okemos  48864 517-349-1643 

Edgewood Village  623 Towar Gardens Cr East Lansing  48823 517-351-1400 
Source: 
http://www.hud.gov/apps/section8/results.cfm?city_name_text=&county_name_text=Ingham&zip_code=&property_nam
e_text=&client_group_type=&maxrec=20&state_code=MI&statename=Michigan 
 
 

2. Eaton County HUD Subsidized Housing 

Low-Rent Housing 
Complex Name  Address  City  Zip Telephone  

Knobpines  432 S. State  Charlotte  48813 517-543-8482 

Mapletree Village  303 Packard Hwy Charlotte  48813 517-543-7580 

Waters Edge  7530 Waters Edge Delta Twp 48917 517-321-7400 

Riverview Village  623 Riverview Lane  Eaton Rapids  48827 517-663-2800 

Willow Tree Apts  300 Miller Drive  Eaton Rapids  48827 517-663-4003 

Willow Tree Apts II 200 Miller Drive  Eaton Rapids  48827 517-663-4003 

Riverwalk Apts  115 Perry Street  Grand Ledge  48837 517-627-9017 

Shannon Apts 1-3 700 Spring Street  Olivet  49076 269-749-9224 

Garden Square Apts  302-368 E. Pearl St Potterville  48876 517-321-9711 

 

Income-Based Rent Housing 
Rivervue Apartments  210-220 North East St Bellevue  49021 269-781-3033 

Bellevue Place Apts 222 H-East St Bellevue 49021 269-763-3277 

Danbury Place  226 East St Bellevue  49021 269-763-3277 

Butternut Creek 100 Butternut Dr Charlotte 48813 517-543-2996 

Knobpines  432 S. State Charlotte  48813 517-543-8482 

http://www.hud.gov/apps/section8/results.cfm?city_name_text=&county_name_text=Ingham&zip_code=&property_name_text=&client_group_type=&maxrec=20&state_code=MI&statename=Michigan
http://www.hud.gov/apps/section8/results.cfm?city_name_text=&county_name_text=Ingham&zip_code=&property_name_text=&client_group_type=&maxrec=20&state_code=MI&statename=Michigan
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Wellington Farms  619 Beech St Charlotte  48813 517-543-8749 

Elmwood Park 1030 Woodale Lane Charlotte  48813 517-321-5146 

Oakhill Apts  110 N. Main Olivet 49076 269-749-9227 

Parkview Terrace  201 E. Main Potterville  48876 517-645-7076 

Sunfield Park Apts  3rd Street  Sunfield  48890 517-566-8435 

Vermontville Meadows  Spring Street  Vermontville  49096 517-726-1429 

 

Senior Housing 
Kiwanis Manor (62+) 430 S. Cochran Charlotte  48813 517-541-0568 

Ivan Woods (62+) 5303 Ivan Drive  Lansing  48917 517-323-2800 

Misty Cove (55+) 184 East Road  Dimondale  48821 517-646-7992 

Kiwanis Spring Brook 
Manor (62+) 

300 King St Eaton Rapids  48827 517-663-1790 

Serenity Place (62+) 216 S. Clinton Grand Ledge  48827 517-627-8469 
 

Others 
Contact  Property  Type  Number of Bedrooms 

Gardener 
Management 

Avalon Place Apartments & Townhomes  
13180 Schavey Rd. Dewitt, MI 48820 

Elderly 1 Bedroom 

First Housing 
Corporation 

Serenity Place  
216 S Clinton St Grand Ledge, MI 48827 

Elderly 1 & 2 Bedrooms 

Related Management 
Company 

Lansing Manor 
5200 W Mall Dr. Lansing, MI 48917  

Elderly 1 Bedroom 
 

NHP Management 
Company  

Butternut Creek  
100 Butternut Drive Charlotte, MI 48813 

Family 1, 2, & 3 Bedrooms 
 

First Housing 
Corporation 

Elmwood Park 
1030 Woodale Lane Lansing, MI 48917 

Family 1,2, & 3 Bedrooms 

Source: 
http://www.hud.gov/apps/section8/results.cfm?city_name_text=&county_name_text=Eaton&zip_code=&property_name
_text=&client_group_type=&maxrec=20&state_code=MI&statename=Michigan 
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3. Clinton County Subsidized Housing 

Cotnact  Property  Type  Number of 
Bedrooms 

LR Management 
Services Corporation 

Avalon Place Apartments & Townhomes  
13180 Schavey Rd. Dewitt, MI 48820 

Family  1&2 Bedrooms 

GENE B GLICK COMPANY SUNTREE: 1100 Sunview  
SAINT JOHNS, MI 48879-2281    

 1,2 & 3 Bedrooms 

Source: 

http://www.hud.gov/apps/section8/results.cfm?city_name_text=&county_name_text=Clinton&zip_code=&property_nam

e_text=&client_group_type=&maxrec=20&state_code=MI&statename=Michigan 

4. HUD Single Family Homes for Sale 
 

1) Ingham County  

Address  City  State  Zip Code  County  Price  Bed  Bath Sq. 
Foot  

Year 
Built  

5870 Plains Rd  Eaton Rapids MI 48827 Ingham 9000 0 0 0 2013 

524 Isbell St Lansing MI 48910 Ingham 11000 3 1 1040 1916 

3426 Sumpter St Lansing MI 48911 Ingham 21000 3 1.5 932 1959 

6226 Barker St Lansing MI 48911 Ingham 42300 3 2 1140 2000 

615 Fenton St Lansing  MI 48910 Ingham 18000 2 1 810 1928 

2727 East Dexter Trl Dansville MI 48819 Ingham 82000 3 2 1728 1996 

4630 Kessler Dr Lansing MI 48910 Ingham 34000 3 1 896 1957 

2019 Donora St  Lansing MI 48910 Ingham 22800 2 1 704 1940 

4924 Ballard Rd Lansing MI 48911 Ingham 28800 3 1 1400 1928 

2165 Dean Ave Holt MI 48842 Ingham 42120 2 1 888 1956 

3111 Stabler St Lansing MI 48910 Ingham 48114 3 2 1376 1955 

2879 Gould Rd Onondaga MI 49264 Ingham 36900 3 2 990 1996 

932 Dakin St Lansing MI 48912 Ingham 13581 2 1 672 1950 

1110 Mccullough St Lansing  MI 48912 Ingham 18954 2 1 718 1939 

2405 Herrick Drive  Lansing MI 48911 Ingham 62000 3 1 1040 1983 

2116 W Miller Rd Lansing MI 48911 Ingham 40480 3 2 1129 1955 

508 Maple St Leslie MI 49251 Ingham 13778 1 1 813 1946 

2212 Forest Ave Lansing MI 48910 Ingham 41000 2 1 663 1920 

3219 E Howell Rd Webberville MI 48892 Ingham 45000 3 1 960 1950 

1619 Lenore Ave Lansing MI 48910 Ingham 27000 3 1 1368 1951 

305 Okemos St Mason MI 48854 Ingham 39000 2 1 1083 1930 

623 E Race St Leslie MI 49251 Ingham 36900 3 1 1543 1900 

1333 Emerson  Lansing MI 48906 Ingham 13122 3 1 1232 1930 

309 W Elm St Mason MI 48854 Ingham 55890 4 2.1 1930 1920 

5397 Wild Oak Dr  East Lansing MI 48823 Ingham 81900 2 1.1 1243 1982 

2670 Gould Rd Onondaga MI 49264 Ingham 26405 3 2 1484 1990 

1029 Lilac Ave East Lansing MI 48823 Ingham 66420 3 1.1 1576 1896 

5903 Joshua St Lansing MI 48911 Ingham 54270 4 1 1088 1958 

3322 Pleasant 
Grove 

Lansing MI 48910 Ingham 28800 4 2 1624 1940 

119 Alger St Lansing MI 48917 Ingham 22000 3 1 1025 1941 

6331 Bishop Rd Lansing MI 48911 Ingham 55000 4 2 1772 1950 

5038 Holt Rd Holt  MI 48842 Ingham 37000 2 1 988 1900 
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2) Eaton County 

 

3) Clinton County 

Data obtained on March 29, 2014 from http://www.hudhomestore.com/Home/Index.aspx. 

 

  

Address  City  State  Zip Code  County  Price  Bed  Bath  Sq. 
Foot  

Year 
Built  

8727 Justonion 
Way 

Dimondale MI 48821 Eaton 145000 3 2.1 1504 2004 

915 West St Eaton 
Rapids 

MI 48827 Eaton 33972 2 1 1226 1872 

444 N Sheldon 
St 

Charlotte  MI 48813 Eaton 19000 3 1 1190 1900 

815 Linden St Charlotte MI 48813 Eaton 45000 3 1 960 1972 

640 Forest St  Eaton 
Rapids 

MI 48827 Eaton 38400 2 1 830 1953 

3130 S Waverly 
Rd 

Eaton 
Rapids 

MI 48827 Eaton 34000 3 2 1116 1991 

5135 River 
Ridge Dr 

Lansing  MI 48917 Eaton 144000 4 2.5 1979 1965 

Address City  State  Zip 
code 

County  Price  Bed  Bath  Square 
Footage  

Year 
Built 

1465 Primrose Ln Dewitt MI 48820 Clinton 93000 3 1.1 1356 1964 

1011 State Rd  Lansing  MI 48906 Clinton 34000 2 2 1105 1943 

7157 W Centerline Rd Saint Johns  MI 48879 Clinton 99000 2 1 663 1900 

818 N Clinton Ave  Saint Johns  MI 48879 Clinton 25920 1 1 1087 1900 
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Appendix 2. Tri-County Regional Affordable Housing Study - Resident Survey  

 

 

 

 
Dear Participant, 
 
Thank you so much for your interest in our study.  
This survey is a part of the Regional Affordable Housing Study under the Mid-Michigan 
Program for Greater Sustainability that is led by the Tri-County Regional Planning 
Commission (TCRPC) and is funded by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development. 
 
The purpose of the Regional Affordable Housing Study is to analyze the existing housing 
conditions and needs in Clinton, Eaton, and Ingham counties and to help TCRPC and Greater 
Lansing Housing Coalition set practical and achievable goals to improve housing affordability 
across the region. The survey contains questions about your current housing as well as your 
opinions for improving individual and regional housing affordability. 
 
Participation in this study is entirely voluntary. You may choose not to participate, to skip 
any question that you do not want to answer, and you can end your participation at any 
time. Your confidentiality and privacy will be protected to the maximum extent allowed by 
local, state, and federal law. You will not be asked to give your name or any other 
information that would allow you be identified. Results of the study are strictly confidential 
and all results will be reported in summary form. 
 
The survey should take about 30-35 minutes of your time to complete.  It may take more or 
less time depending on your answers and the level of detail you wish to provide.  While 
there is no direct benefit to you personally for participating, the results of this study may 
provide information to improve housing affordability in the region. 
 
Should you have any questions about this study or how the results will be used, please 
contact:  Suk-Kyung Kim, Ph.D. Assistant Professor of Interior Design 
School of Planning, Design and Construction 
Michigan State University 
Phone: 517-353-9367 
E-mail: kimsk@msu.edu 
  
I indicate my voluntary consent to participate in the Regional Affordable Housing Study by 
completing and submitting my responses.  

□ Yes              □ No  

 

http://www.midmichigansustainability.org/
http://www.google.com/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&frm=1&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&docid=8WpWyRbEmK8oyM&tbnid=wWavOUhV_WDaaM:&ved=0CAUQjRw&url=http://dev.csp.msu.edu/career-events-recruiting-schedule/career-fairs/school-of-planning-design-and-construction-career-day&ei=ssMbUsvDKIjorAG_5YC4Aw&bvm=bv.51156542,d.b2I&psig=AFQjCNGaCPblCQgPtyA1qySmrj2vtMqzLg&ust=1377637670731551
mailto:kimsk@msu.edu
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The first set of questions are about the physical characteristics of your current residence.  

Tri-County Regional Affordable Housing Study 

      
    
1. Do you own or rent your current residence? 

 
□ Own (includes currently paying a mortgage, land contract, etc. towards the purchase of the home) 
□ Rent 
□ Other arrangement (i.e. staying with friends or family without paying rent, etc.) 
□ Other (please specify)____________________ 

 
2. Which of the following best describes your current residence? 
  □ Single-family house 
                □ Apartment 
                □ Condominium 
                □ Townhouse or duplex   
                □ Residence hall located on a college campus 
                □ Residential unit in a mixed-use building 

□ Other (please specify)____________________ 
 

3. Does your current residence have a basement of any kind? (Please check one) 
□ Yes                    □ No                      □ Other (please specify)_________________ 

 
4. Is the basement of your current residence: 

□ Unfinished 

                □ Partially finished 

□ Finished 

 
5. Not including the basement, how many levels (stories) does your current residence have? 

□ One level 

                □ Two levels (i.e., a ground floor and a second story floor) 

□ Three or more levels 

 
6. What is the approximate square footage of your residence? (If you are renting a room and sharing a living 
room with your roommate(s), please just consider the useable space for you) 

□ Less than 250 square feet 

                □ Between 250 and 499 square feet 

□ Between 500 and 740 square feet 

□ Between 750 and 999 square feet 

                □ Between 1000 and 1,499 square feet 

□ Between 1,500 and 1,999 square feet 

□ Between 2000 and 2,499 square feet                       □ Over 3,000 square feet 

For all the questions in the survey that refer to your residence, we are referring to the house, apartment, 
town-home, etc. where you are currently living.  
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7. How many bedrooms and bathrooms are in your current residence? (A “full bathroom” has a sink, toilet, 
and a shower and/or tub.  A “half bathroom” has a sink and a toilet.)   
  Number of Bedrooms ____________________ 
                Number of Full Bathrooms ________________ 

Number of Half Bathrooms _______________ 
 
8. In what decade was your current residence built? 

□ 1920’s or earlier                                           □ 1930’s 

                □ 1940’s                                                             □ 1950’s 

□ 1960’s                                                             □ 1970’s 

□ 1980’s                                                             □ 1990’s 

□ 2000’s                                                             □ After 2010 

□ Don’t know 

  
9. In what month and year did you move into your current residence? 

Month ________________________   Year ________________________ 
 
10.  How long are you planning to live in your current residence? 

□ Less than one year 

□ More than 1 year, but less than 3 years 

                □ More than 3 years, but less than 5 years 

□ More than 5 years, but less than 10 years 

□ More than 10 years, but less than 20 years 

□ More than 20 years 

□ Unsure 

□ Other (please specify) __________________ 

 
11. What was the approximate price of your residence when you purchased it? 

□ Less than $10,000                                         □ $10,000 - $14,999 

                □ $15,000 - $19,999                                         □ $20,000 - $24,999 

□ $25,000 - $49,999                                         □ $50,000 - $74,999 

□ $75,000 - $99,999                                         □ $100,000 - $149,999 

□ $150,000 - $199,999                                     □ $200,000 - $249,999 

□ $300,000 - $499,999                                     □ $100,000 - $499,999 

□ $500,000 - $799,999                                     □ $800,000 or more 

 
12. How was your residence financed? (Please select all that apply) 

□ Conventional Loan (20% down payment) 

□ FHA Loan (Less than %20 down payment) 

                □ Savings 

□ Bond-for-deed (contract for deed) 

□ Other (Please specify) ______________________ 
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13. Who helped you find your current residence? (Please select all that apply) 

□ Housing department in a city, county or township 

□ Non-profit organization, such as the Greater Lansing Hosing Coalition, Lansing Housing     

Commission, Habitat for Humanity, SIREN Shelter, etc.) 

                □ Realtor 

□ Friends or relatives 

□ I found the house by myself (base don the Internet, advertisements, looking at the 

neighborhood, etc.) 

□ Other (Please specify) ______________________ 

 
14. How important were each of the following factors when choosing your current residence? (If any of the 
following was not a factor, please select “N/A” for not applicable) 

 Not at all        Somewhat                                Somewhat             
Very 
Important     Unimportant       Neutral         Important         
Important 

 
N/A 

Age of housing 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Condition of your residence 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

Condition of other homes in the 
neighborhood 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Availability of parking around 
your residence 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Proximity to your and/or your 
spouse’s work 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Distance from your house to 
commercial shopping districts  1 2 3 4 5 6 

Distance from your house to 
health care facilities 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Availability of leisure activities 
(recreational facilities) around 
the residence 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Safe neighborhood from any 
crime   

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Price or cost of the residence 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Closely located to family 
members  

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Closely located to and 
availability of public 
transportation (bus, train, etc.) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Rental license requirements (if 
you are renting) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Racial composition of the 
neighborhood 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

High quality schools for your 
children (if applicable) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
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Quality of the repair and 
maintenance of the streets and 
sidewalks 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Racial composition of the schools 
(if applicable) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Good interior floor plan of your 
home 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Walkable and bikeable 
neighborhoods (i.e., sidewalks, 
bike lanes, etc.) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Good exterior appearance of 
your house 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Well-preserved natural 
environment surrounding your 
residence 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Concentration of college 
students in the neighborhood 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Other (please specify)  
_________________________ 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 
15. Have you applied for a home improvement loan for your residence anytime within the past 5 years? 
     □ Yes 
   □ No 
  
 
 
 
 
16. What is your age?  __________________ 
 
17. What is your gender? 

 □ Male                    □ Female              
 
18. Please indicate how many family members (people related to you) and/or how many non-family 
members (friends or roommates) are currently living in your current residence.  If you live alone, please put 
“0” for both options. 
 Number of related family members currently living in your home_____________________ 
 Number of friends or roommates currently living in your home ______________________ 
 18-1. How many children age 17 or younger currently live in your household? ____________ 
               18-2. If you indicate that you have children 17 years of age or younger currently living in your house,  
                         Please indicate the ages of the child(ren) that are currently living in your household. 

 Age of Child 

Years Months 

Child 1   

Child 2   

Child 3   

Child 4   

 
 
 

So that we know what questions to ask you throughout the survey, please answer the following questions 
about you and others currently living in your household. 
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19. Are you working (or attending college) in the same city or township where you are living now? 

□ I am living in the same city or township as my workplace (or school if you are a college or 
graduate student) 
□ I am not living in the same city or township as my workplace (or school if you are a college 
or graduate student) 
□ I am neither employed or attending college 
 

20. What method of transportation do you use the most to get to and from work (or school if you are a 
college or graduate student)? 

□ Walk        □ Drive my own car 
□ Public transportation   □ Bike 
□ Carpool    □ Other (please specify) ________________ 

 
21. About how long does it take you to commute from your residence to your workplace (or school if you are 
a college or graduate student)? 

Hours_________________   Minutes___________________ 
 
22. Approximately, how much do you spend per month in transportation costs to get back and forth to work? 
Please include gas, parking fees, bus fare, and other transportation related expenses. 

□ $50-$99     □ $100-$199 
□ $200-$299    □ $300-$399 
□ $400-$499    □ $ 500 or more 

 
23. If there was another method of transportation available to you to get and from work (i.e. your own car, 
walking, carpooling, public transportation, etc.) would you continue to use your current method of 
transportation or would you change? 

□ Yes, I would change 
□ No, I would not change 

 
24. What method of transportation would you be the most likely to use if you would change? 

□ Walk     □ Drive my own car 
□ Public transportation   □ Bike 
□ Carpool    □ Other (please specify) ________________ 
 

The next set of questions focus on affordable housing 
 
25. Do you think of yourself as living in affordable housing? 

□ Yes                    □ No                       
 
26. How much is your monthly house payment (your mortgage payment)? If you own your own home, 
condo, etc. and have no payment currently please select “Not applicable.” 
 Monthly payment _________________ 

□ Not applicable/ No mortgage payment 
27. Approximately, how mush did you pay for utilities (i.e., electricity, gas, etc.) in October of 2013? If you 
don’t remember, please just provide the amount roughly.  

Please enter the amount in dollars_____________________ 
  
Next, we are going to ask you some questions about housing affordability and your current residence. 

The next set of questions are about transportation to and from your work or school if you are a student. 
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28. The general definition of affordability is when a household spends no more than 30% of its annual 
income on housing. Housing costs include: payments for mortgages, real estate taxes, various insurances, 
utilities, fuels, mobile home expenses, and/or condominium fees. 
Approximately, what percentage of your monthly income do you spend on housing expenses (i.e., 
mortgages, real estate taxes, various insurances, utilities, fuels, mobile home expenses, and condominium 
fees)? 

□ Less than 10%                                         □ 10% - 14.9% 

                □ 15% - 19.9%                                             □ 20% - 24.9% 

□ 25% - 29.9%                                             □ 30% - 34.9% 

□ 35% - 39.9%                                            □ 40% - 44.9% 

□ 45% or more 

 
29. Some people say that transportation costs (i.e., gas, bus pass, parking, etc.) for commuting between 
work (or school) and home also need to be included when calculating housing affordability.  
 
 If you include transportation costs, mortgages, real estate taxes, various insurances, utilities, fuels, mobile 
home expenses, and condominium fees, what percentage of your monthly income is spent on these items? 

□ Less than 10%                                           □ 10% - 14.9% 

                □ 15% - 19.9%                                               □ 20% - 24.9% 

□ 25% - 29.9%                                               □ 30% - 34.9% 

□ 35% - 39.9%                                               □ 40% - 44.9% 

□ 45% or more 

 
30. In the space provided, please list any other expenses that you have paid for your residence that were not 
listed in the previous questions 
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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31. The following are a series of statements regarding aspects of your residence and neighborhood. Using 
the scale below, please indicate the extent to which you think improving each aspect will make housing 
more affordable in your neighborhood or your neighborhood more livable in general.  

 No need to 
be 
improved 

 Some need 
to be 

improved 

 Strong need 
to be 

improved 

 
N/A 

1 2 3 4 5  

The interior layout and features of my residence 
 

  □ □ □ □ □ □ 

The heating and/or cooling in my residence 
 

□ □ □ □ □ □ 

The appearance (siding, curb appeal) of my residence 
 

□ □ □ □ □ □ 

The plumbing in my residence 
 

□ □ □ □ □ □ 

Appliances in my residence 
 

□ □ □ □ □ □ 

The insulation of my residence 
 

□ □ □ □ □ □ 

The windows of my residence 
 

□ □ □ □ □ □ 

The insulation in the attic of my residence □ □ □ □ □ □ 

The basement of my residence (insulation or finishing) □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Access to public transportation from my residence □ □ □ □ □ □ 

The walkability of my neighborhood 
 

□ □ □ □ □ □ 

The interest rate of my mortgage 
 

□ □ □ □ □ □ 

The public schools in my neighborhood □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Availability of home repair loans □ □ □ □ □ □ 

The property tax rate in my neighborhood □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Other (please specify) 
___________________________________ 

      

 
The next set of questions focus on your satisfaction with your current housing. 
 
32. Overall how would you rate the general quality of your current residence? (Please circle one) 

 Very poor Poor Neither good 
or poor 

Good Very good N/A 

Quality of your current residence 1 2 3 4 5 6 

 
33. How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the overall condition of your residence? (Please circle one) 

 Very 
dissatisfied 

Dissatisfied Neither 
satisfied nor 
dissatisfied 

Satisfied Very 
satisfied 

N/A 

Satisfaction with the overall 
condition of the residence 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
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34. How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with your neighborhood environment? (Please circle one) 

 Very 
dissatisfied 

Dissatisfied Neither 
satisfied nor 
dissatisfied 

Satisfied Very 
satisfied 

N/A 

Satisfaction with your 
neighborhood’s environment 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 
35. Please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the following statements about your 
neighborhood. 

 Strongly                   Neither                          Strongly 
Disagree   Disagree                      Agree          Agree               N/A 

I feel safe in the neighborhood where my 
home is located 

□
  

□ □ □ □ □ 

The neighborhood where my home is 
located is a safe environment for children 
to play 

□
  

□ □ □ □ □ 

There is no vandalism against vehicles 
parked in my neighborhood 

□
  

□ □ □ □ □ 

My neighborhood has some spaces for 
exercises and/or walking 

□
  

□ □ □ □ □ 

I get a sense of community from living in 
this neighborhood 

□
  

□ □ □ □ □ 

 
36. How often, if at all, are each of the following a problem in your property? 

 Never                                                         Frequently 
A Problem                                                  A Problem 

N/A 

Abandoned cars 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Broken glass 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Graffiti 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Rodents and insects (indoors) 1 2 3 4 5 68 

Trash/litter 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Vacant units 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Noise 1 2 3 4 5 6 

 
The next set of questions are about the different types of housing units in your neighborhood and 
community. 
 
37. What do you think about the quality of general housing conditions (houses and apartments) in your city 

(or township) compared in other cities in your county?  
□ Old and well-maintained    □ Old and poorly-maintained  
□ Comparably new and well-maintained  □ Comparably new and poorly-maintained 
□ Other (please describe) _________________ 

 
38. How do you think about the quality of housing in your neighborhood compared with other 

neighborhoods within your city (or township)? 
□ Old and well-maintained    □ Old and poorly-maintained  
□ Comparably new and well-maintained  □ Comparably new and poorly-maintained  
□ Other (please describe) _________________ 
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 The next few questions are about affordable housing in your city (or township) 
 
39. Do you think generally there are enough affordable housing units available in your city (or Township)? 
  □ Yes       □ No         
 

40. When you think about affordable housing, who seems to be having a hard time finding affordable 
housing in your city or township? 
 

 Yes, they have a 
hard time 

No, they do not 
have a hard time 

The elderly (65 or older) □ □ 

Households lower than poverty level □ □ 

Students (undergraduate or graduate students) □ □ 

Refugees □ □ 

Households that have children attending public schools □ □ 

Renters □ □ 

Other (Please specify):__________________________________ □ □ 

 
41. Has the lack of affordable housing negatively impacted you or a family member within the last 12 months?   

□ Yes        □ No     
 
42. Do you think there are sufficient handicap accessible rental housing units available in your city or 

township? (Please check one) 
□ I think that there are enough  □ I think that more are needed  □ I don’t know 

 
43. Do you think there are sufficient rental housing units available for seniors in your city or township?  

□ I think that there are enough  □ I think that more are needed  □ I don’t know 
44.  What price of home do you consider affordable in your city or township? 

□ Less than $10,000                                    □ $10,000 - $14,999 

                □ $15,000 - $19,999                                    □ $20,000 - $24,999 

□ $25,000 - $49,999                                    □ $50,000 - $74,999 

□ $75,000 - $99,999                                    □ $100,000 - $149,999 

□ $150,000 - $199,999                               □ $200,000 - $249,999 

□ $300,000 - $499,999                               □ $100,000 - $499,999 

□ $500,000 - $799,999                               □ $800,000 or more 

45. Again thinking about seniors in your community, do you think there are sufficient affordable single-
family homes for purchase in your city or township? (Please check one) 

□ I think that there are enough  □ I think that more are needed  □ I don’t know 
 
The next set of questions are about vacant housing units in your community. 
 
46. Thinking about the vacant housing units in your community (city or township), please indicate how much 
you agree or disagree with the following statements. 

 Strongly                   Neither                   Strongly 
Disagree Disagree                   Agree      Agree          N/A 

My community needs to provide incentives to 
encourage people to rehabilitate vacant housing 
units 

□ □ □ □ □ □ 
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Vacant housing units located in the downtown areas 
of my community should be demolished and 
replaced with different types of facilities (such as 
retail or commercial buildings) 

□ □ □ □ □ □ 

Vacant commercial or retail buildings in the 
downtown areas of my community should be 
converted into affordable housing units 

□ □ □ □ □ □ 

 
47. To improve housing affordability and your city’s livability, how do the following aspects need to be 
improved? 

 No need to 
be improved 

 Some need to 
be improved 

 Strong 
need to be 
improved 

Don’t 
know 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

More employment opportunities   □ □ □ □ □ □ 

More affordable housing for owners □ □ □ □ □ □ 

More affordable rentals □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Racial and/or ethnic diversity in the neighborhood □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Better school district □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Eradicating poverty and fixing poor housing conditions □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Safety from crime and low crime rate □ □ □ □ □ □ 

More available public services □ □ □ □ □ □ 

More new housing construction □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Higher owner occupancy □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Flexible zoning that encourages diverse housing types □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Lower property tax rate □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Lower vacant housing units □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Lower vacant buildings □ □ □ □ □ □ 

More walkable environment □ □ □ □ □ □ 

More public transportation (busses or shuttles) □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Other (Please 
Specify):_________________________________ 

□ □ □ □ □ □ 

 

The next set of questions focus on mixed-use development in your community.  In general, mixed-use 
development is a development that combines two or more different types of land uses, such as residential 
and commercial in the same lot.  
 
48. How much do you agree or disagree with the idea that your city or township needs more mixed us 
development along main roads or in downtown? 
 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neither Agree Strongly  Agree Don’t know 

□ □ □ □ □ □ 
 

49. What kinds of mixed-use development type are necessary in your city or township? Please rank the 
following options from your most preferred (1) to your least preferred (3). 
______High-rise new mixed-use complex including a variety of commercial, retail, and residential units 
______Low-rise new mixed use complex including small shops and residential units 
______Readapted low-rise mixed-use complex including small shops and residential units 
______Other (please specify)___________________ 
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High-rise new building                    Low-rise new building               Readapted low-rise building 
 
50. What kinds of housing types do you think are more needed in your community (city or township) to 
provide more affordable housing options for residents? Please refer to the images and select the two most 
necessary types. 

□ Single detached    □ Duplex    □ Triplex 
 □ Side-Attached (townhomes)   □ Stacked Rowhouse     

□ Low-rise Apartment (lower than 3 stories)  □ Mid-rise apartments (about 6 stories)  
□ Apartment over commercial (mixed-use)  □ High-rise apartment 

 □ Other ______________ 

 
 
 
 The next set of questions is about Fair Housing  
 
For your reference, Fair Housing is your right protected by local, state, and federal laws.  Fair housing means 
you may freely choose a place to live without regard to your race, color, religion, sex, national origin, or 
because you are disabled or have children in your family. 
 
51. Have you ever heard of fair housing?  □ Yes       □ No 
 
52. How much do you know about Fair Housing laws and your rights? 

□ I am very familiar with Fair Housing laws and my rights      
□ I am somewhat familiar with Fair Housing laws and my rights  
□ I am not familiar with Fair Housing laws and my rights 

     
53. Have you seen or learned about Fair Housing programs, laws or enforcements (e.g. Fair Housing law, 
how to report housing discrimination, how to report violations of Fair Housing law, etc.) by local 
governments or any other organization? 

□ Yes       □ No 
 
54. Please select all the sources that you have seen or learned about Fair Housing from. 

□ Federal or State government website 
□ City or Township government website 
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□ Federal or State government office 
□ Community facilities (e.g. the local library, community center, etc.) 
□ Other (please specify) ____________________________________ 

   
55. What did you learn from these sources? 

□ Fair Housing law          
□ Information on how to report housing discrimination   
□ my rights against discrimination   □ How to avoid discrimination 
□ Other (please specify) ____________________________________ 
 

56. Have you or someone you know in the past 5 years experienced financial discrimination by loan officers or 
mortgage brokers (i.e. turned down for a mortgage, forced to pay a higher down payment) due to your or 
their personal status (i.e. race, age, etc.)?  □ Yes      □ No 
 
57. If you answered “Yes”, in your opinion, what do you believe was the reason for the unfair treatment you 
or the person received? (Please check all that apply) 
 □ Race        □ Skin color       □ Religion         □ Sex     

□ Disability/Handicap     □ Family status (family with children)   □ National origin   
 □ Age          □ Sexual orientation      
□ Poor English skills      □ Not having citizenship            □ Income level      
□ Other (Please specify):_______________________ 

 
58. Have you or anyone you know in the past 5 years experienced rental housing discrimination by rental 
property managers/owners due to your or his/her personal status (for example, turned down a rental house 
due to race, etc.)?   □ Yes      □ No 
  
59. If you answered “Yes”, what do you believe was the reason for the unfair treatment you or the person 
received? (Please check all that apply) 

□ Race        □ Skin color       □ Religion        □ Sex    □ 
Disability/Handicap     

□ Family status (family with children)   □ National origin   □ Age         □ Sexual 
orientation      

□ Poor English skills      □ Not having citizenship            □ Income level      
□ Other (Please specify):_______________________ 

 
60. Have you or anyone you know in the past 5 years experienced or observed community opposition to 
developing low-income housing areas tin or near your neighborhood? (e.g. NIMBY - “Not in My Backyard”)  

□ Yes      □ No 
 
61. The following are statements regarding possible problems with Fair Housing.  Please indicate how 
problematic each statement is using the scale below.  

 Not a 
problem at 
all 

 Sometimes 
a problem 

 Always a 
problem 

Don’t 
know 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Local governments have been passive on Fair Housing    □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Financial discrimination □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Rental housing discrimination □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Community opposition to the development of new low-
income housing areas 

□ □ □ □ □ □ 

Lack of high quality affordable housing □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Lack of sufficient numbers of affordable housing □ □ □ □ □ □ 
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Insufficient public transportation  □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Municipal codes and ordinances (including land use 
regulation) 

□ □ □ □ □ □ 

Other (Please 
Specify):_________________________________ 

□ □ □ □ □ □ 

 
62. Do you think that the following groups of people have benefited from Fair Housing policies? Please give 
a response for each group.  

 This group has 
benefited 
greatly from 
Fair Housing 
policies 

This group has 
received some 

benefits from Fair 
Housing policies 

This group has 
not benefited 

from Fair 
Housing policies 

 
 

Don’t 
know 

Low-income families      □ □ □ □ 

Minority persons □ □ □ □ 

Disabled persons □ □ □ □ 

Refugees □ □ □ □ 

Families with children □ □ □ □ 

Non citizens □ □ □ □ 

Lesbian, bisexual, gay, or transgendered persons  □ □ □ □ 

 
63. Please give us your bad experiences regarding the Fair Housing law or your thoughts about other 
problems or recommendations on Fair Housing that you have. 
__________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Next we have some questions about making your current residence energy-efficient.  
67. Are you living in one of the following energy efficient homes? 

□ ENERGY STAR Home 
□ LEED Certified Home 
□ National Association of Home Builders’ Green Home 
□ other type of energy-efficient home 
□ I am not living in any of these home types 

 
68. Are you interested in upgrading your home to be energy-efficient residence?  

 □ Yes        □  No      
  

69. How much would you spend on upgrading your home to be more energy-efficient? 

 □ less than 1,000 dollars    □ Between $1000 and $2000 

 □  Between $2000 and $4000  □ Between $4000 and $6000  

 □  Between $6000 and $8000  □ Between $8000 and $10000  

 □  Between $10,000 and $12,000  □ Between $12,000 and $14,000 

 □  Between $14,000 and $16,000  □ Between $16,000 and $18,000 

 □  Between $18,000 and $20,000  □ More than $20,000  
 

70. If you were to buy a residence in the next 3 to 5 years, would you purchase an energy-efficient residence       
 even if this home cost more than a non-energy-efficient residence? 

□ I will definitely buy an energy-efficient residence 

□ I am interested in buying an energy-efficient home, but it depends on price of the residence 

□ I am not interested in buying an energy-efficient residence 

□ Other (please specify) _____________________ 
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The next set of questions are related to your health and well-being while in your current residence. 
 
71. Since moving into your current residence, have you had to use money that was meant to be used for 
healthcare (for example, visiting a doctor or dentist) and use it for housing expenses (for example, paying for 
a repair or replacement) instead? 

□ Yes      □ No 
 

72. Since moving into your current residence, have you had any injuries or other health problems that you 
think might be linked to poor housing conditions, such as poor indoor air quality, mold, pests, inadequate 
heating or air conditioning systems? 

□ Yes      □ No 

 
So we can better understand our results, please answer the following questions. 

 
73. Where are you living in within the Tri-County Region? Please give us your city name and the zip code. 

County (Please check one): □ Clinton County     □ Ingham County     □ Eaton County 

 
74. Please specify the name of your City or Township, the zip code associated with your address, and the 
name of your particular neighborhood, subdivision, apartment name, or dormitory name within your city or 
township (if applicable): 
 
 City/township ___________         Zip code________________ 

Name of neighborhood, subdivision, apartment name, or dormitory name (if applicable)  __________ 
 
75. What is your current marital status? 

 □ Single, never married   □ Married 

                □ Domestic partners                □ Divorced 

 □ Widowed                  □ Other _______________  
  

76. What is the highest level of education you have completed? 

 □ Less than a high school degree   □ High school graduate 

 □ Junior College graduate/Trade school graduate □ College graduate (B.S., B.A., etc.) 

   □ Graduate degree, Professional degree, and over     □ Other (please specify) _______________ 
 

77. What was your total household (family) income in 2013? 

 □ $0 –$5,999   □ $6,000 – $7,999  □ $8,000 – $9,999 

 □ $10,000 – $11,999  □ $12,000 – $13,999  □ $14,000 – $15,999  

 □ $16,000 – $17,999  □ $18,000 – $19,999  □ $20,000 – $22,999  

 □ $23,000 – $25,999  □ $26,000 – $28,999  □ $29,000 – $31,999 

 □ $32,000 – $34,999  □ $35,000 – $37,999  □ $38,000 – $40,999 

 □ $41,000 – $43,999  □ $44,000 – $46,999  □ $47,000 – $49,999 

 □ $50,000 – $52,999  □ $53,000 – $55,999  □ $56,000 – $58,999  

 □ $59,000 – $61,999  □ $62,000 – $64,999  □ $65,000 – $74,999 

 □ $75,000 – $99,000  □ $100,000-$124,999  □ $125,000 – $149,999 

 □ $150,000-$174,999  □ $175,000 – $199,999  □ $200,000 and over 
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78. Are you of Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin? 

□ Yes      □ No 

 
79. Which one or more of the following would you say is your race? Please check all that apply 

 □ White or Caucasian    □ Black or African American  

 □ American Indian or Alaska Native  □ Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander 

 □ Asian 

  
80. What was your total household (family) income in 2013? 

 □ Low-income family    □ Gay, Lesbian, Bisexual or Transgender 

 □ Disability/Handicap    □ Refugee, immigrant    

 □ Small business owner    □ Homeless    

 □ Veteran     □ Other (please specify) _________________ 

 
81. What is your credit status?  

□ Poor (below 620)     □ Not good (620-659)  □ Good (660-699) 

□ Very good (700-759)     □ Excellent (760-850)  □ Do not know 

 
82. Do you have any other comments regarding barriers or suggestions for housing affordability in the area? 
__________________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME IN COMPLETING THIS QUESTIONNAIRE! 
 

As promised, to thank you for taking the time to participate, we would like to send you a $5 Starbucks gift 
card. Please provide the following information so that your gift card can be delivered to you. Gift cards can 
be delivered electronically or by U.S. mail.  If you would like your gift card delivered electronically, please 
only provide a valid email address, otherwise, provide your mailing address. 
 
First and Last Name___________________________________    
Email__________________________________ 
 
Street Address__________________________________City________________ Zip Code_________________ 
 


