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Introduction

Thewell-being of Michigan’scentral citiesand urban areasaffectsall stateresidents. This
report isthe second in what is planned as an ongoing, biennial compilation that provides
policymakersand the public with an overview of thecondition of Michigan'slargest cities. This
report examinesavariety of indicatorsin areasof health, education, environment, economics,
and government finance. New data setswill be added over time, to allow anincreasingly
comprehensve assessment of lifein Michigan’surban aress.

Thereport issponsored by the Michigan Economic and Environmental Roundtablefor the
Michigan House of Representatives Bipartisan Urban Caucus. The Mott and Frey Founda-
tionsprovided funding.

GOAL

Thegoal of thisproject isto provide stateand local policymakersand their constituencies—
Michigan citizens—with up-to-dateinformation about thewel|-being of Michigan citiessothat
they can makeinformed policy decisionsfor the benefit of Michigan cities. In particular, the
report provides

B adatistica pictureof thecurrent conditionsin our major urban aress,

B thebasison which these conditions may be tracked over time and important trends
discerned,

B adiscussionof theimportance of these conditionsin determining therelativewe |-being
of cities, and

B acatalyst for engaging interested partiesin discuss ng waysto improve the standard of
livingand quaity of lifeinMichigancities.

To our knowledge, nothing similar hasbeen tried sincethefirst index of urban well-being was
released inAugust 1999. Thereare many useful reportsthat summarize one specific aspect of
urban life—such ascity government finances or thegeneral hedlth of acity’ s popul ation—but
nothing that compilesand compares dataon amultitude of factors. Therealsoisresearchon
conditions at the county, multi-county, and state level, but dataat the city level rarely are
available. Finaly, thereisawealth of research based on the detail ed statistics (in most cases
downtothecity block) collected every decade by the U.S. census, but it haslimited usefor
tracking the quality of urban life because the dataare not avail ablefrequently enough.

Thisreport’sgoal differsfrom that of other statistical reviews. An attempt will be madeto
updatethisreport biennidly; thusthe dataused must beavailable at |east every other year, with
thedecennia censusdataused only asabenchmark. Furthermore, whileit isdesirableto have
astheunit of analysisthecity proper, much of the publicly available economic and socia data
ispresented only at the county or state level. Despite these dataconstraints, we believewe
havecollected and summarized auseful Satistica overview of thecurrent condition of Michigan's
cities.



METHODOLOGY

We began by selecting arepresentativelist of 13 Michigan cities, using three criteria. We
included four largecities, two independent citiesthat are contiguousto large metropolitan
areas, and seven citiesthat represent Michigan’sgeographic diversity, shown below:

Large Cities Contiguous Cities Geographically Diverse Cities
Detroit Wyoming Ann Arbor
Grand Rapids Warren Battle Creek
Flint Kalamazoo
Lansing Muskegon
Pontiac
Saginaw
Traverse City

Of course, these 13 citiescomprise only afraction of all Michigan municipalities. Thehopeis
that by carefully choosing thecitiesfor our sample, measuring their well-beingwill alow usto
generdizetoal urban areasinthe date.

After selecting the representative cities, we then determined the appropriate time period of
anaysis. Toavoid misinterpretation, itisimportant to pick datesthat correspond to roughly the
same pointsin theeconomic cycle. For example, therewasavast changein the unemployment
rate from 1992 (the last recession) to 2000 (a very good year for the overall economy);
comparing these dataisuseful if weareanayzing the state's progress during the economic
expans on but uselessasaguideto long-run changesin the state’ sunderlying economic funda-
mentals.

Therefore, we used datafor 1990 and 2000, where available. Thistime span hasthe advan-
tage of comparing essentialy peak-to-peak economic conditions. Unfortunately, in many cases
wewereforced to adjust thetime period of analysisto fit the available data. Therefore, for
somemeasures, the data seriesendsin 1998 or 1999; for some others, historical datafor ten
yearsback simply arenot available. Thetime period for each measureisidentifiedin the
detailed tables.

Thisreport summarizesdatain thefollowing eight mgjor areas.

Demographics
Economics
Property values
Crime

K—12 education
Government finance



B Hedth
B Environmenta conditions

For each measure we began by comparing current conditionswithin acity to those of ade-
cade (or selected time period) ago. Have conditionsimproved or deteriorated during thetime
period?Wealsolooked for variability among thecities; i.e., isthereawide divergenceamong
the 13 citiesor arethetrendssimilar? Then, in general, we compared the recent datafor each
city withtheaveragefor its surrounding county and for the state asawhole. How do condi-
tionsinthecentra city compareto itssurrounding area? |n most cases, weview thiscompara-
tive measure asmost important.

FUTURE RESEARCH

Itishopedthisisonly the second of along, useful seriesof Satusof Michigan Citiesreports.
Unfortunately, good dataare not avail ablefor many urban quality-of-life subjectsunder cur-
rent policy discussion. For example, few citiesmaintain acentral database onthe ageand
condition of such publicinfrastructure asroads, sewers, water systems, and school facilities.
Such datawould beinva uablein the debates concerning urban sprawl, brownfield redevel op-
ment, and state support for K—12 education. Government at al levels—federal, state, and
local—must assi st researchersin establishing acentral database containing vital informationon
urban areas.



Summary

Thereisboth bad and good news about Michigan cities. On the one hand, in most instances
popul ation continuesto shift from the urban coreto the surrounding areaand farther, taking
withit job opportunitiesand economic activity. Ontheother hand, crimeisdown significantly
inthecities, and measures of infant mortal ity and deathsfrom cancer and heart disease show
improvement. The dataand our analysisof each measure are presented in detail intheexhibits
that comprisethe body of thisreport. Our findingsmay be summarized asfollows.

Urban population continuestofall, both in absolutetermsand rel ativeto the nonurban
areas. From 1990 to 2000, the population inthe 13 representative citiesfell 4.3 percent,
while during the same period the popul ation of the state rose 6.9 percent. 1n 2000, the
population of the 13 cities represented about 31 percent of thetotal surrounding coun-
ties, down from about 34 percent in 1990.

Population changeresultsboth from natura events (birthsminusdeeaths) and migration.
Each of the citiesexperienced out-migration from 1990 to 2000. Net out-migration was
highestin Flint (28.9 percent of the 2000 population) and Saginaw (28.0 percent) and
lowest inWyoming (4.4 percent).

Theunemployment ratedropped sharply indl of the 13 citiesfrom 1990to 2000. The
averagefell from 9.8 percent unemployed in 1990 to 4.9 percent in 2000. Pontiac en-
joyed thebiggest drop, from 15.5 percent in 1990 to 6.4 percent in 2000, areduction of
nearly 60 percent.

Nevertheless, the unemployment r ate gap between the urban and nonurban areasin-
creased. In 1990 the 13-city average unemployment rate was 29 percent higher thanthe
statewide average; by 2000 it was 36 percent higher.

Thereativedeclinein economic activity intheurban areasisevident inthedataontotal
employment. Thenumber of workersinthe 13 citiesincreased 7.3 percent from 1990
to 2000, but during the same 10-year period, employment increased 20.3 percent for
the stateasawhole. In 1990, 23 percent of state employment wasinthe 13 cities; by
2000 thefigure had fallento 20 percent. If the 1990 ratio of urban-to-state employment
had remained constant, therewould have been an additional 124,000 workersinthese
13 cities in 2000.

M edian household incomein the 13 cities rose from $25,140 in 1989 to $34,552
(estimated) in 1999. Although this 37.4 percent increaseisdightly abovethe 34.4 per-
centinflationrateduring thesameperiod, it isfar below the 53.8 percent increasefor the
state asawhole. Inthemost recent year, median householdincomeinthe 13 citieswas
only about three-quarters of the median state household income, down from 80 percent
in1989.

Overdl, property valuesgrew 5.4 percent inthe 13 citiesfrom 1990 to 2000— much
lessthanthe 7.2 percent average of the countiesinwhichthecitiesarelocated. Business
property recorded thelargest differencein growthrates, rising 3.8 percent inthecities



and 5.6 percent for the countiesasawhole. In 1990, of al businessproperty valueinthe
12 countiesinwhichthe 13 citiesarelocated, 27.4 percent was|ocated withinthecities,
by 2000 the percentage had fallen to only 23.2 percent.

Home owner ship ratesare much higher in nonurban areasthanin cities. In 2000 an
estimated 57.8 percent of housing unitsin the 13 citieswere owner-occupied single-
family homes, compared to 73.8 percent for the state asawhole. Home ownership rates
inthecitiesgeneraly increased from 1990 to 2000.

Crime, especialy major crime (murder, rape, robbery, assault, burglary, larceny, arson,
and car theft) declined dramatically inthe 13 citiesfrom 1990 to 2000: from 91.4t067.0
major crimes per thousand popul ation—a 26.7 percent decline. Total crimefell 11.9
percent during the same period. However, the crimerate remainsmuch higher incities
thanin nonurban areas. At 67.0 instances per thousand population in 2000, the major
crimerateinthe 13 citieswas 63 percent greater than the state average.

Nineteen percent of all Michigan K—12 pupilsareenrolled in oneof the 13 urban school
districts. We compiled composite passing MEAPscoresfor thecities, their intermediate
school districts (1SDs), and the state. In 2000, 48.9 percent of the 13 cities' students
achieved passing MEAP scores, up from 41.0 percent in 1997 but below the 59.5
percent | SD average. (The MEAP has undergone so many changesin the last decade
that we concentrated only onthelast few years.)

Therearemorelow-incomefamiliesin the citiesthan in the nonurban areas. 1n 2000,
49.2 percent of studentsinthe 13 school districtsqualified (based onfamily income) for
thefederal free or reduced-price school lunch program. Thiscomparesto only 33.4
percent of thestudentsinthel SDsinwhichthecitiesarelocated and 28.9 percent for the
stateasawhole.

Onaverage, school spending per pupil ishigher intheurban districtsthanitisfor the
sateasawhole. The $6,745 state foundation grant per pupil in 2001 is$126 higher than
the statewide average. Had weincluded the state’ s“ at-risk” funding (aprogramto help
pupilsat risk of academic failure) the gap would be even wider, sincethe greater per-
centage of at-risk moniesaredirected to urban school s. The 2000 average urban teacher
saary, $49,285, was $241 higher than the state average.

The 13 urban schoolsinthisstudy have higher dr opout ratesand lower graduationrates
than the average of the surrounding | SDsor the state asawhole. In 2000 the average
dropout rate for the 13 school districtswas 5.8 percent, ranging from ahigh of 11.6
percent in Detroit to alow of 2.9 percent in Warren. On average, thedropout ratefor the
urban schoolsis approximately 50 percent higher than the averageratefor their sur-
rounding I SDs, whilethe graduation rateisonly about 8 percent lessthan the | SDs.

City gover nment financesimproved greatly from 1990 to 2000, with most citiesin-
creasing their fund bal ance during thisperiod. A combination of strong economic growth
and, in somecities, operating millageincreases, hasleft city governmentswith healthier
local budgetsthaninthelate 1980s.



B Measures of the physical health of city residents improved during the last ten years.
Infant mortality declined in 12 of the 13 cities. The average rate fell from 12.8 per 1,000
live births in 1986—1990 to 4.6 in 2000, a 25 percent decline. However, the average rate
for the 13 cities was approximately 17 percent above that of the surrounding counties in
1996-2000.

B The rate of heart disease and cancer deaths also declined in the 13 cities. From
1990 to 2000, the heart disease death rate fell from 320 per 100,000 residents to 283,
a 12 percent decline. The cancer death rate also fell slightly, from 214 per 100,000
residents in 1990 to 200 in 2000. The death rate from these two diseases is moderately
higher in the thirteen urban areas, on average, than in the surrounding counties.

B Tracking environmental conditions in our major urban areas is very difficult because
the data are inconsistent among the cities and collection methods vary from year to year.
Clearly, an important policy objective should be to upgrade the available urban environ-
mental data. This report summarizes four measures of pollution: number of hazardous
waste facilities, number of “brownfield” sites (abandoned, idle, or underused industrial
and commercial facilities where expansion or redevelopment is impeded by real or per-
ceived environmental contamination) being redeveloped with state funding, toxic-release
inventory, and “ozone days.” The 13 cities have a high percentage—39 percent—of all
hazardous waste facilities in the state yet only 20 percent of the state’s population. In
1999, over $21 million of state dollars was directed to cleaning up brownfield sites in the
13 cities. Finally, as recorded by the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality, the
combined on-site releases and transfers of toxic materials in the 13 cities rose 159 per-
cent from 1990 to 1999—from 53.4 million to 138.3 million pounds a year. Much of the
increase is attributed to a federal law change in 1998 that mandated reporting in seven
additional industry sectors.

INDEX OF URBAN WELL-BEING

In an effort to summarize the change in living conditions in Michigan’s urban centers, we have
compiled an “index of urban well-being.” As is the case with any composite index, the compo-
nents and calculations are somewhat arbitrary. In most cases, this index measures the relative
progress of selected Michigan cities in comparison to the county or intermediate school district
(ISD) in which they are located and/or the state as a whole. For this report, the index com-
prises 12 factors. These particular 12 variables were selected because they represent the
broad subject areas covered in the report and a full range of data is available for each.

City population growth relative to county (1990 to 2000)

Absolute change in urban unemployment rates (1990 to 2000)

Change in the unemployment rate relative to county (1990 to 2000)
Change in total employment relative to county (1990 to 2000)

Growth of median household income relative to county (1989 to 1999)
Growth in total property values relative to county (1990 to 2000)



Changein crimerelativeto county (1990 to 2000)

Changein crimerelativeto statewide average (1990 to 2000)

Improvement in MEAP scoresrelativeto 1 SDs (1997 to 2000)

Changein graduation ratesrelativeto | SDs (1997 to 2000)

B City government fund balance asa percentage of total revenue (1990 to 2000)

In most cases, abase year was cal culated and set to 100. Themost current datawere used to
measure the change from the base. Dueto datalimitations, the base year of theindex isa
composite of several years—1989, 1990, and 1997. The most recent year for each of the
seriesaso varies. Thegoal isto recreate and improvetheindex each year thereport isre-
leased.

Population — Theindex number was cal culated by indexing the percent changein population
from 1990 to 2000 to 100 and dividing the changefor the citiesby the changefor the counties.
Theurbanindex declined from thelast report becausethe citieslost moreground rel ative to
the counties from 1990 to 2000 than from 1990 to 1996, the period used in the previous
report. From 1996 to 2000, the population of the 13 citiesfell 4.3 percent whilethe popula
tion of the surrounding countiesrose 4.6 percent.

Unemployment rate— Theindex was cal cul ated by indexing the percentage point declinein
theaverageratefor the 13 citiesto 100. It gppearsthat theindex number calculated inthelast
report isin error. Using consistent methodol ogy, the 1999 index would be 103.6 rather than
112.0. Thisadjustment would change the compositeindex of urbanwell-beinginthe previous
report from 97.5 to 96.8. The improvement in the index (adjusted) occurs, in large part,
because the unemployment ratein the citiesjumped sharply from the base year of 1988 used
inthepreviousreport to thebase year of 1990 usedinthisreport. Therefore, theimprovement
inthemorerecent period waslarger, dthough the average unemployment ratefor the 13 cities
was about unchanged from 1998 to 2000.

Reative Unemployment rate— Theindex number was cal cul ated by dividing the percent
changein the average city unemployment rate (1990-2000) by the percent changeinthe
average county unemployment rate (1990-2000). Theurbanindex improved significantly be-
causetheimprovement inthe urban areaswaslarger relativeto theimprovement in the sur-
rounding countiesin the 19902000 period than in the 1988—-1998 period used in the previ-
ousreport. Thisoccurred, inlarge part, because, asmentioned above, the unemployment rate
inthecitiesjumped sharply from the baseyear of 1988 used in the previousreport to the base
year of 1990 used inthisreport.

Total employment — Theindex number was cal culated by indexing the percent changein
employment from 1990 to 2000 to 100, and dividing the changefor thecitiesby the change
for the counties. The urban index improved significantly because employment growthinthe
urban areaswas better relativeto growthin the surrounding countiesin the 1990-2000 period
thanin the 1988-1998 period used in the previousreport.



Household income— Theindex number was ca culated by indexing the percent changein
median household incomefrom 1990 to 2000 to 100 and dividing the changefor thecitiesby
the changefor the counties. Theurban index declined from thelast report becausethecities
lost more ground rel ative to the countiesfrom 1989 to 1999, than from 1989 to 1997, the
period used in the previousreport.

Total property values— Theindex number was cal cul ated by indexing the average annual
percent changeintotal property valuesfrom 1990 to 2000 to 100 and dividing the changefor
the citiesby the changefor the counties. The urban index improved because property value
growthintheurban areas, particularly in Detroit and Pontiac, was better relativeto growthin
the surrounding countiesin the 19902000 period than inthe 19881998 period used inthe
previousreport.

Businessproperty values—Theindex number was ca culated by dividing the percent change
inbusiness property vauesfor the 13 citiesby the percent changein business property vaues
inthe surrounding counties. Theurban index improved because property valuegrowthinthe
urban areas, particularly in Battle Creek and Muskegon, was better relativeto growthinthe
surrounding countiesin the 1990-2000 period than in the 1988-1998 period used in the
previousreport.

Crime(City vs. County) — Theindex number was ca cul ated by indexing the percent change
inthetotal crimerate per thousand from 1990 to 2000 to 100 and dividing the changefor the
citiesby the changefor the counties. Theindex declined fromthelast report becausecrimein
the 13 citiesdeclined morein the 1990-1996 period used inthelast report than inthe 1990 to
2000 period. Nonethel ess, crimerates showed acontinuing downward trend.

Crime(City vs. Sate) — Theindex number was cal cul ated by indexing the percent change
intotal crime per thousand population from 1990 to 2000 to 100, and dividing the changefor
thecitiesby the changefor the state. Theindex declined from thelast report because crimein
the 13 citiesdeclined lessin the 1990-2000 period rel ative to the statewide declinethaninthe
1990-1996 period used in thelast report.

M EAP — Theindex number was cal cul ated by indexing the percent changein the composite
MEAP scorefrom 1997 to 2000 to 100 and dividing the changefor the citiesby the change
for the1SDs. The urban index improved significantly becausetheimprovement in MEAP
scoresintheurban areaswasbetter rel ativeto theimprovement inthesurrounding | SDsinthe
19902000 period than in the 1996—1998 period used in the previousreport.

Graduation rates— Theindex number was cal cul ated by indexing the percent changeinthe
graduation ratesfrom 1997 to 2000 to 100 and dividing the changefor thecitiesby thechange
for the| SDs. The urban index improved significantly becausetheimprovement in graduation
ratesin the urban areaswas better relative to theimprovement in the surrounding I SDsin the
19902000 period than in the 1996—1998 period used in the previousreport.



Fund Balances— Theindex number was determined by cal culating fund balancesasa
percentage of revenuein 1990 and 2000 and indexing the percent changeto 100. Theindex
declined from thelast report because fund bal ances as apercentage of revenueimproved less
inthe 1990 to 2000 period than inthe 1987—-1997 period used in the previousreport.

Overdl, theindex of urbanwell-beingfell from 100 inthebaseyear of 1990 (inmost cases) to
99.7 percent in 2000. In contrast, the 2000 index documentsapositiveimprovement fromthe
1999 index, which stood at 97.5. However, the cal cul ation of the 1999 index for the unem-
ployment rate gppearsto bein error. Using cong stent methodol ogy for both periods, theindex
for theearlier period is103.6 and the compositeindex is96.8. The adjusted improvement in
thecompositeindex isthus 3, asisshown in Exhibit 1.

Thecaculationfor thisyear’sreport iscomparable, but coversadifferent timeperiod. Of the
12 measuresused for thisindex, seven declined and fiveincreased from the base year. The
biggest improvementsweretherelative changeinthe MEAPtest, therelative changeinthe
graduation rate, the absol ute declinein the unemployment rate and thefall inthe crimeindex.
Theonly index indicatorsthat improved rel ative to the surrounding county werethe MEAP
test and the graduation rate. Exhibit 1 liststhe 1999 and 2000 valuesfor the 12 indicators,
whichareillustrated asabar chartin Exhibit 2.



EXHIBIT 1
2000 Index of Urban Well-Being (Compared to a Base Year of 100)

Measure 1989-1999 1990-2000 Percent Change
Relative Population Change 93.8 915 —-2.5%
Unemployment Rate 103.6* 104.9 1.2
Relative Unemployment Rate 83.7 96.4 15.2
Total Employment 87.1 97.0 114
Average Household Income 96.8 94.2 2.7
Total Property Values 96.1 98.3 2.3
Business Property Values 75.0 85.4 13.9
Crime Index 113.7 111.9 -1.6
Relative Crime Index 97.4 93.6 -3.9
MEAP Test Scores 107.0 112.7 5.3
Graduation Rates 101.0 107.7 6.6
Fund Balances 106.8 103.3 -3.3
Composite Index 96.8* 99.7 3.0

Note: The base year for the 12 measures is 1990, in most cases. The exceptions are in average household
income (1989), MEAP test scores (1987), and graduation rates (1997).

*Revised figure.
SOURCE: Public Sector Consultants.

EXHIBIT 2
Index of Urban Well-Being by Component
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Data on Representative Cities
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EXHIBIT 3

Urban Population, 1990 and 2000

City vs County

City City County County Change/%
Population Population Percent Population Population Percent Point

1990 2000 Change 1990 2000 Change Difference
Ann Arbor 109,592 114,024 4.0% 282,937 322,895 14.1% -10.1%
Battle Creek 53,540 53,364 -0.3 135,982 137,985 1.5 -1.8
Detroit 1,027,974 951,270 -7.5 2,111,687 2,061,162 -2.4 -5.1
Flint 140,761 124,943 -11.2 430,459 436,141 1.3 -12.6
Grand Rapids 189,126 197,800 4.6 500,631 574,335 14.7 -10.1
Kalamazoo 80,277 77,145 -3.9 223,411 238,603 6.8 -10.7
Lansing 127,321 119,128 -6.4 281,912 279,320 -0.9 -55
Muskegon 40,283 40,105 -0.4 158,983 170,200 7.1 -7.5
Pontiac 71,166 66,337 —6.8 1,083,592 1,194,156 10.2 -17.0
Saginaw 69,512 61,799 -11.1 211,946 210,039 -0.9 -10.2
Traverse City 15,157 14,532 -4.1 64,273 77,654 20.8 -24.9
Warren 138,247 144,864 4.8 717,400 788,149 9.9 -5.1
Wyoming 63,891 69,368 8.6 500,631 574,335 14.7 -6.1
Total 2,126,847 2,034,679 -4.3% 6,203,213 6,490,639 4.6% -8.9
State 9,295,297 9,938,444 6.9%
Urban as

% of State

23% 20%

SOURCE: U.S. Census Bureau.

Thelatest estimated population dataavailablefor citiesarefor 2000. Statewide, population
increased 6.9 percent from 1990 to 2000, but, with few exceptions, the citiesstudied for this
report did not fare nearly aswell.

B Total population declinedin 9 of the 13 citiesstudied for thisreport. Theexceptionsare
AnnArbor, Grand Rapids, Warren, and Wyoming.

B Thelargest declinesoccurredin Flint (—11.2 percent), Saginaw (—11.1 percent) and
Detroit (7.5 percent).

B Noneof the 13 citiesmatched theincrease of itssurrounding county. Battle Creek came
the closest. Pontiac and Traverse City lagged farthest behind.

B [ntotd, thepopulationinthe 13 citiesdeclined 4.3 percent—from 23 percent of thetotal

state population to 20 percent.

While urban areapopulationfor the 13 citiesfell by 4.3 percent, the nonurban areas of the
surrounding countiesincreased by 4.6 percent.
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EXHIBIT 4
Percentage of Population Aged 65 and Older, 1990 and 2000

City vs County

City City Percent County County Percent  Percentage point

1990 2000 Change 1990 2000 Change Difference 2000
Ann Arbor 7.3% 7.9% 8.2% 7.5% 8.1% 8.0% -0.2%
Battle Creek 14.4 13.5 -6.3 13.3 13.7 3.0 -0.2
Detroit 12.1 10.4 -14.0 125 12.7 1.6 -2.3
Flint 10.7 10.5 -1.9 10.1 11.6 14.9 -1.1
Grand Rapids 13.0 11.6 -10.8 10.8 10.4 -3.7 1.2
Kalamazoo 10.7 10.1 -5.6 10.6 11.4 7.5 -1.3
Lansing 9.6 9.7 1.0 8.7 9.4 8.0 0.3
Muskegon 14.6 12.4 -15.1 13.1 12.9 -1.5 -0.5
Pontiac 8.7 8.5 2.3 10.9 11.3 3.7 -2.8
Saginaw 11.9 11.4 -4.2 12.1 13.5 11.6 -2.1
Traverse City 16.8 15.2 -9.5 12.3 13.1 6.5 2.1
Warren 14.9 17.3 16.1 12.3 13.7 11.4 3.6
Wyoming 9.8 9.4 4.1 10.8 10.4 3.7 -1.0
Average 11.9% 11.4% -4.2% 11.2% 11.8% 5.3% -0.3
State 11.9% 12.3% 3.4%

SOURCE: U.S. Census Bureau.

Thelatest dataavailablefor the 65-and-older population for citiesand countiesarefromthe
2000 census. Statewide, the 65-and-older popul ation was 12.3 percent of total populationin
2000.

B Nineof thecitiesstudiedfal below this percentage, anincreasefrom 1997. Seven of the
countiesasofell below the state average.

B Infourcities—AnnArbor, Lansing, Pontiac, and WWyoming—the 65-and-older popula-
tionisestimated at under 10 percent.

Wefindthat on average, therelative share of the 65-and-older populationisdecreasinginthe

13 cities, aturn-around from the previousreport. Statewide, theincreasein sharefrom 1990

t0 2000 is 3.4 percent; inthe 13 cities, thereisadecrease of 4.2 percent.

In 1990, the percentage of the 65-and-older popul ation exceeded that of the county in eight of
thecities. In 2000, that number decreased tofour.
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EXHIBIT 5
Racial Composition, 1990 and 2000

City vs County

City vs. County City vs. County Percentage
City % County % Percent City % County % Percent Point

Minority Minority Difference Minority Minority Difference Difference
1990 1990 1990 2000 2000 2000 2000
Ann Arbor 17.7% 16.5% 7.2% 25.3% 22.6% 11.9% 2.7
Battle Creek 19.1 12.7 50.4 25.3 16.1 57.1 9.2
Detroit 78.4 42.6 84.0 87.7 48.3 81.6 39.4
Flint 50.4 21.8 131.0 58.6 24.7 137.2 33.9
Grand Rapids 23.3 11.3 106.1 32.7 16.9 93.5 15.8
Kalamazoo 22.8 11.6 96.5 29.2 15.4 89.6 13.8
Lansing 26.0 15.9 63.5 34.7 20.5 69.2 14.2
Muskegon 30.1 15.8 90.5 39.4 18.7 110.7 20.7
Pontiac 48.5 10.4 366.0 60.9 17.2 254.1 43.7
Saginaw 47.8 21.9 118.2 53.0 24.7 114.6 28.3
Traverse City 1.7 2.0 -15.0 4.0 3.5 14.3 0.5
Warren 2.6 3.3 -21.2 8.7 7.3 19.2 1.4
Wyoming 6.3 11.3 —44.2 15.7 16.9 —7.1 -1.2
Average 28.8 15.5 36.6% 19.7% 17.1

State 17.8 19.8%

SOURCE: U.S. Census Bureau.

Oneway to measure segregation in acommunity isto look at the percentage of minority
populationin comparison with itssurrounding area: the narrower the difference, thelessthe
segregation. Thelatest dataavailablefor citiesand countiesare from the 2000 census. The
average minority percentagein thecities studied was 36.6. Thisrepresentsa27 percent in-
crease since 1990.

B Ninecitieshad aminority population at least 50 percent higher than their surrounding
county in 2000.

B All 13 citiesand surrounding counties experienced an increasein minority population
from 1990 to 2000.

Itislikely that the percentage of minoritiesincreased in most Michigan citiesfrom 1990to
2000, asthe staterateincreased from 17.8t0 19.8.
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EXHIBIT 6
Net Migration, 1990 to 2000

Net Migration

As %
Population Births Deaths Net of 2000

1990 2000 Change 1990-2000 1990-2000 Migration Population

Ann Arbor 109,608 114,024 4,416 15,499 5,816 —5,267 —4.6%
Battle Creek 53,516 53,364 -152 12,301 6,770 -5,683 -10.6
Detroit 1,027,974 951,270 —76,704 207,825 119,673 —164,856 -17.3
Flint 140,925 124,943 —-15,982 35,451 15,297 -36,136 -28.9
Grand Rapids 189,126 197,800 8,674 45,216 20,643 -15,899 -8.0
Kalamazoo 80,277 77,145 -3,132 16,465 7,470 -12,127 -15.7
Lansing 127,321 119,128 -8,193 27,997 10,762 —25,428 -21.3
Muskegon 39,809 40,105 296 9,674 5,231 -4,147 -10.3
Pontiac 71,136 66,337 —4,799 16,619 6,792 -14,626 —22.0
Saginaw 69,512 61,799 —7,713 17,292 7,707 -17,298 -28.0
Traverse City 15,155 14,532 -623 2,121 1,913 -831 5.7
Warren 144,864 138,247 -6,617 20,221 16,337 -10,501 —7.6
Wyoming 63,891 69,368 5,477 12,652 4,121 -3,054 -4.4
Urban Total 2,133,114 2,028,062 -105,052 5.2

SOURCE: Michigan Information Center and Public Sector Consultants.

Net migration—the movement of peoplein and out of acity—isca culated by subtracting the
changein acity’stotal population from the difference between births and deaths. Thetable

presentsthe net migration cal culationsfrom 1990 to 2000 for the 13 selected cities.

B All 13citiesexperienced an outflow of migration during the 1990s.

B Asapercentageof itspopulation, the smallest losseswerein Ann Arbor and WWyoming,
and thelargest losseswerein Flint and Saginaw.
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EXHIBIT 7
Unemployment Rates, 1990 and 2000
(Percentage of Labor Force)

Percentage Point Difference

County County City vs. City vs.

City City Percent Average Average County State

1990 2000 Change 1990 2000 2000 2000
Ann Arbor 4.2% 1.4% —66.7% 5.0% 1.6% —-0.2 2.2
Battle Creek 8.6 5.0 -41.9 7.5 4.3 0.7 1.4
Detroit 14.3 6.6 -53.8 8.8 3.9 2.7 3.0
Flint 16.6 9.5 -42.8 9.8 54 4.1 5.7
Grand Rapids 8.1 4.4 -45.7 5.8 3.1 1.3 0.8
Kalamazoo 8.0 4.3 -46.3 54 2.8 1.5 0.7
Lansing 8.0 3.3 -58.8 6.4 2.6 0.7 -0.3
Muskegon 11.4 6.1 -46.5 8.7 4.6 1.5 2.5
Pontiac 15.5 6.4 —58.7 5.7 2.2 4.2 2.8
Saginaw 13.8 7.4 -46.4 8.0 4.2 3.2 3.8
Traverse City 4.8 2.5 -47.9 7.0 3.7 -1.2 -1.1
Warren 8.7 3.7 -57.5 7.4 3.1 0.6 0.1
Wyoming 5.7 3.0 -47.4 5.8 3.1 -0.1 -0.6
Average 9.8% 4.9% -50.2% 7.1% 3.4% 1.5 1.3

State 7.6% 3.6% -52.6%

SOURCE: Michigan Department of Career Development, Office of Labor Market Information.

Onekey economicindicator for acity isitsunemployment rate, which iscal culated by dividing
the number of unemployed peoplelooking for work by thetotal |abor force (popul ation aged
16-64). Theunemployment rate may understate theamount of unemployment becauseit does
not include people not actively seeking work, many of whom may have become discouraged
and given up. The number not seeking work islikely to be much larger during aperiod of
economic weaknessthan it isduring one of economic strength.

The 2000 statewide unempl oyment rate was 3.6 percent.

B Of the13Michigan citiesstudied, nine had a2000 rate higher than the state average.

B Onlyfour cities—AnnArbor, Traverse City, Warren, and Wyoming—were below the
state average.

B Onlyinthree—AnnArbor, Traverse City, and Wyoming—wasthe city unemployment
rate below that of surrounding county.

B From 1990 to 2000, the state unemployment ratefell 52.6 percent; the urban average
fell 50.2 percent.

B Theunemployment ratefell sharply inal 13 citiesinthelast decade, andinfive—Ann
Arbor, Detroit, Lansing, Pontiac, and Warren—the decline exceeded 50 percent.

B Thecity withthesmallest declinewasBattle Creek (—41.9 percent).
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EXHIBIT 8
Total Employment, 1990 and 2000

Percentage Point Difference

County City vs. City vs.

City City 1990-2000 County State

1990 2000 % Change % Change 2000 2000
Ann Arbor 61,625 69,925 13.5% 12.9% 0.6 -6.9
Battle Creek 24,425 26,525 8.6 9.2 -0.6 -11.7
Detroit 398,050 402,375 1.1 4.6 -3.5 -19.3
Flint 56,650 52,750 -6.9 -3.7 -3.2 -27.2
Grand Rapids 95,475 118,275 23.9 25.3 -1.4 3.5
Kalamazoo 40,125 43,125 7.5 8.9 -1.4 -12.9
Lansing 62,800 64,425 2.6 3.6 -1.0 -17.8
Muskegon 16,100 18,850 17.1 18.7 -1.6 -3.3
Pontiac 31,850 34,475 8.2 15.6 -7.3 -12.1
Saginaw 26,975 27,600 2.3 55 -3.2 -18.0
Traverse City 8,475 11,100 31.0 29.5 15 10.6
Warren 77,250 89,075 15.3 16.2 -0.9 -5.0
Wyoming 36,375 45,625 25.4 25.3 0.1 51
Total 936,175 1,004,125 7.3% 10.6%* -3.3 -13.0

State 4,076,000 4,905,000 20.3%

*Weighted average.
SOURCE: Michigan Department of Career Development, Office of Labor Market Information.

Themost important indicator of acity’seconomic vitality isthe changein employment over
several years. Inthisreport, Public Sector Consultants used the growth rate from 1990 to
2000.

Statewide, employment increased 20.3 percent from 1990 to 2000, compared withonly a7.3
percent increasefor the 13 cities. Among the citiesstudied for thisreport, however, therewas
widevariation in the changein employment over thelast decade.

In 10 cities, employment increased at lessthan the staterate.
Inonecity, Hint, employment declined.
Flint fared theworst (down 6.9 percent) and Traverse City the best (up 31 percent).

Inthe surrounding counties, there were no employment declines, with the exception of

Flint. Increasesranged from 3.6 percent in Ingham County to nearly 29.5 percentin

Grand Traverse.

B Onlyin3citiesdid employment grow faster thaninthe surrounding county; AnnArbor,
Traverse City, and Wyoming.

B Detroit, FHint, Pontiac, and Saginaw fared theworst relativeto their surrounding county.
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EXHIBIT 9
Labor Force, 1990 and 2000

Percentage Point Difference

County City vs. City vs.
City City Percent % Change County State
1990 2000 Change 1990-2000 2000 2000
Ann Arbor 61,625 69,925 13.5% 12.9% 0.6 2.3
Battle Creek 24,425 26,525 8.6 9.1 -0.5 7.2
Detroit 398,050 402,375 1.1 4.6 -3.5 -14.7
Flint 56,650 52,750 -6.9 3.8 -10.7 -22.7
Grand Rapids 95,475 118,275 23.9 25.3 -1.4 8.1
Kalamazoo 40,125 43,125 7.5 8.9 -1.4 -8.3
Lansing 62,800 64,425 2.6 3.6 -1.0 -13.2
Muskegon 16,100 18,850 17.1 18.7 -1.6 1.3
Pontiac 31,850 34,475 8.2 15.6 —7.4 —7.6
Saginaw 26,975 27,600 2.3 55 -3.2 -13.5
Traverse City 8,475 11,100 31.0 29.4 1.6 15.2
Warren 77,250 89,075 15.3 16.2 -0.9 -0.5
Wyoming 36,375 45,625 25.4 25.3 0.1 9.6
Urban Total 936,175 1,004,125 7.3% 8.5%

State 4,470,000 5,175,000 15.8%

SOURCE: Michigan Department of Career Development.

A city’slabor force equal sthetotal number residentsworking or actively looking for work.

B From 1990to 2000, thetotal 13-city labor forceincreased 7.3 percent. Thiscontrasts
sharply with the 15.8 percent increasefor the state asawhole.

B Inonlythreecities—AnnArbor, Traverse City, and Wyoming—did thelabor forcegrow
faster than inthe surrounding county

Only Hint suffered adecline—6.9 percent.
B TraverseCity hadthelargest increase—31 percent.
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EXHIBIT 10
Michigan Median Household Income, 1989 and 1999 (est.)

City City County County  City vs. County
Median Median Median City as % 1989-99 Percentage
Income Income Percent Income of County Percent Point
1989 1999 Change 1999 1999 Change Difference
Ann Arbor $33,344 $57,937 73.8% $58,105 99.7% 60.0% 13.8
Battle Creek 25,306 32,882 29.9 38,643 85.1 39.3 —-9.4
Detroit 18,742 23,153 23.5 39,012 59.3 39.3 -15.8
Flint 20,176 23,341 15.7 41,918 55.7 35.1 -19.4
Grand Rapids 26,809 38,861 45.0 48,564 80.0 50.1 -5.1
Kalamazoo 23,207 32,782 41.3 44,610 73.5 43.6 -2.3
Lansing 26,398 32,874 24.5 44,115 74.5 46.3 -21.8
Muskegon 18,748 25,558 36.3 37,892 67.5 47.9 -11.6
Pontiac 21,962 29,248 33.2 68,168 42.9 57.0 —23.8
Saginaw 17,736 20,796 17.3 38,796 53.6 38.7 -21.4
Traverse City 27,396 40,480 47.8 44,057 91.9 51.7 -3.9
Warren 35,890 50,146 39.7 53,093 94.4 36.4 3.3
Wyoming 31,103 41,118 32.2 48,564 84.7 50.1 -17.9
Average $25,140 $34,552 37.4% $46,414 74.1% 45.8% -10.4
State $31,020 $47,708 53.8%

SOURCE: U.S. Census Bureau; calculations by Public Sector Consultants.

Thelatestincomedataavailablefor citiesisfor 1989 (from the 1990 census). Public Sector
Consultants updated the numbersto 1999 by using (1) the 198999 increase in adjusted
grossincome, whichisavailable by school digtrict from the Michigan Department of Treasury,
and (2) 1995-99 percentage changesin employment and weekly earnings, which are avail-
ablefrom the Michigan Department of Career Development (MDCD). Earningsdataare
availableonly for counties; thereforeweassumethat theincreasefor the city and the surround-
ing county wasthe samefor 1995-99. (The M DCD employment numbersindicatelittlediffer-
enceingrowthfor the city and surrounding county.)

Michigan median householdincomeincreased an estimated 53.8 percent from 1989 to 1999.

B Theonly city to record faster income growth wasAnn Arbor (almost 74 percent).
B Thedowest growthwasinFint (15.7 percent) and Saginaw (17.3 percent).

B AnnArbor and Warren were the only citiesthat had faster income growth than the
surrounding county.

B Thedcitiesfalling furthest below thegrowth rate of the surrounding county were Pontiac,
Saginaw, and Lansing.

The statewide median household incomein 1999 was $47,708.

B Amongthel3cities thehighwasAnnArbor (nearly $58,000) and thelow was Saginaw
(alittleunder $21,000).

B Theonly citiesabovethe state averagewere Ann Arbor and Warren.
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Noneof the 13 citieshad amedianincomeashigh asitscounty’s.

InAnnArbor, Battle Creek, and Traverse City, the median household incomewas over
90 percent of thecounty’s.

Thelowest incomerd ativeto the county wasin Pontiac (42.9 percent), Saginaw (53.6
percent), Flint (55.7 percent), and Detroit (59.3 percent).
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EXHIBIT 11

Poverty Rates, 1990 and 1998

City % of County % of City vs. County County %
Population Population Percentage of Population
in Poverty in Poverty Point Difference in Poverty
1990 1990 1990 1998
Ann Arbor 14.3% 12.2% 2.1 8.1%
Battle Creek 18.0 14.3 3.7 13.4
Detroit 32.0 20.1 11.9 17.3
Grand Rapids 15.4 9.2 6.2 8.8
Kalamazoo 22.8 13.5 9.3 11.1
Lansing 19.3 16.6 2.7 13.0
Flint 30.0 16.5 135 14.6
Muskegon 23.9 15.3 8.6 14.0
Pontiac 25.6 6.0 19.6 6.2
Saginaw 31.1 17.2 13.9 15.3
Traverse City 8.3 8.5 -0.2 7.7
Warren 6.4 5.2 1.2 6.0
Wyoming 7.0 9.2 2.2 8.8
Average 19.5% 12.9% 6.6 9.0%
State 13.0% 11.4%

SOURCE: U.S. Census Bureau.

Animportant measure of economic hardshipinacity isthe number of peopleliving below the
poverty line. Thelatest dataavailablefor citiesisfor 1990, from the 1990 census, and the
latest available datafor countiesisfor 1998. For afamily of threein Michigan, the poverty
threshold was $9,981 in 1990 and $13,120in 1998.

In 1990 three of the 13 cities had a poverty rate of 30 percent or more: Detroit (32
percent), Saginaw (31 percent), and Flint (30 percent).
Thelowest ratesof poverty in 1990 werein Warren (6 percent), Wyoming (7 percent),

and Traverse City (8 percent).

In 11 cities, the poverty rate was higher than in the surrounding county. Pontiac, with
morethan aquarter of it resdentslivingin poverty, fared theworst in comparisontoits
county (Oakland, with 6 percent).

Itislikely that the poverty rate declined in most Michigan citiesfrom 1990 to 1998, asthe
stateratefell from 13.0to 11.4 percent. In addition, poverty ratesdeclined in all but two
surrounding counties—Oakland (Pontiac) and Macomb (Warren).
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EXHIBIT 12
Growth in Urban Property Value (State Equalized Value), Annual Rate,

1990-2000
All Property Residential Business
1990-2000 1990-2000 1990-2000
Washtenaw County 7.6% 9.2% 5.3%
Ann Arbor 5.4 6.3 4.2
Calhoun County 7.4 8.0 6.3
Battle Creek 6.4 6.8 5.9
Wayne County 6.8 7.9 4.9
Detroit 6.9 8.7 4.3
Kent County 7.3 7.6 6.9
Grand Rapids 5.4 5.1 5.8
Kalamazoo County 6.6 7.7 5.0
Kalamazoo 5.1 5.4 4.7
Ingham County 6.1 6.3 5.4
Lansing 4.3 4.1 4.6
Genesee County 6.3 8.0 3.6
Flint 0.8 3.6 -1.3
Muskegon County 7.8 8.5 6.4
Muskegon 5.5 6.8 4.5
Oakland County 7.6 8.4 6.0
Pontiac 4.9 8.9 2.4
Saginaw County 5.9 7.1 4.5
Saginaw 3.4 3.6 3.1
Grand Traverse County 10.2 10.9 8.7
Traverse City 7.8 7.8 7.8
Macomb County 7.7 8.5 6.1
Warren 4.8 5.8 3.1
Kent County 7.3 7.6 6.9
Wyoming 5.4 6.1 4.6
Urban Average (weighted) 5.4% 6.6% 3.9%
County Average 7.2% 8.2% 5.6%
State 7.6% 8.7% 5.4%

SOURCE: Michigan Department of Treasury, State Tax Commission; calculations by Public Sector Consultants.

A key indicator of acity’seconomic vitality isthegrowth in property value compared to other
cities, thestate, and the county inwhichitislocated.

Statewide, from 1990 to 2000, property valuesincreased an average of 7.6 percent annually.
Of the 13 citiesstudied for thisreport, only Traverse City exceeded the statefigure.

B Experiencingthedowest annual property growth wereFlint (0.8 percent), and Saginaw
(3.4 percent).

B Thefastest urban growth rates occurred in Traverse City (7.8 percent), Detroit (6.9
percent), and Battle Creek (6.4 percent).

B Foral 13cities, property value growth averaged 5.4 percent during this period, signifi-
cantly below the statewiderate.
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Inthe 12 countiesin which the 13 citiesarelocated, the 1990-2000 property growth
rate averaged 7.2 percent.

Theonly city that exceeded the growth rate of itscounty was Detroit.

Thecitiesthat fared the poorest relative to their county were Flint (5.5 percentage
pointsdifference between city and county), Warren (—2.9 percentage points), and Pontiac
(2.7 percentage points).

Comparing thegrowthinvalue of commercid/industriad (C/I) property with that of residential
property indicateswhether acity isattracting new businessesor current businesses are ex-
panding. Inregard to 1990-2000 growth in C/I versusresidentia property value, thefindings
aremixed.

In two cities—L ansing and Grand Rapids—the growth in the value of C/I property
exceeded that of residentia property. Growthin C/I property equaled residentia growth
inTraverseCity.

Inthree—Battle Creek, Kalamazoo, and Saginaw—C/I growth waswithin 1 percent of
resdentia growth.

Inthree—Pontiac, Flint, and Detroit—the growthin C/I property valuesfell well short of
residentia growth.

In only one city—Flint—did C/I property value actually decline (1.3 percent). Simi-
larly, thegrowth rate of 3.6 percent in Genessee County wasthelowest of the 12 coun-
ties.
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EXHIBIT 13
Average Home Value, 1989 and 1999 (est.)

County City vs. County
Average Average Percent Average County City Value as % Point
Home Value Home Value Change Home Value % Change % of County Difference

1989 (000) 1999 (000) 1989-99 1999* 1989-99 1999 1989-99
Ann Arbor $136 $206 51.5% $172 89.2% 119.8% -37.7
Battle Creek 50 90 80.0 82 104.1 109.8 —-24.1
Detroit 29 60 106.9 101 85.5 59.4 21.4
Grand Rapids 62 107 72.6 119 87.4 89.9 -14.8
Kalamazoo 59 98 66.1 108 83.7 90.7 -17.6
Lansing 52 70 34.6 96 58.9 72.9 -24.3
Flint 38 58 52.6 93 97.1 62.4 -44.5
Muskegon 36 64 77.8 81 90.3 79.0 -12.5
Pontiac 38 74 94.7 185 75.2 40.0 19.5
Saginaw 35 51 45.7 81 81.2 63.0 -35.5
Traverse City 75 142 89.3 118 98.9 120.3 -9.6
Warren 68 114 67.6 136 85.8 83.8 -18.2
Wyoming 59 103 74.6 119 87.4 86.6 -12.8
Urban Average $ 57 $ 95 66.7% $114 86.5% 83.0% -13.3

State $ 73 $125 71.2%

*State Equalized Value
**Census
SOURCE: Michigan Department of Treasury and U.S. Census Bureau; calculations by Public Sector Consultants.

Animportant indicator of thewell-being of acommunity isthe averageval ue of ahome, both
theabsolutevalue and itschange. L ow and/or falling homevaluesare closely associated with
acommunity in decline. Thedeclineusually iscaused by falling demand for homesbecause
public servicesare deteriorating and/or residents and businessesare moving out of thecity.

Thelatest dataavailablefor housing values by city isfrom the 1990 census (for 1989), and
Public Sector Consultantstook several stepsto develop aconsistent data set for 1989 and
1999. First, theresidentia state equalized vauation (SEV) for each city for 1989, asreported
by the Michigan Tax Commission, was divided by the number of owner-occupied homes
reported in the 1990 census (and multiplied by two, because SEV is50 percent of market
value). Thiscalculated average homeva uethen was compared with the average homevalue
asreported in the 1990 census. The cal culated number in each case wasfound to be 5-15
percent abovethe censusfigure. Thisisbecauseresidential SEV includeshomesthat are
rented and apartment complexeswith four or fewer units. Second, 1999 residential SEV
(timestwo) wasdivided by the number of homestead exemption affidavitsfor each city, as
reported by the Michigan Department of Treasury. This number then wasreduced by the
percentagethat the 1989 SEV cal cul ation exceeded the census estimate of average home
vaue. Thefinal resultisan estimate of average homeva uesin 1999 that should be reasonably
consi stent with the 1990 census data.

Statewide, in 1989, the average home value was $73,249. The valuerose by about 71 per-
cent from 1989 to 1999.
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Of the 13 citiesstudied, the 1989 highest homevaluewasin AnnArbor ($135,946) and
thelow wasin Detroit ($28,805).

Inonly two cities—AnnArbor and Traverse City—did 1989 home val ues exceed the
state average.

From 1989 t0 1999, six citiesexceeded the statewideincrease: Detroit (106.9 percent),
Pontiac (94.7 percent), Traverse City (89.3 percent), Battle Creek (80 percent),
Muskegon (77.8 percent), Wyoming (74.6 percent), and Grand Rapids (72.6 percent).
In 1999, the average home valuein the 12 countieswas $114,000; the average home
vaueinthe 13 citieswas $95,000.

AnnArbor, Battle Creek, and Traverse City weretheonly citiesstudied inwhich the
average homevalue exceeded the county average.

Intwo citiesthe average homeva uewaslessthan 60 percent of that of the surrounding
county: Pontiac (40 percent of the county figure) and Detroit (about 59 percent).

From 198910 1999, only two cities—Detroit and Pontiac—recorded larger increasesin
vauethan thesurrounding county.
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EXHIBIT 14

Home Ownership, 1990 and 2000 (est.)

Occupied Owner Percent Occupied Owner Percent County % County %
Housing Occupied Home Housing Occupied Home Home Home
Units Homes Ownership Units Homes Ownership  Ownership Ownership
1990 1990 1990 2000 2000 2000 1990 2000
Ann Arbor 41,657 17,996 43.2% 45,693 20,685 45.3% 55.3% 59.7%
Battle Creek 21,457 13,494 62.9 21,348 14,044 65.8 71.0 73.0
Detroit 374,057 197,929 52.9 336,428 184,647 54.9 63.9 66.6
Grand Rapids 69,029 41,349 59.9 73,217 43,717 59.7 69.7 70.3
Kalamazoo 29,409 13,928 47.4 29,413 14,027 47.7 64.4 65.7
Lansing 50,635 27,737 54.8 49,505 28,488 57.5 58.4 60.8
Flint 53,894 31,306 58.1 48,744 28,679 58.8 70.4 73.2
Muskegon 14,770 8,070 54.6 14,569 8,284 56.9 59.4 7.7
Pontiac 24,777 12,321 49.7 24,234 12,786 52.8 77.2 4.7
Saginaw 26,179 15,065 57.5 23,182 14,749 63.6 70.7 73.8
Traverse City 6,201 3,824 61.7 6,443 3,805 59.1 74.8 77.4
Warren 54,602 43,415 795 55,551 44,659  80.4 67.7 78.9
Wyoming 24,168 16,297 67.4 26,536 17,948 67.6 69.7 70.3
Urban Avg. 60,833 34,056 56.0% 58,066 33,578 57.8%
State 3,419,331 2,427,643 71.0% 3,785,661 2,793,124 73.8% 67.9% 73.8%

SOURCE: U.S. Census Bureau; calculations by Public Sector Consultants.

Animportant measure of community stability ishome ownership. A dip in the percentage of
househol ds owning their homemay indicatethat acommunity isin decline. Thelatest home-
ownership dataavailablefor citiesarefrom the 1990 census. To cal cul ate therate of home
ownership, Public Sector Consultantsdivided the number of owner-occupied homesby the
number of occupied households, then updated the datato 2000. The number of owner-occu-
pied homeswas based on the homestead exemption affidavitsfiled with the Michigan Depart-
ment of Treasury, and the number of householdswas estimated by dividing 2000 population
by the average household size (1990 census).

Thehome ownershipratein Michigan increased from 71 percent in 1990 to 73.8 percent in

2000. Thecity home ownership rate also rose, from 56.0 percent to 57.8 percent.

B Of the13citiesstudied, the 2000 home-ownership low wasin Ann Arbor (45.3 per-
cent), which hasalarge student population, and the highin Warren (80.4 percent).

B In 1990 homeownership washigher than the statewide average only in Warren (79.5
percent).
B Also, only in Warren washome ownership higher than in the surrounding county.

In 2000, only Warren (80.4 percent) exceeded the state average.

B By 2000 home ownership appearsto haveincreased in 11 of the 13 cities, failing to

increaseinonly Grand Rapidsand Traverse City.
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EXHIBIT 16
Michigan Educational Assessment Program (MEAP),
Percentage of Composite* Passing Scores, School Years 1997 and 2000

Percentage Point Difference

Percentage Percentage Urban vs.

Composite Composite Urban Statewide

Passing Passing Percent vs. ISD Average
1997 2000 Change 2000 2000
Ann Arbor 62.4% 71.2% 14.1% 13.4 14.1
Battle Creek 37.2 42.4 14.0 -12.3 -14.7
Detroit 34.2 42.0 22.8 -11.6 -15.1
Flint 24.6 32.6 325 -23.9 -24.5
Grand Rapids 33.2 40.4 21.7 -25.0 -16.7
Kalamazoo 41.9 49.6 18.4 -11.7 -7.5
Lansing 35.9 46.7 30.1 -17.6 -10.4
Muskegon 31.0 41.6 34.2 -11.4 -15.5
Pontiac 31.1 35.3 13.5 -29.1 —-21.8
Saginaw 335 39.9 19.1 -16.8 -17.2
Traverse City 54.2 66.7 23.1 5.7 9.6
Warren 55.2 64.9 17.6 5.5 7.8
Wyoming 58.9 61.8 4.9 -3.6 4.7
Urban Average 41.0% 48.9% 19.2% -10.6 -8.2

State 57.1%

*Composite=total number of tests (not students) taken in grades 4, 5, 7, 8, and 11.
SOURCE: Standard & Poors, Inc., www.standardandpoors.com.

In school year 1999-2000, for the combined Michigan Educational A ssessment Program
(MEAP) teststaken by studentsin grades4, 5, 7, 8, and 11, about 49 percent of the students
inthe 13 citiesachieved a“passing” (satisfactory) score, up from 41 percent in 1996-97.

B Thepercentage of MEAPtestsat or abovethe passing graderanged fromalow of about
32 percentin Flinttoahighof 71 percentin AnnArbor.

B Four of the 13 school districtsscored abovethe statewide average: AnnArbor, Traverse
City, Warren, and Wyoming.

B Tendidrictsperformed below theintermediate school district (1ISD) inwhichthey are
located; in three—Flint, Grand Rapids, and Pontiac—students averaged more than 20
percentage pointsbelow the | SD average.

B Oveadl, the 13 urban schools scored about 8 percentage points bel ow the state average
in 19992000 (the urban and state averages were 48.9 percent and 57.1 percent, re-

Spectivey).
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EXHIBIT 17
Free and Reduced Lunch Program

City vs. ISD City vs. State
Percentage Percentage Percent Percentage Point
Eligible Eligible Percent Difference Difference
1998 2000 Change 2000 2000
Ann Arbor 17.5% 17.1% -2.3% -8.9% -11.8%
Battle Creek 56.1 50.2 -10.5 85.8 21.3
Detroit 70.0 68.5 -2.1 106.5 39.6
Flint 63.1 64.2 1.7 134.6 35.3
Grand Rapids 65.3 65.4 0.2 190.2 36.5
Kalamazoo 55.4 59.6 7.6 127.0 30.7
Lansing 52.6 51.7 -1.7 197.2 22.8
Muskegon 67.8 66.5 -1.9 100.0 37.6
Pontiac 65.5 63.9 2.4 299.4 35.0
Saginaw 63.4 63.3 -0.2 120.9 34.4
Traverse City 23.3 23.1 -0.9 -32.1 -5.8
Warren 14.0 14.8 5.7 -31.0 -14.1
Wyoming 29.1 30.9 6.2 29.3 2.0
Urban Average 49.5% 49.2% -0.6% 75.1% 20.3%

State 31.6% 28.9% -2.7%

SOURCE: Standard & Poors, Inc.

Urban schoolsin Michigan haveamuch higher percentage of sudentsdligibleto participatein
thefederal free or reduced-pricelunch program than isthe case statewide. Eligibility isbased
onfamily income (for afamily of four, annual incomebelow $21,000 qudifiesthechildrenfor
freemeals; income under $30,000 qualifiesthem for reduced-pricemeals).

B [n2000, 49 percent of the studentsinthe 13 citiescombined weredigiblefor thefedera
program. Thiscomparesto about 29 percent statewide.

B Detroit had the highest percentage of studentseligible—68 percent—for thelunch pro-
gram, morethan 39 percentage points abovethe state average.

Most urban schoolshad asignificantly higher percentage of studentseligiblefor freeand
reduced-pricelunch than wasthe casein theintermediate school digtricts(1SDs) inwhichthey
arelocated.
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EXHIBIT 18
State Foundation Grant and Other School Aid, 2000—2001,
and Teacher Salaries, 1999-2000

State Foundation Grant Other School Aid Teachers Salaries
2000-2001 2000-2001 1999-2000

Compared to Compared to Compared to

Per Pupil State Average Per Pupil State Average Average State Average
Ann Arbor $8,511 $1,892 $1,445 $401 $56,865 $7,821
Battle Creek 6,424 -195 2,050 1,006 41,192 —7,852
Detroit 6,584 -35 2,184 1,140 42,774 —6,270
Flint 6,752 133 2,408 1,364 48,968 —76
Grand Rapids 6,282 —-337 2,450 1,406 53,349 4,305
Kalamazoo 6,671 52 1,985 941 46,129 -2,915
Lansing 6,605 -14 2,070 1,026 51,111 2,067
Muskegon 6,458 -161 2,622 1,578 50,230 1,186
Pontiac 6,384 —235 1,562 518 42,660 —6,384
Saginaw 6,483 -136 2,037 993 49,670 626
Traverse City 6,000 —619 1,588 544 45,094 —3,950
Warren 8,353 1734 1,290 246 60,139 11,095
Wyoming 6,173 —446 1,712 668 52,519 3,475
Urban Average $6,745 $126 $1,954 $910 $49,285 $241

State $6,619 $1,044 $49,044

SOURCE: Michigan Department of Education.

Thefoundation grant isthe basic operating money availableto school districts; it includes
nearly all loca property tax revenue but excludesfederal fundsand state moniesfor specia at-
risk programs. Inthe 2000-01 school year, the state foundation grant for the 13 urban districts
averaged $6,745 per student, $126 above the statewide average. The 13 urban school dis-
trictsa so received substantial nonfoundation grant support.

B Every district received more nonfoundation moniesthan the state per pupil average of
$1,044.

B Muskegon received themost nonfoundation grant monies. $2,622 per pupil.

In 19992000, teachers' sdariesinthe 13 districtsaveraged $49,285. Thisis$241 abovethe

stateaverage. Urban teacher sdlariesranged fromahigh of $60,139 (inWarren, dmost $11,000

abovethe state average) to alow of $41,192 (in Battle Creek, more than $7,800 below the

average). Someof thisdisparity likely isdueto differencesin teacher experience.
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EXHIBIT 19
K—12 Enrollment and Student Teacher Ratios, 1999 and 2000

Students per Teacher

Enrollment

1999 2000
Ann Arbor 16,287 16,493
Battle Creek 8,204 7,725
Detroit 161,356 154,648
Flint 24,523 22,919
Grand Rapids 25,563 25,051
Kalamazoo 11,515 11,259
Lansing 17,836 17,620
Muskegon 6,600 6,423
Pontiac 12,609 12,290
Saginaw 12,675 12,834
Traverse City 10,966 10,669
Warren 15,119 14,260
Wyoming 5,520 5,531
Urban total 328,773 317,722
State 1,662,815 1,666,741
Urban/ISD average
State

Average
1999

19.1
13.9

18.9
18.1

16.8
15.7

15.3
17.2

19.3
17.2

18.9
20.1

17.4

17.5
17.9

ISD Average
1999

19.4
17.7

18.9
19.2

17.9
17

17.7
17.7

18.3
18.2

18.4
19.2

17.9

18.3

Average
2000

17.9
13.2

17.3
16.4

17.3
15.0

16.3
16.5

19.3
17.9

18.2
18.4

18.4

171
17.5

ISD Average
2000

18.5
17.2

18.4
18.9

17.6
17

17.3
17.6

17.8
17.9

17.2
19.1

17.6

17.9

Note: Student/Teacher ratio is the total student headcount divided by professional instructional staff, excluding
pre-kindergarten and adult education instructors. In districts with large numbers of teachers with non-classroom
teaching assignments, using the student-teacher ratio will distort class size and make it appear that the district
has smaller class sizes than it actually has.
SOURCE: Standard and Poors, Inc. and Michigan K-12 Database.

Intotal, studentsin the 13 urban school districtscomprised 19.1 percent of al Michigan K—12
public school studentsin 2000, adlight drop from 19.8 percent in 1999. Urban enrolIment
dropped by 3.4 percent during thisperiod, while state enrollment remained level .

B TheDetroit school district enrolled nearly 155,000 students, morethan six timesthat of
the second largest didtrict inthe state, and nearly the same number of sudentsintheother

12 citiescombined.

B [nschool year 2000, the average pupil-teacher ratio in the 13 urban schools—17.1to
one—wasdlightly better than the statewide average of 17.5toone.

B Thelowest pupil-teacher ratio among the 13 districtswasin Battle Creek: 13.2to one.
B Thehighest ratio among the 13 wasin Pontiac: 19.3to one.
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EXHIBIT 20
Dropout and Graduation Rates, School Years 1996-1997 and 1999-2000

% Difference % Difference % Difference
1996-1997 1999-2000 Compared Compared to 1996-1997 1999-2000 % Difference to
Dropout Dropout to ISD Statewide Graduation  Graduation to ISD Statewide
Rate Rate Average Average Rate Rate Average Average
Ann Arbor 8.3% 4.8% 41.2% 33.3% 69.9% 81.6% —6.0% -5.8%
Battle Creek 7.6 7.8 81.4 116.7 69.9 75.7 -10.2 -12.6
Detroit* 26.4 11.6 107.1 222.2 29.7 53.3 -34.0 -38.5
Flint 12.1 8.6 115.0 138.9 62.1 72.7 -15.3 -16.1
Grand Rapids 7.3 2.3 -17.9 —-36.1 73.1 90.7 1.7 4.7
Kalamazoo 6.3 3.3 22.2 -8.3 76.7 87.7 -2.0 1.3
Lansing* 9.9 8.4 95.3 133.3 75.6 72.7 -13.8 -16.1
Muskegon 19.3 5.7 21.3 58.3 44.4 81.8 -1.4 -5.5
Pontiac 12.1 7.3 97.3 102.8 62.5 77.3 -10.5 -10.7
Saginaw 13.5 3.2 -15.8 -11.1 55.4 88.4 2.2 2.1
Traverse City 4.6 3.9 18.2 8.3 81.6 84.9 -3.1 -2.0
Warren 3.0 29 -3.3 -19.4 88.0 88.6 0.1 2.3
Wyoming 4.2 5.3 89.3 47.2 82.8 80.5 -9.8 -7.0
Urban Average 10.4% 5.8% 50.1% 60.5% 67.1% 79.7% —7.9% -8.0%
State 6.6% 3.6% 76.2% 86.6%

*1999 data.
SOURCE: Standard & Poors, Inc., www.standardandpoors.com.

Thedropout rateindicatesthe percentage of studentswho left school and did not return the
following year. The number appliesto grades9-12 only. Included are studentswho may have
transferred to another school district, acharter school, or aprivate school. Student dropout
ratesin 1999-2000 were higher in nine urban school sthan for the state asawhole.

B Urban dropout rates averaged a 44 percent decline from the 1996-97 school year,
falling from 10.4 percent to 5.8 percent.

B Dropout ratesranged from 11.6 percent in Detroit to only 2.3 percent in Grand Rapids.

B [n 10 of the 13 urban schools, the dropout rate in 1999-2000 was higher thanin the
intermediate school district inwhichthey werelocated; only Grand Rapids, Saginaw,
and Warren werebelow their 1SD rate.

Thegraduation rateisthe percentage of 9th grade studentswho compl etetheir senior year and
graduate. In Detroit, in 19992000, graduation was achieved by just over half of thosewho
had been freshmen four years prior. Thiscomparesto a86.6 percent graduation rate state-
widein 1999-2000 and a79.7 percent urban average.
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EXHIBIT 21
Michigan’s Urban Areas
Government Finance: Tax Collections, 1990 and 2000

Taxes Taxes Taxes Taxes

1990 2000 Percent Per Capita Per Capita

($000) ($000) Change 1990 2000
Ann Arbor $31,495 $49,992 58.7% $286 $438
Battle Creek 17,473 24,653 41.1 327 462
Detroit 461,525 662,039 43.4 449 696
Flint 37,248 41,070 10.3 263 329
Grand Rapids 40,295 63,737 58.2 212 322
Kalamazoo 17,796 25,238 41.8 222 327
Lansing 39,607 53,362 34.7 312 448
Muskegon 4,303 12,245 184.6 107 305
Pontiac 22,486 26,849 19.4 316 405
Saginaw 15,000 19,665 31.1 216 318
Traverse City 3,800 6,031 58.7 251 415
Wyoming 5,502 8,316 51.1 38 60
Warren 39,712 48,473 22.1 624 699
Urban Total $736,243 $1,041,670 41.2% $345* $514*

*Weighted average.
SOURCE: Michigan Municipal League and selected city financial reports.

Thisexhibit showstax collectionsfor each of the 13 citiesin the study, measured both in total
dollarsand per capita, and compares recent collectionsto the previous decade. Note that
property taxeslevied for non-General Fund purposesare not included, which could skew per
capitacollection comparisons.

B Growthin Genera Fundtax collectionsaveraged morethan 41 percent from 1990 to
2000for the 13 cities.

B Theincreaseintax collectionswaswell abovethe 32 percent inflation rate during the
sameperiod.

B Percgpitamunicipd tax collectionsroseinal 13 cities. Asawhole, collections (weighted)
rose from $345 per resident to $514 per resident, a49 percent increase.
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EXHIBIT 22
Total General Fund Revenues, 1990 and 2000

Total Total
Revenues Revenues Revenues Revenues
1990 2000 Percent Per Capita Per Capita
($000) ($000) Change 1990 2000
Ann Arbor $53,108 $86,668 63.2% $482 $760
Battle Creek 30,146 41,909 39.0% 564 785
Detroit 1,227,404 1,369,415 11.6% 1,194 1,440
Flint 64,336 84,451 31.3% 455 676
Grand Rapids 71,735 113,076 57.6% 378 572
Kalamazoo 33,507 45,735 36.5% 417 593
Lansing 68,875 100,295 45.6% 543 842
Muskegon 10,453 21,452 105.2% 259 535
Pontiac 46,931 59,612 27.0% 660 899
Saginaw 27,660 38,002 37.4% 398 615
Traverse City 7,363 10,895 48.0% 486 750
Warren 62,295 82,141 31.9% 429 594
Wyoming 13,877 21,309 53.6% 218 307
Urban Total $1,717,691 $2,074,959 20.8% $803* $1,024*

*Weighted average.
SOURCE: Michigan Municipal League and selected city financial reports.

Thisexhibit comparestotal General Fund revenue collections, including property and income
tax, staterevenue sharing, and federal aid for the 13 cities studied.

B Total revenuefor thecitiesgrew by about 21 percent from 1990 to 2000, well below the
rate of inflation (32 percent).

B Onaverage, per capitatotal taxes (weighted) inthe 13 citiesrosefrom $803in 1990to
$1,024in 2000, a27.5 percent increase.
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EXHIBIT 23
Government Finance: General Fund Balances, 1990 and 2000

Unrestricted

Unrestricted

Fund Balance

Fund Balance

Fund Fund as a % of as a % of
Balance Balance Total Revenues Total Revenues

1990* 2000* Change 1990 2000
Ann Arbor $1,487,674 $9,464,146 $7,976,472 2.8% 10.9%
Battle Creek 1,063,842 11,312,235 10,248,393 3.5 27.0
Detroit —-46,516,523 65,927,526 112,444,049 -3.8 4.8
Flint 1,841,723 —14,709,249 -16,550,972 2.9 -17.4
Grand Rapids 5,678,031 14,779,156 9,101,125 7.9 13.1
Kalamazoo 6,032,020 9,093,508 3,061,488 18.9 19.0
Lansing 10,799,686 17,183,776 6,384,090 15.7 17.1
Muskegon 1,319,201 4,701,735 3,382,534 12.6 21.9
Pontiac 697,194 8,133,342 7,436,148 1.5 13.6
Saginaw 2,327,945 7,671,511 5,343,566 8.4 20.2
Traverse City 1,623,106 4,123,662 2,500,556 22.0 37.9
Warren 10,517,002 29,924,894 19,407,892 16.9 36.4
Wyoming 1,197,817 2,760,975 1,563,158 8.6 13.0
Urban Average 10.8% 19.8%

*Includes Budget Stabilization Fund monies.

SOURCE: Michigan Municipal League and selected city financial reports.

Oneindicator of thefinancid health of acity isitsfund balance asapercentage of revenues.
Most of the 13 citiesbuilt up alarge budget surplus during the strong economic expans on of

the 1990s.

B [n2000all of the 13 citiesexcept Flint had apositive unrestricted fund balance; asa
percentage of total revenues, thehighswerein Traverse City (37.9 percent) and Warren

(36.4 percent) and thelowsin Detroit (4.8 percent) and Flint (-17.4 percent).

B Twelveof the 13 citiesincreased their fund bal ance as a percentage of revenuefrom

1990 to 2000.
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EXHIBIT 24
Government Finance: General Long-Term Debt, 1990 and 2000

Outstanding

Outstanding

Debt Debt Debt Debt

1990 2000 Change Per Capita Per Capita

($000) ($000) ($000) 1990 2000
Ann Arbor $40,277 $0 —$40,277 $366 $0
Battle Creek 34,804 25,970 -8,834 651 487
Detroit 981,110 909,079 —72,031 954 956
Flint 54,557 31,690 -22,867 386 254
Grand Rapids 32,391 62,885 30,493 171 318
Kalamazoo 14,812 51,365 36,553 184 666
Lansing 47,477 47,443 -34 374 398
Muskegon 26,084 11,195 -14,889 646 279
Pontiac 65,747 33,130 -32,617 924 499
Saginaw 0 4,148 4,148 — 67
Traverse City 4,704 673 —4,031 310 46
Warren 29,373 36,940 7,567 202 267
Wyoming 9,055 43,869 34,813 142 632

SOURCE: Michigan Municipal League and selected city financial reports.

Theoutstanding general debt rosein 5 of the 13 cities. Grand Rapids, Kaamazoo, and Wyo-
ming al recorded significant increasesin per capitadebt from 1990 to 2000. These numbers
do not include proprietary debt but may include non-debt liabilities such as compensated

absences.

Outstanding per capitadebt declined in seven cities: AnnArbor, Battle Creek, Detroit,

Flint, Muskegon, Pontiac, and Traverse City.

Thelargest per capitadebt ($956) wasin Detroit, and the smallest wasin Ann Arbor,

which had no genera fund debt.

Thesedataare provided for information only, asthe rel ationshi p between per capitadebt
andfiscal or economic healthisnot completely clear.
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EXHIBIT 25
General-Obligation Bond Rating

1990 Bond Rating 2000 Bond Rating

Ann Arbor A+ AA-
Battle Creek A+ A+
Detroit BBB A-
Flint BBB+ None
Grand Rapids A+ AA
Kalamazoo AA AA
Lansing AA AA+
Muskegon BBB A
Pontiac BBB BBB
Saginaw A A-
Traverse City None A
Warren None A+
Wyoming None A

SOURCE: Standard & Poors, Inc.

When acity issues general-obligation bonds, it receivesabond rating from arating agency
such as Standard and Poors. Therating isan indicator of thefiscal health of thecity andis
based on anumber of economic, financial, and political factors. Therating rangefor invest-
ment-grade bondsisfromAAA (best credit risk) to BBB- (poorest credit risk). Asshown,
fiveof theten citiesfor which ratingswere available for both 1990 and 2000 received an
upgradeintheir bond rating from the 1990 rating.
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EXHIBIT 26
Operating Millage, 1990 and 2000

Operating Mills Operating Mills Change

1990 2000 (Mills)

Ann Arbor 12.89 11.18 -1.71
Battle Creek 9.38 10.25 0.87
Detroit 20.00 20.00 0.00
Flint 7.50 7.50 0.00
Grand Rapids 7.88 6.40 —-1.48
Kalamazoo 20.00 19.27 -0.73
Lansing 13.90 14.90 1.00
Muskegon 13.00 10.00 -3.00
Pontiac 12.00 11.97 -0.03
Saginaw 6.00 5.80 -0.21
Traverse City 13.76 13.76 —-0.00
Warren 8.32 8.80 0.48
Wyoming 7.21 7.02 -0.19

SOURCE: Michigan Municipal League.

Of the 13 cities covered in thisreport, from 1990 to 2000, the general operating millsin-
creased inthree, declined in eight, and stayed the samein theremaining two. Thelargest
increasewasin Battle Creek, and it wasonly .87 mills. Thelargest declinewasthreemillsin
Muskegon. Notethat thesefiguresdo not include non-General Fund operating millage, which
could skew the comparison between citiesif onecity leviessignificantly more non-Genera
Fund millagethan another. These dataare provided for information only, asanincrease or
declinein operating millageisnot necessarily asign of fiscal or economicwesknessor strength.
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EXHIBIT 27
Infant Mortality Rate, 1986—1990 and 1996-2000
(Deaths per 1,000 Live Births)

City vs County

City City Percent County Percent Point
19861990 1996-2000 Change 1996-2000 Difference 1996—2000
Ann Arbor 9.4 6.5 -30.9% 6.3 0.2
Battle Creek 15.3 6.2 -59.5 7.5 -1.3
Detroit 20.7 15.0 -27.5 10.9 4.1
Flint 11.9 9.6 -19.3 12.3 2.7
Grand Rapids 141 7.9 -44.0 7.9 0.0
Kalamazoo 11.0 8.5 —-22.7 8.2 0.3
Lansing 17.0 15.3 -10.0 71 8.2
Muskegon 12.1 10.1 -16.5 9.0 1.1
Pontiac 15.4 15.2 -1.3 6.0 9.2
Saginaw 15.1 1.7 -22.5 8.7 3.0
Traverse City 5.9 6.2 5.1 6.0 0.2
Warren 9.0 6.0 -33.3 6.2 -0.2
Wyoming 9.1 6.2 -31.9 7.9 -1.7
Average 12.8 9.6 -25.1% 8.0 1.6

NA= Not Available.
SOURCE: 1990 and 2000 Michigan Resident Death Files, Division for Vital Records and Health Statistics, MDCH.

The infant mortality rate is defined as the number of infant deaths per 1,000 live births, and the
exhibit presents the data for the change from 1986—-1990 and 1996-2000.

B The infant mortality rate declined in 12 of the 13 cities.

B The cities with the most improvement were Battle Creek (the rate dropped 59.5 per-
cent), Grand Rapids (44 percent), and Warren (33 percent).

B The one city in which the infant mortality rate increased during this period was Traverse
City (the rate went up 5.1 percent).

B Overall, the rate fell 25.1 percent in the cities—from 12.8 to 9.6 deaths per 1,000 live
births.

B Theinfant mortality rate in four of the cities in our study fell below the rate for the county

in which the city is located. However, the average rate for the 13 cities was 17 percent
above that of the surrounding counties in 1996-2000.
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EXHIBIT 28
Heart Disease Death Rate, 1990 and 2000
(Deaths per 100,000 Residents)

City City County City vs. County

1990 2000 Percent change 2000 Percent Difference 2000
Ann Arbor 149.1 136.8 -8.3% 163.0 -16.1%
Battle Creek 386.1 348.5 -9.7 298.5 16.8
Detroit 393.2 344.4 -12.4 326.9 5.8
Flint 358.4 303.3 -15.4 274.2 10.6
Grand Rapids 357.6 266.9 -25.4 218.9 21.9
Kalamazoo 302.8 255.4 -15.7 241.4 5.8
Lansing 238.2 242.6 1.8 192.9 25.8
Muskegon 408.6 336.6 -17.6 264.8 27.1
Pontiac 311.0 242.7 —22.0 245.5 -1.1
Saginaw 342.9 325.2 -5.1 279.1 16.5
Traverse City 389.7 357.8 -8.2 233.6 53.2
Warren 3515 365.9 4.1 299.1 22.3
Wyoming 181.1 152.8 -15.6 218.9 -30.2
Average 320.8 283.0 -11.8% 253.2 11.8%

SOURCE: 1990 and 2000 Michigan Resident Death Files, Division for Vital Records and Health Statistics, MDCH.

Thisexhibit presents the 1990 and 2000 heart disease death rates (number of deaths per
100,000 residents) for the 13 cities studied and for the countiesin which they arelocated.

B Thedeathratefrom heart diseasedeclined from 1990t0 2000in dl citiesexcept Lansing
and Warren.

B Overdl, deathsfrom heart disease declined nearly 12 percent to 283 per 100,000 resi-
dentsinthe 13 cities; theaveragewas 380 in 1987 and 320.8in 1997.

B Six citiesrecorded a 15 percent or greater drop in the number of deaths from heart
disease.

B Theheart discasedeathrateinthecitieswas, on average, 13 percent abovethat for the
surrounding county.
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EXHIBIT 29
Cancer Death Rate, 1990 and 2000
(Deaths per 100,000 Residents)

City City Percent County City vs. County

1990 2000 Change 2000 Percent Difference 2000
Ann Arbor 119.1 117.5 -1.3% 138.5 -15.1%
Battle Creek 281.7 213.6 —24.2 236.2 —-9.6
Detroit 235.0 203.0 -13.6 209.4 -3.1
Flint 241.3 216.9 -10.1 202.8 7.0
Grand Rapids 207.6 188.1 -9.4 160.4 17.2
Kalamazoo 186.9 142.6 -23.7 185.3 -23.0
Lansing 163.6 162.9 -0.4 133.3 22.2
Muskegon 223.1 266.8 19.6 208.9 27.7
Pontiac 194.2 167.3 -13.8 187.9 -10.9
Saginaw 240.6 268.6 11.6 201.7 33.2
Traverse City 284.1 234.0 164.6 42.1
Warren 266.4 252.0 -5.4 217.2 16.0
Wyoming 142.1 161.5 13.7 160.4 0.7
Average 214.3 199.6 —6.9% 187.2 6.6%

SOURCE: 1990 and 2000 Michigan Resident Death Files, Division for Vital Records and Health Statistics, MDCH.

Therate of death from cancer has changed little during the past decade.

Onaverage, for the 13 citiesstudied, cancer deathsin 1990 were about 214 per 100,000
city residents. Cancer deathsten yearslater weredightly less: gpproximately 200 deaths
per 100,000. Thisrepresentsonly a7 percent decline, compared to nearly a12 percent
declinein heart disease death rate over the sameperiod.

Cancer death ratesin 2000 varied considerably among thecities, from ahigh of 269in
Saginaw toalow of 117inAnnArbor.

Thecancer deathrateinthe 13 citiesin 2000 wasdightly higher thanthe averagefor the
countiesinwhichthey arelocated; the averagesare 200 and 187, respectively.
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EXHIBIT 30
Hazardous-Waste Treatment, Storage,
and Disposal Facilities, 2000

City as Percent City as Percent

City County Of County Of State

2000 2000 2000 2000
Ann Arbor 4 8 50.0% 1.7%
Battle Creek 1 2 50.0 0.4
Detroit 24 52 46.2 10.3
Flint 12 13 92.3 5.1
Grand Rapids 9 15 60.0 3.8
Kalamazoo 11 12 91.7 4.7
Lansing 6 9 66.7 2.6
Muskegon 6 10 60.0 2.6
Pontiac 5 20 25.0 2.1
Saginaw 6 6 100.0 2.6
Traverse City 0 0 NA NA
Warren 4 9 44.4 1.7
Wyoming & 15 20.0 1.3
Total 91 154 59% 38.9%
State 234

NA= Not applicable.
SOURCE: Michigan Department of Environmental Quality, Waste Management Division.

Anindicator of theenvironmenta condition of acity isthenumber of hazardous-wastetreat-
ment, storage, and disposal facilitieslocated withinitsborders. The datacomefromthe Waste
Management Division of theMichigan Department of Environmenta Quaity and may beviewed
onthedivison’'swebsite,

In 2000 the number of suchfacilitiesinthe 13 citiestotaled morethan half thenumber inthe 12
countiesinwhich thecitiesarelocated and morethan athird of the statewide number.
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EXHIBIT 31
Brownfield Redevelopment,
1997 and 1999-2000*

Amount Approved Amount Approved
for Assessment and for Assessment and
Number of Reclamation Number of Reclamation
Sites Funded (000) Sites Funded (000)

1997 1997 1999-00 1999-00
Ann Arbor 0 0 0 0
Battle Creek 2 $125 8 $4,400
Detroit 4 4,430 13 11,572
Flint 6 1,080 2 220
Grand Rapids 3 3,000 3 400
Kalamazoo 2 64 4 216
Lansing 5 3,344 1 2,270
Muskegon 1 1,000 0 0
Pontiac 2 345 5 280
Saginaw 9 272 5 425
Traverse City 1 1,583 1 250
Warren 1 1,400 1 681
Wyoming 0 0 0 0
Urban total 36 $16,643 43 $20,714
State 128 $34,172 $77,000

*State programs devoted to site cleanup and brownfield redevelopment are numerous and possess similar
objectives, but vary in their requirements for eligibility. These programs are capitalized by a variety of funding
sources (e.g., bonds, unclaimed bottle deposit revenues, and general fund dollars). For 1997 this exhibit examines
the Site-Reclamation Program and the Site Assessment Fund Program. For 1999-2000 we examined projects
under the Cleanup and Redevelopment Fund and the Clean Michigan Initiative Bond Program. Dollar totals are
combined in 1999-2000 due to the timing of the appropriation late in the fiscal year. These figures do not include
the Leaking Underground Storage Tank Cleanup Program or the Emergency and Contingency Program.
SOURCE: Michigan Department of Environmental Quality, Environmental Response Division.

A “brownfield” isan abandoned, idle, or under-used industrial or commercia property where
expansion or redevel opment isimpeded because of redl or percelved environmenta contami-
nation at the site. The presence of brownfieldsand the ability to redevelop them arecritical to
the stateand particularly older urban areas. Redevel oping brownfiel dslimitsurban sprawl into
undevel oped areas by encouraging thereuse of established commercia, industrial and resi-
dential districtswhere public servicesareaready in place. The Brownfield Redevel opment
Financing Act and the Single Business Tax Credit aretwo of the many toolscommunitiesare
now usingto helpleve theplayingfield for brownfield propertiesthat otherwisewould not be
ableto compete with open spacefor development. Changesto statelaw and voter approval
in 1998 of the Clean Michigan Initiative (CMI) reflect citizen concern about the problemand
commitment to alocating resourcesto try to reduceit.

Thisexhibit presentsthe number of brownfield redevel opment projectsfunded by thestatein
the 13 citiesbetween 1999 and 2000 and al so the costs of assessment and reclamation. The
State of Michigan allocated atotal of morethan $77 million for these purposesin 1999 and
2000, $21 million of whichwasdlocated inthe 13 cities. (Local and federal government and
private companies may have spent money for these purposesaswell, but theseamountsare
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not included here.) State expenditureson brownfield Steshaveincreased dramaticaly with the
addition of CMI dollars. In 2001, an additional $63 million was allocated to brownfield
cleanup and redevel opment.
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EXHIBIT 32-A
Toxic Release Inventory,
On-Site Releases, 1990* and 1999**
(Pounds of Chemicals)

City
(000 pounds)

1990
Ann Arbor 225
Battle Creek 360
Detroit 3,545
Flint 3,948
Grand Rapids 4,517
Kalamazoo 1,211
Lansing 1,929
Muskegon 2,341
Pontiac 2,344
Saginaw 9,985
Traverse City 18
Warren 450
Wyoming 49
Total 30,925
State 119,855

County
(000 pounds)
1990

4,853
612

14,167
4,452

1,308
9,479

2,016
2,732

9,352
10,364

18
3,644

1,308

62,997

City
(000 pounds)

1999
30
73
2,415
671
1,549
1,505
2,566
1,763
1,743
1,587
45
391

41

14,379
97,575

*1990 data taken from the EPA TRIS database.
**1999 data taken from the Michigan SARA Title Il Database.

Note: A facility can at any time voluntarily revise or correct reported data. This city and county data is from

County

Percent (000 pounds)
Change 1999
—-86.8% 281
—79.7 370
-31.9 18,677
-83.0 1,847
—65.7 2,660

24.3 1,516

33.0 2,598
—24.7 1,812
-25.7 4,863
-84.1 1,624
147.9 45
-13.2 1,311
-17.5 2,660
-53.5% 37,604
-18.6%

October 9, 2001. The state total is from March 1, 2001.

Note: In 1998, pursuant to SARA Title Ill, mandated reporting was required in 7 additional industry sectors.

Note: Off-site disposal is included as a transfer.
SOURCE: Michigan Department of Environmental Quality.

City as City as
% of % of
County County
1990 1999

4.7% 10.6%
58.8 19.8
25.0 12.9
88.7 36.3

345.4 58.2
12.8 99.3
95.7 98.8
85.7 97.3
25.1 35.8
96.3 97.7
100.0 100.0
12.4 29.8

3.8 1.5

49.1% 38.2%

City as

% of
State
1990

0.2%
0.3

3.0
3.3

3.8
1.0

1.6
2.0

2.0
8.3

0.0
0.4

0.0

25.8%

City as

% of
State
1999

0.0%
0.1

2.5
0.7

1.6
15

2.6
1.8

1.8
1.6

0.0
0.4

0.0

14.7%
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Thetoxicreleaseinventory (TRI) ispublished by the Michigan Department of Environmental
Quality. Since 1988, facilitiesin 19 manufacturing sectorsthroughout the country have been
required to report to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency the environmental releases
and transfers (see definition below) of morethan 650 chemicals; facilitiesreport how much
they release (measured in pounds) of these substances, both in controlled amountsand by
accident. (NOTE: Becausefacilitiesmay reviseor correct their dataat any time, itisimportant
to notethat the datain Exhibits 32-A—C arefrom reportson fileasof October 2001. The TR,
athough very comprehensveand important, doesnot cover dl toxic releasesintotheenviron-
ment. Certainindustries, such asdry cleaners, arenot required to report releasestothe TRI.
Moreover, other sourcesof toxic release are not part of theinventory, including automobile
exhaust.)

Exhibit 31-A givesthetotal number of on-sitereleasesreported for 1990 and 1999; Exhibit
31-B presentsthetota number of transfers; and Exhibit 31-C combinesthetwo datasets. For
purposesof the TRI, anon-sitereleaseisan air emission, dischargeto asurface water body
(e.g., lake, stream), theinjection of substancesinto the ground, or disposal of toxic materials
onsdite. A transfer isadischargeto apublicly owned treatment facility or removal of asub-
stancefromthesiteto an off-sitelocation.

Beginningin 1998, seven additiona industrieswererequired toreport tothe EPA for the TRI:
metal mining, coal mining, coa and oil-fired dectrica generating facilities, commercia hazard-
ous-wastetreatment and disposal facilities, chemical wholesaedistribution facilities, petro-
leum bulk terminalsand plants, and sol vent-recovery facilities. With theinclusion of these
facilities, TRI datahas changed, and thisshould betaken into account by thereader.

Thecity and county dataisreported asof October 9, 2001. The statetotal isfromMarch 1,
2001.

B Oveal, theon-sitereleasesin the 13 citiesdropped from 1990 to 1999. In ten of the
cities(Kalamazoo, Lansing, and Traverse City arethe exceptions), therewasareduc-
tion, ranging from—86.8 percent in AnnArbor to a 13 percent drop in Warren.

B Duringthesameyears, however, transfersrosedramatically statewide and intheurban
areas (AnnArbor and Saginaw arethe exceptions).

B Statewide, the number of poundsof chemicalsrel eased on siteand transferred jumped
morethan 153 percent from 1990 to 1999. In the 13 cities, theincrease was 158 per-
cent.

Theapparent reduction in on-siterel easesin ten cities between 1990 and 1999 may be dueto
larger quantities of waste materialsbeing removed from air and water on-sitedischargesfor
transfer for off-sitedisposal.

Transfersincreased over 100 million poundsinthe 13 citiesduring thisnine-year period, yet
there was not a corresponding reduction in on-site releases (they decreased lessthan 15
million pounds). Thisleadsandyststo believethat thelargeincreasereported in transfersmost
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likely stemsfromincreased economic activity and production, improved reporting, additional

reporting requirements, or factors other than areduction in on-siterel eases (see Exhibit 31-
B).

The combined on-siteand transferred toxic rel ease information (presented in Exhibit 31-C) is
perhapsabetter measure of long-term sustainability thanitisof thequality of theenvironment.
The long-term sustainability goal is to reduce waste generation per unit of production.
Sustainability isdefined asthe capacity of actionsand programsto meet the needs of the
present without compromising the ability of future generationsto meet their own needs.
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EXHIBIT 33
Air Quality: Number of Days During which Ozone Level Was Unhealthful (PSI
Exceeding 100) Annual Average, 1990 to 1999

City City as % City City as %

Average of Urban Total Average of Urban Total Percent

1990-94 1990-94 1995-99 1995-99 Change
Ann Arbor 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0%
Battle Creek* 0.2 2.0 0.2 2.6 0.0
Detroit 4.4 44.0 4.0 52.0 -9.0
Flint 0.4 4.0 0.4 5.2 0.0
Grand Rapids** 4.8 48.0 3.0 39.4 -37.5
Kalamazoo* 0.2 2.0 0.2 2.6 0.0
Lansing 0.2 2.0 0.0 0.0 —100.0
Muskegon** 4.8 48.0 3.0 39.4 -37.5
Pontiac NA NA NA NA NA
Saginaw*** NA NA NA NA NA
Traverse City NA NA NA NA NA
Warren NA NA NA NA NA
Wyoming NA NA NA NA NA
Urban Average 1.7 1.3 -24.0%

NA= Not available.

*Grand Rapids and Muskegon data are measured together.

**Battle Creek and Kalamazoo are measured together.

***Monitoring in Saginaw discontinued in 1995.

SOURCE: Michigan Department of Environmental Quality, Annual Air Quality Report 1999.

The Pollutant Standards Index (PSI) was devel oped by the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency to provideasimple, uniformway to report daily air pollution concentrations. Itaso
allowed government agenciesto advise the public about the health effects associated with
variouslevelsof pollution and to advise precautionary stepsif conditionswarranted. ThePS|
converts pollution concentrationsinto anumerical scale of 0-500. Thenumbersonthe PSI
scaerelateto potentia health effectsof the criteriapollutants, including ozone.

Theozonelevel iscons dered unhealthful whenthe pollution standardsindex (PSI) exceeds
100, and for thisreport we use the number of daysthisoccurred. Themonitoring seasonfor
ozoneisApril 1through September 30 each year. The Michigan Department of Environmen-
tal Quality providesthedataannually.

Ozonelevelsarereported for U.S. metropolitan areashaving apopul ation greater than 200,000.
Because Pontiac, Traverse City, Warren, and Wyoming have fewer than 200,000 residents,
wedo not have specificlevelsfor thosecities. Also, Muskegon and Grand Rapids, and Battle
Creek and Kalamazoo, are measured together.

We havedatafor every year since 1990, but because there arelarge annual fluctuationsin
ozone dueto weather, we have averaged the 1990-94 dataand compared them to 1995-99
data. Theresultsof these cal culations suggest that the number of “ ozonedays’ hasdropped
recently. Increased air pollution control, voluntary reduction in use of gasoline-powered equip-
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ment during ozone a ertsin southeast Michigan, and reduced emissionsdueto technol ogical
improvementsin theautomobileand gasolineindustriesmay have contributed for thedecline
inthe number of ozone daysduring aperiod of economic growthinthestate.

In October 1999 the PSI was expanded to anew air quality index (AQI) to provide more
specificinformation on health risks associated with exposureto air pollution. TheAQI isa
relatively smpleway to communicateair quality. Smilartothe PSl, it also:

B addsanew category known as* unhealthy for sensitivegroups’ for thoseindividuals
most sensitiveto apollutant exposurelevel, either because of medica conditions(respi-
ratory disease) or inherent sengitivity;

B requiresadvisory statementsto beissued when theindex isabove 100; and

B establishesnew breakpointsfor ozone 8-hour exposure levelsand fine particul ate (par-
ticulate matter with adiameter of lessthan 2.5 microns) exposurelevels.

TheAQI evauatesinformation from continuous monitors, then automatically cal culatesand
categorizesthe quality of air we breathe. The AQI criteriapollutantsinclude particul ate,
ozone, carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide, and nitrogen dioxide. TheAQI tellsthepublicif the
air quality is“good,” “moderate,” “unhealthy for sensitivegroups,” “unhealthy,” “very un-
hedlthy,” or “hazardous.”

TheAQI haslimitations: it does not provide an indication of chronic air pollution exposure
over monthsor years, nor doesit reflect additional pollutantsintheair wemay breathe. The
AQI will replacethe PSI for tracking purposesin future editions of thisreport .

Thewebsitefor thedaily AQI valuesis: http://www.deq.state.mi.us/agd/.
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EXHIBIT 34
Parks and Open Space, 2000

Total Total Acreage Annual Expenses

No. of Parks Acreage Population per capita per capita
Ann Arbor 146 2,026 114,024 0.018 $23.81
Battle Creek 29 1,670 53,364 0.031 26.23
Detroit 391 5,863 951,270 0.006 6.51
Flint 67 1,836 124,943 0.014 NA
Grand Rapids 68 1,461 197,800 0.007 20.76
Kalamazoo 50 600 77,145 0.007 14.51
Lansing 108 2,317 119,128 0.019 NA
Muskegon 63 650 40,105 0.011 29.06
Pontiac 29 332 66,337 0.005 NA
Saginaw 36 600 61,799 0.010 10.65
Traverse City NA NA 14,532 NA NA
Warren 24 310 144,864 0.002 NA
Wyoming 20 650 69,368 0.004 9.04
Urban Total/Average 1,031 18,315 2,034,679 0.009

NA= Not available.
SOURCE: Public Sector Consultants, Inc.

For thefirst timein thisreport we offer a“ snapshot” of the 2000 urban acreage devoted to
public parksand open spaces and thefinancial costs necessary to managethem. Itishoped
that thisdataset will be updated in future reportsto track thelossand/or increase of public
park landinthe 13 cities.

Public open spacelands such asparks and parkways areimportant determinants of thequality
of lifewithinacommunity. Theselands serve multiplefunctions, including outdoor recreetion,
outdoor education, buffers, flood and storm water management, habitat preservation, air and
surfacewater quality improvement, protection of groundwater recharge areas, aesthetics, and
providing community foca points.

Determining how much land isneeded for parksand recreational activitiesiscomplex. The
amount necessary isusualy determined through an analysisof nelghborhood and community-
wide needsfor outdoor recreation areas, for natural and cultural resource protection and
management, and for other open space uses such as aestheticsand buffers. However, com-
munitiesareextremely varied intheir popul ation characterigtics, the opportunitiesfor providing
open space, and the need for natural resource management. Therefore, local examination of
needsisvery important and requires understanding the physical and social resourcesof the
community and the community’ sgoal sfor parks and open space.

B Battle Creek hasthe highest acreage per capita(0.031). The city spends $26.23 per
capitato maintainits park and open space acreage.
B Muskegon spendsthe most ($29.06) to maintain 0.011 acres per capita.

B Detroit reportsthe highest number of parks(391), but hasthelowest acreage per capita
(0.006).

52



	Contents
	Introduction 
	Goal 
	Methodology 
	Future Research 
	Summary 
	Index of Urban Well-Being 
	EXHIBIT 1. 2000 Index of Urban Well-Being (Compared to a Base Year of 100) 
	EXHIBIT 2. Index of Urban Well-Being by Component 
	Data on Representative Cities 
	EXHIBIT 3. Urban Population, 1990 and 2000 
	EXHIBIT 4. Percentage of Population Aged 65 and Older, 1990 and 2000 
	EXHIBIT 5. Racial Composition, 1990 and 2000 
	EXHIBIT 6. Net Migration, 1990 to 2000 
	
	EXHIBIT 8. Total Employment, 1990 and 2000 
	EXHIBIT 9. Labor Force, 1990 and 2000 
	EXHIBIT 10. Michigan Median Household Income, 1989 and 1999 (est.) 
	EXHIBIT 11. Poverty Rates, 1990 and 1998 
	EXHIBIT 12. Growth in Urban Property Value (State Equalized Value), Annual Rate,   1990-2000 
	EXHIBIT 13. Average Home Value, 1989 and 1999 (est.) 
	EXHIBIT 14. Home Ownership, 1990 and 2000 (est.) 
	EXHIBIT 15. Crime Rates, 1990 and 2000 
	EXHIBIT 16. Michigan Educational Assessment Program (MEAP),  Percentage of  Composite* Passing Scores, School Years 1997 and 20
	EXHIBIT 17. Free and Reduced Lunch Program 
	EXHIBIT 18. State Foundation Grant and Other School Aid, 2000-2001,   and Teacher Salaries, 1999-2000 
	EXHIBIT 19. K-12 Enrollment and Student Teacher Ratios, 1999 and 2000 
	EXHIBIT 20. Dropout and Graduation Rates, School Years 1996-1997 and   1999-2000 
	EXHIBIT 21.  Tax Collections, 1990 and 2000 
	EXHIBIT 22. Total General Fund Revenues, 1990 and 2000 
	EXHIBIT 23. General Fund Balances, 1990 and 2000 
	EXHIBIT 24. General Long-Term Debt, 1990 and 2000 
	EXHIBIT 25. General-Obligation Bond Rating 
	EXHIBIT 26. Operating Millage, 1990 and 2000 
	EXHIBIT 27. Infant Mortality Rate, 1990 and 2000 (Deaths per 1,000 Live Births) 
	EXHIBIT 28. Heart Disease Death Rate, 1990 and 2000 (Deaths per 100,000   Residents) 
	EXHIBIT 29. Cancer Death Rate, 1990 and 2000 (Deaths per 100,000 Residents) 
	EXHIBIT 30. Hazardous-Waste Treatment, Storage, and Disposal Facilities, 2000 
	EXHIBIT 31. Brownfield Redevelopment, 1997 and 1999-2000* 
	EXHIBIT 32-A. Toxic Release Inventory, On-Site Releases, 1990* and 1999**  Pounds of Chemicals) 
	EXHIBIT 32-B. Toxic Release Inventory, Transfers, 1990* and 1999** (Pounds of   Chemicals) 
	EXHIBIT 32-C.  Toxic Release Inventory, Combined On-Site Releases and Transfers, 1990*   and 1999** 
	EXHIBIT 33. Air Quality: Number of Days During which Ozone Level Was Unhealthful
	EXHIBIT 34.  Parks and Open Space, 2000 


