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III.  Housing and Homeless Needs Assessment 


A.  General Housing Needs and Categories of Affected Persons 


Housing Problems by Household Type 


Housing problems in this analysis are caused by two factors.  The first is associated with 
housing quality; households that live in a property that lacks complete plumbing facilities or is 
overcrowded are said to have a housing problem.  While formerly an important issue in the 
state, substandard units have been declining in number for many years.  Much more important 
currently is overburden, the second cause of housing problems.  A household paying more than 
30 percent of its income for shelter is said to be overburdened.   


The next series of tables shows the occurrence of housing problems among Michigan 
households.  These include: 


• All households 
• Racial and Ethnic groups 
• Elderly households (those headed by persons at least 65 years of age) 
• Small Related households (Family households with 2 to 4 members) 
• Large Related households (Family households with at least 5 members) 
• Other Small households (single or two-person non-family households) 
• Other households (non-family households with at least three members). 


 
Table One below shows the incidence of housing problems (regardless of source) among all 
households.  Not surprisingly, lower-income households tend to have more housing problems—
83 percent of owners and 80 percent of renters making less than 30 percent of median report 
housing problems.  This compares with about 16 percent of owners and ten percent of renters 
earning at least 80 percent of median reporting the same issue.  Overall, regardless of income, 
about 29 percent of owners and 52 percent of renters have housing problems.  This equates to 
about 1.3 million households around the state.   
 
Table 1:  Housing Problems by Income Level and Tenure, 2008 


Tenure and Presence of Housing Problems # % # % # % # % # %


Owner:


Housing Problem Present 165,793 83.0% 159,168 62.5% 209,075 43.8% 297,158 15.7% 831,194 29.4%
No Housing Problem Present 33,877 17.0% 95,443 37.5% 268,472 56.2% 1,594,975 84.3% 1,992,767 70.6%


Renter:


Housing Problem Present 246,740 80.4% 146,619 79.7% 89,860 42.8% 27,311 9.6% 510,530 51.7%
No Housing Problem Present 60,321 19.6% 37,249 20.3% 120,099 57.2% 258,639 90.4% 476,308 48.3%


Median Income Category


Below 30% 30% to 50% 50% to 80% Over 80% Grand Total


Source:  U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2008 American Community Survey 
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Table Two shows the distribution of housing problems by income, tenure and racial and ethnic 
group.  It shows two overarching trends.  First, housing problems by race tend to concentrate in 
minority populations.  For example, 73 percent of Black non-Hispanic households earning less 
than 80 percent of median incomes have a housing problem, as well as 67 percent of Hispanic 
households.  This compares to about 57 percent of White non-Hispanic households earning the 
same level of income. 


Second, minority renters are the hardest-hit.  Fully 60 percent of Black non-Hispanic households 
have housing problems (and about 55 percent of Hispanics), compared with 48 percent of 
whites.  About 80 percent of Black non-Hispanic renter households earning less than 50 percent 
of median have a housing problem, as well as about 78 percent of Hispanic renter households 
with the same income level. 


Table 2:  Housing Problems of Racial/Ethnic Group by Income and Tenure 


# % # % # % # % # %
Owner White Alone Yes 131,475 82.2% 129,228 60.7% 171,986 42.2% 250,827 15.0% 683,516 27.9%


No   28,470 17.8% 83,752 39.3% 235,740 57.8% 1,419,508 85.0% 1,767,470 72.1%
Black Alone Yes 23,056 85.2% 17,563 69.5% 25,602 55.2% 28,594 22.7% 94,815 42.2%


No   4,006 14.8% 7,690 30.5% 20,758 44.8% 97,425 77.3% 129,879 57.8%
American Indian Yes 1,129 100.0% 706 62.2% 822 46.8% 852 13.5% 3,509 33.9%


No   0.0% 429 37.8% 935 53.2% 5,474 86.5% 6,838 66.1%
Alaska Native Alone Yes 0.0% 0.0%


No   207 100.0% 207 100.0%
Asian Alone Yes 1,739 78.4% 2,323 86.7% 1,839 62.6% 7,698 22.1% 13,599 31.9%


No   480 21.6% 357 13.3% 1,101 37.4% 27,079 77.9% 29,017 68.1%
Yes 0.0% 96 39.0% 96 14.1%
No   436 100.0% 150 61.0% 586 85.9%


Other Race Alone Yes 103 44.6% 425 82.5% 292 15.6% 820 31.3%
No   128 55.4% 90 17.5% 1,578 84.4% 1,796 68.7%
Yes 2,483 79.5% 2,747 89.0% 1,524 33.5% 2,939 16.7% 9,693 34.2%
No   640 20.5% 339 11.0% 3,027 66.5% 14,678 83.3% 18,684 65.8%


Hispanic Yes 5,808 97.4% 6,601 73.0% 6,877 50.2% 5,860 16.9% 25,146 39.6%
No   153 2.6% 2,440 27.0% 6,821 49.8% 28,876 83.1% 38,290 60.4%


Renter White Alone Yes 137,453 78.7% 92,008 78.4% 57,820 41.1% 16,803 8.5% 304,084 48.2%
No   37,264 21.3% 25,290 21.6% 82,980 58.9% 181,261 91.5% 326,795 51.8%


Black Alone Yes 83,318 83.2% 40,718 86.6% 26,819 49.2% 7,069 11.8% 157,924 60.4%
No   16,782 16.8% 6,278 13.4% 27,741 50.8% 52,792 88.2% 103,593 39.6%


American Indian Yes 1,404 62.0% 836 69.4% 15 1.1% 0.0% 2,255 34.6%
No   860 38.0% 369 30.6% 1,327 98.9% 1,709 100.0% 4,265 65.4%


Alaska Native Alone Yes 25 100.0% 25 100.0%
No   0.0% 0.0%


Asian Alone Yes 6,476 79.5% 3,747 66.5% 1,401 42.1% 1,976 13.8% 13,600 43.3%
No   1,666 20.5% 1,887 33.5% 1,928 57.9% 12,340 86.2% 17,821 56.7%
Yes 0.0% 0.0% 141 68.8% 141 28.1%
No   75 100.0% 221 100.0% 64 31.2% 360 71.9%


Other Race Alone Yes 37 45.7% 358 100.0% 0.0% 395 60.6%
No   44 54.3% 0.0% 213 100.0% 257 39.4%
Yes 5,707 81.0% 2,441 86.8% 983 67.7% 222 9.4% 9,353 68.5%
No   1,337 19.0% 370 13.2% 468 32.3% 2,128 90.6% 4,303 31.5%


Hispanic Yes 12,345 84.3% 6,844 69.1% 2,464 31.2% 1,100 11.9% 22,753 54.6%
No   2,293 15.7% 3,055 30.9% 5,434 68.8% 8,132 88.1% 18,914 45.4%


Two or More Races 
Alone


Median Income GroupHousing 
Problem 
Present?


Grand Total
Tenure and Race/Ethnicity


Native Hawaiian or 
other Pacific Islander 


Native Hawaiian or 
other Pacific Islander 


Two or More Races 
Alone


Below 30% 30% to 50% 50% to 80% Over 80%


Source:  U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2008 American Community Survey 


 


III-2 







Table Three shows the number and percentage of elderly households (those headed by 
persons aged 65 or more) that have housing problems by tenure.  This information generally 
follows the same pattern, in that higher income groups and owners tend to have fewer housing 
problems.  However, the data suggests that elderly housing consumers are different from all 
households in two important ways.  First, the incidence of housing problems among senior 
renter households earning less than 50 percent of median is less than in the general population.  
Second, a smaller percentage of senior owner households have housing problems.   


Table 3:  Housing Problems among Elderly Households by Income Level and Tenure, 2008 


# % # % # % # % # %
Owner Housing Problems 65,888 81.9% 65,105 49.5% 50,557 25.6% 45,563 11.1% 227,113 27.7%


No Housing Problems 14,579 18.1% 66,494 50.5% 147,124 74.4% 363,982 88.9% 592,179 72.3%
Renter Housing Problems 35,401 67.9% 30,789 67.8% 17,562 50.8% 7,124 23.5% 90,876 55.9%


No Housing Problems 16,750 32.1% 14,593 32.2% 17,026 49.2% 23,238 76.5% 71,607 44.1%
132,618 13.5% 176,981 18.0% 232,269 23.7% 439,907 44.8% 981,775 100.0%


Grand Total
Median Income Category


Total Elderly


Tenure and Presence of Housing 
Problems


Below 30% 30% to 50% 50% to 80% Over 80%


Source:  U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2008 American Community Survey 


 


Table Four displays the data concerning housing problems among small family households.   
Overall, the incidence of housing problems is slightly less among this cohort than it is across all 
Michigan households; about 24 percent of owners and 49 percent of renters have them.  
Housing problems are widespread among renters earning less than 50 percent of median, and 
common among owners in that income category.  Most households of this type that earn over 
50 percent of median do not report having housing problems. 


Table 4:  Housing Problems among Small Family Households by Income Level and Tenure, 2008 


Tenure and Presence of 
Housing Problems # % # % # % # % # %
Owner
Housing Problems 69,070 88.0% 70,893 65.0% 114,145 43.0% 179,030 13.5% 433,138 24.3%
No Housing Problems 9,421 12.0% 38,174 35.0% 151,121 57.0% 1,150,028 86.5% 1,348,744 75.7%


Renter
Housing Problems 91,486 86.1% 55,935 80.3% 34,008 40.2% 9,065 7.3% 190,494 49.4%
No Housing Problems 14,735 13.9% 13,754 19.7% 50,588 59.8% 115,887 92.7% 194,964 50.6%


Median Income Category
Below 30% 30% to 50% 50% to 80% Over 80% Grand Total


Source:  U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2008 American Community Survey 


The next table shows the situation among larger families in the state.  Compared to all Michigan 
households, this cohort tends to experience more housing problems.  About 88 percent of them 
that earn less than 50 percent of median deal with these issues, as do a majority of those 
earning less than 80 percent of median.  Among this group, the difference between owners and 
renters is lessened.  While a higher percentage among renters earning between 30 percent and 
50 percent of median have housing problems, the percentage of owners earning between 50 
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percent and 80 percent of median and experiencing housing problems is larger than the 
percentage of renters at the same income level.   


Table 5:  Housing Problems among Large Family Households by Income Level and Tenure, 2008 


Tenure and Presence of 
Housing Problems # % # % # % # % # %
Owner
Housing Problems 13,251 90.8% 17,670 79.2% 27,477 59.3% 40,237 20.8% 98,635 35.7%
No Housing Problems 1,347 9.2% 4,634 20.8% 18,878 40.7% 153,042 79.2% 177,901 64.3%


Renter
Housing Problems 23,590 93.1% 13,385 92.3% 9,299 50.7% 3,555 19.1% 49,829 64.9%
No Housing Problems 1,744 6.9% 1,120 7.7% 9,035 49.3% 15,050 80.9% 26,949 35.1%


30% to 50% 50% to 80% Over 80% Grand TotalBelow 30%
Median Income Category


Source:  U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2008 American Community Survey 


The next table shows housing problems among small non-family households.  Overall, the 
pattern is similar to that among all households in the state, but with one major difference.  By a 
small majority, most renters in this group do not experience housing problems.   


Table 6:  Housing Problems among Small Non‐Family Households by Income and Tenure 


Tenure and Presence of 
Housing Problems # % # % # % # % # %
Owner
Housing Problems 119,531 80.6% 108,174 57.9% 121,335 37.9% 164,309 15.7% 513,349 30.2%
No Housing Problems 28,855 19.4% 78,698 42.1% 198,821 62.1% 880,486 84.3% 1,186,860 69.8%


Renter
Housing Problems 159,655 75.8% 92,355 76.9% 60,774 42.1% 18,041 9.1% 330,825 49.1%
No Housing Problems 51,096 24.2% 27,685 23.1% 83,577 57.9% 180,198 90.9% 342,556 50.9%


Grand TotalBelow 30% 30% to 50% 50% to 80% Over 80%
Median Income Category


Source:  U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2008 American Community Survey 


The last table in this section shows the occurrence of housing problems among larger unrelated 
households.  This cohort shows an interesting trend.  While the renter household incidence of housing 
problems among this group matches the state’s in terms of percentages by income, the owner 
households within it report significantly more housing problems.  This is especially true at the over 80 
percent of median income group; about 21 percent have problems, as opposed to only 16 percent 
among all households.
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Table 7:  Housing Problems among Larger Unrelated Households by Income and Tenure, 2008 


Tenure and Presence of 
Housing Problems # % # % # % # % # %
Owner
Housing Problems 83,472 78.3% 70,605 57.3% 67,453 40.7% 77,891 21.1% 299,421 39.1%
No Housing Problems 23,109 21.7% 52,635 42.7% 98,473 59.3% 291,905 78.9% 466,122 60.9%


Renter
Housing Problems 131,664 75.0% 77,299 77.6% 46,553 43.5% 14,691 10.3% 270,207 51.5%
No Housing Problems 43,842 25.0% 22,375 22.4% 60,476 56.5% 127,702 89.7% 254,395 48.5%


Median Income Category
Below 30% 30% to 50% 50% to 80% Over 80% Grand Total


Source:  U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2008 American Community Survey 
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B.  Homeless Needs Assessment 
 
In February 2006 the Michigan State Housing Development Authority (MSHDA) began the 10-
Year Campaign to End Homelessness in Michigan.  There are 60 Continuum of Care (CoC) 
Bodies in the state, and each CoC submitted a 10-Year Plan to End Homelessness.  In addition, 
MSHDA has partnered with the Michigan Departments of Human Services (MDHS), Community 
Health (MDCH), and Corrections (MDOC) to create the state of Michigan’s 10-Year Plan to End 
Homelessness.  This overarching statewide plan, along with ongoing interagency meetings, has 
created multiple programs and resources that have been made available on a statewide basis 
for all homeless population types, such as, chronics, families, victim’s of domestic violence, 
youth ages 18-24 and/or youth aging out of foster care, those with HIV/AIDS, and other physical 
and mental health disabilities. 
 
To share best practices and further collaboration at the state and local level, MSHDA divided 
the state into eight regions and created a Statewide Regional Specialist position.  Two 
representatives are elected from each region. The regional representatives meet bi-monthly with 
the MSHDA Specialist to share practices that will prevent or rapidly re-house people living in 
homelessness. 
 
In order to measure homelessness in Michigan, nonprofits working with homeless populations 
enter data into the Homeless Management Information System (HMIS), which provides an 
unduplicated count of homeless persons.  Nonprofit agencies include shelters, outreach 
programs, supportive housing programs, community action agencies, churches, mental health 
and drug or alcohol treatment programs and food pantries.  A summary of the prior calendar 
year’s data is published annually in the spring.  The annual HMIS data is also stored on the 
Campaign to End Homelessness Website at http://thecampaigntoendhomelessness.org, 
thereby allowing communities easy access to data for informational and sharing purposes.   
 
With over 524 homeless services agencies reporting, the Michigan State HMIS counted an 
unduplicated 86,189 homeless people in Michigan in 2008.  Statewide 7,630 were chronically 
homeless.  Southeast Michigan evidenced the highest number of person (40% of the statewide 
total), but over 8,000 were also counted in the largely rural upper Michigan and the Upper 
Peninsula. During 2008 homelessness grew with a statewide increase in families of 10.8% and 
in singles of 9%.  The increases in family homelessness were most pronounced in Michigan’s 
rural communities.  Last year, 50% of the homeless were adults and children in families.  Most 
are single female head of household families with young children.   Fifty-two percent (52%) of 
the states homeless population are African American, 40% are white and the remaining 8% are 
composed of a variety of other races including Native American and Asian.  Only about 4% 
reported are of Hispanic ethnicity. 
 
Emergency Shelter and Services 
 
The 2009 Gaps Analysis documents a statewide point-in-time emergency shelter bed count of 
2,374 beds for persons in families, and 3,235 beds for individuals.  Over eighty percent (80%) of 
the available emergency shelter beds are in metropolitan areas.  Approximately 2,157 
emergency shelter beds are located in Detroit and in Wayne County.  Kent County has 334 
emergency shelter beds.  Lansing/Ingham County has 291 emergency shelter beds.  Oakland 
County has 144 emergency shelter beds, Kalamazoo County (441), Genesee County (198) and 
Washtenaw County (183).  Many rural communities do not have emergency shelter facilities and 
rely on hotel/motel vouchers.  Shelters for victims of domestic violence are the most common 
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types of shelter found in rural areas reflecting the network of state funding for domestic violence 
shelters and services. 
 
Many of Michigan’s larger communities provide warming centers during the coldest winter 
months and establish overflow night shelters.  Wayne, Kent and Washtenaw counties open 
additional facilities during the winter months.  Many communities establish overflow plans to 
accommodate increased demand for shelter during the winter months when people can no 
longer live in campgrounds, unheated homes, or in vehicles. 
 
MSHDA administers the State of Michigan’s Emergency Shelter Grants (ESG) program.  
MSHDA funds operations, essential services, and homeless prevention with ESG dollars.  In the 
past few years, MSHDA has not funded the creation of new shelter beds unless the local 
Continuum of Care plan has identified a need for additional shelter beds, or an emergency 
shelter did not previously serve the area.  The focus has been on providing permanent housing 
programs, prevention, or other services to help homeless people rapidly re-house out of 
homelessness.   
 
Other support for emergency shelters include MSHDA’s Critical Need Program which funds 
emergency repairs at homeless shelters, and Michigan’s electric companies offering discounts 
on utility bills for many emergency shelters during the winter months of January, February and 
March of each year.  MSHDA’s Critical Need Program funds one-time emergency rehabilitation 
and repair for shelters for such as new furnaces, roof repair and other structural needs.   
 
The Michigan Department of Human Services  the state agency that administers Temporary 
Assistance to Needy Families (TANF), food stamps, child protective services, foster care, adult 
protective services and other social service programs, administers several programs that 
provide emergency assistance to prevent and alleviate homelessness in Michigan communities.  
One such program, State Emergency Relief (SER), provides approximately $13.9 million in 
assistance each year.  SER provides shelter related services to individuals and families to 
prevent homelessness and to assist in securing permanent housing.  This includes funding for 
security deposits, rent arrears, utility assistance and deposits, and moving expenses.  In order 
to receive relocation assistance, persons must be homeless, about to become homeless due to 
a pending eviction, or need to relocate to adequate housing so that children can be returned 
from foster care or prevented from going into foster care.  MDHS will provide SER, provided that 
the housing to be assisted is “affordable”, that is the total housing costs (rent or mortgage, taxes 
and insurance) must be no more than 75% of a family’s or individual’s total net income.  
 
In addition, MDHS has an approximately $10.5 million contract with the Salvation Army to fund a 
safety net of shelter beds across the State by reimbursing local shelters for shelter beds and 
meals.  This funding provides approximately 10,000 emergency shelter beds per night including 
a number of hotel/motel vouchers.  This funding ensures that a shelter bed is available for every 
person in Michigan who requests one.  In many communities, the Salvation Army will provide 
motel vouchers for a brief period if no shelter beds are available or existing shelters are full.  
Many of Michigan’s rural areas have no shelter beds and rely on aid given out by local churches 
and hotel vouchers funded through the Salvation Army, Community Action Agencies, or local 
DHS offices. 
 
Transitional Housing and Services 
 
Transitional housing is temporary housing (up to 24 months) designed with a structured 
supportive services program to help a family or individual achieve the highest level of self-
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sufficiency possible.  MSHDA has not funded the creation of new transitional units in the past 
few years.  The focus has been on providing permanent housing programs, prevention, or other 
services to help homeless people rapidly re-house out of homelessness.  
 
The 2009 Gaps Analysis documents a statewide point-in-time transitional housing bed count of 
3,925 beds for persons in families, and 2,789 beds for individuals.  Eighty percent (80%) of the 
available transitional housing beds are in metropolitan areas.  Approximately 2,088 transitional 
housing beds are located in Detroit and in Wayne County.  Kent County has 562 transitional 
housing beds, Lansing/Ingham County has 208, Oakland County has 201, Kalamazoo has 441, 
Genesee has 64 and Washtenaw has 148.  Many rural communities do not have transitional 
housing beds; there are 1,348 transitional housing units in the Balance of State areas that 
roughly correspond to non-urban areas.  
  
Permanent Housing and Services 
 
The 2009 Gaps Analysis documents a statewide point-in-time permanent housing bed count of 
6,205 beds for persons in families, and 4,750 beds for individuals.  Seventy-seven percent of 
the available permanent housing beds are in metropolitan areas.  2,922 permanent housing 
beds are located in Detroit.   Kent County has 620 permanent housing beds, Lansing/Ingham 
County has 175, Oakland County has 543, Kalamazoo has 640, Genesee has 711 and 
Washtenaw has 701.  Many rural communities do not have permanent housing beds; there are 
2,559 permanent housing units in the Balance of State areas that roughly correspond to non-
metropolitan areas.  
  
Michigan’s inventory of permanent supportive housing has dramatically improved over the past 
five years as the policy emphasis at the federal, state and local level has shifted from 
emergency and transitional housing to a housing first approach. MSHDA encourages 
development of new units through its Low Income Housing Tax Credit Program (LIHTC).  The 
LIHTC Qualified Action Plan (QAP) requires that ten percent of the units in each family 
development be for permanent supportive housing.   The 1602 and TCAP programs provided 
through the federal stimulus funding is tied to the LIHTC program and should result in a 
substantial increase in the supportive housing supply during 2010 and 2011.  Additionally, the 
LIHTC program has a set-aside annually for permanent supportive housing which requires that 
thirty-five percent of the units in the development be permanent supportive housing.  Most 
developments receiving LIHTC supportive housing set-aside funds are one hundred percent 
permanent supportive housing developments.  MSHDA also incentivizes rental housing 
developers, using its four percent Direct Lending Program, to designate permanent supportive 
housing units by pledging  project based housing vouchers for the supportive housing units 
made available to special need tenants.   
 
Housing assistance is considered a key element in the success of permanent supportive 
housing programs however; the State of Michigan does not have a state-funded rental 
assistance program.  MSHDA is the statewide PHA and administers over 24,000 Section 8 
vouchers through its Federal Section 8 rental assistance program.  Many urban areas have 
public housing agencies (PHA) that have an inventory of public housing, and often administer 
the federal Section 8 rental assistance program.  MSHDA has an existing portfolio of over 
80,000 affordable rental units in MSHDA assisted complexes for families, the elderly and people 
with disabilities.   
 
Other state support for permanent housing includes programs administered by the Michigan 
Department of Community Health (MDCH).  MDCH administers a Shelter Plus Care grant for 
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twenty-one programs with the capacity to support 881 units.  This program provides rental 
assistance for persons with mental illness, substance abuse problems, or living with HIV/AIDS.  
A match consisting of equivalent support services dollars is required.  Of the 881 units, 436 are 
located in five rural counties, 314 units are in the metro Detroit area, and 131 are in Oakland 
County and the Flint/Saginaw area.  MDCH has aggressively administered the Shelter Plus 
Care grant serving more than the originally proposed number of people to be assisted by 
reallocating and redistributing unspent monies utilizing all of the resources available.  The City 
of Ann Arbor and Saginaw, Oakland, Kalamazoo and Kent Counties are areas that have all 
received Shelter Plus Care funding directly from HUD. 
 
MDCH also administers the PATH (Projects for Assistance in Transition from Homelessness) 
program, a Federal block grant program that provides funds for outreach and housing 
placement for persons with mental illness who are homeless or at imminent risk of 
homelessness.  Services include outreach, case management, and housing placement.  
Additional services may include first month rent and security deposits, utility deposits, or for 
household goods and for past due rental payments to prevent homelessness. The PATH 
program currently funds 19 projects serving 23 counties across the state serving about 3,500 
persons annually.   
 
Finally, Michigan Department of Community Health also administers the Federal Housing 
Opportunities for Persons with Aids (HOPWA) funds for the State of Michigan (except for the 
Detroit area, which receives funds directly).  In PY 2008, approximately 581 persons received 
housing assistance through the HOPWA program. 
 
MDCH and MSHDA have partnered to work with Michigan lenders to develop a homebuyer 
program for persons with disabilities.  Called Home Choice, this program loosens underwriting 
standards to enable persons with disabilities who are receiving entitlements to purchase homes. 
MDCH also monitors the leases of hundreds of group homes, which provide housing for 
persons with disabilities some of whom come from homeless situations.  MDCH employs 
several licensed housing quality inspectors.  
 
Homeless Prevention 
 
Financial assistance is available in most Michigan communities to prevent homelessness by 
paying rent arrears and utilities until the funding runs out.  Often funds will be available for only 
a portion of the year because the demand for such assistance is so great.  All areas of the state 
are covered by a Community Action Agency that provides prevention funding either through a 
MDHS Emergency Services Contract funding, FEMA funds and/or Emergency Shelter Grants 
(ESG) funds.   
 
MDHS provides its local offices with Emergency Services (ES) funding in the amount of $7.9 
million to meet local emergency needs.  This allocation is used for homeless related assistance 
with an emphasis on homeless prevention and transitional services.  The Emergency Services 
Homeless Transition program funds security deposits & first months’ rent, heat and utilities, and 
the case management necessary to relocate and support a client in a new home.  These funds 
are distributed by formula to county DHS offices.  Emergency Service funds are used to meet 
local emergency needs not covered by the State Emergency Relief program.  Local DHS offices 
often contract with local nonprofit organizations and emergency shelters with Emergency 
Service funds.  
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The first priority for use of Emergency Services funds is to assure that clients have safe and 
decent housing with a specific concern for persons in danger of losing their residences, and 
those living in emergency shelters.  DHS has encouraged its local offices to use Emergency 
Services funding to cover needs that localities have identified and have not been able to fund 
through HUD or MSHDA in their local Continuum of Care plans.   
MSHDA uses approximately thirty percent of its annual ESG award to fund prevention.  In 2009, 
MSHDA received Homeless Prevention and Rapid Re-Housing Program (HPRP) funds from 
HUD, made available under the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) of 2009.  
HPRP dollars can be used for preventing homelessness, rapidly re-housing people living in 
homelessness, case management, and data entry into the Homeless Management Information 
System (HMIS).  The grants begin September 1, 2009 and end August 31, 2011.   
 
HPRP has furthered the Campaign to End Homelessness in Michigan by mandating prevention 
and rapid re-housing, two activities stressed in the State’s 10-Year Plan to End Homelessness.  
In addition, MSHDA is requiring each community to have one lead agency to administer HPRP, 
(with the exception of the City of Detroit which has three) thereby creating a streamlined, easy 
to access system to navigate for those living in poverty and homelessness.  HPRP funds have 
also resulted in MSHDA creating a standardized statewide intake and assessment process 
through the HMIS system.  This standardized system will produce data that will create strategic 
planning to further MSHDA’s goal of eliminating homelessness. 
 
MSHDA has also implemented the Homeless Assistance Recovery Program (HARP).  MSHDA 
administers a Housing Choice Voucher Program statewide.  As MSHDA administered Housing 
Choice Vouchers turnover through attrition they are made available to the homeless.  These 
vouchers are known as HARP vouchers.  To qualify for a HARP voucher, a household must be 
verified as homeless by a HARP Lead Agency.  Along with verifying homelessness, the Lead 
Agency provides wrap-around services that assist in locating rental housing, wages or 
entitlement benefits, and other services that stabilize the household so that they do not relapse 
into homelessness.   
 
HARP has furthered the Campaign to End Homelessness in Michigan by creating a resource 
that quickly and permanently stabilizes a household.  Once on HARP, households are eligible 
for MSHDA’s Family Self-Sufficiency and Links to Own Programs; each of these programs 
provide a continuum of services and supports that lead to self-sufficiency.   
 
MDHS also administers the Federal Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program with 
provides assistance to prevent heat and electric shutoffs through the State Emergency Relief 
program.  The Michigan Public Service Commission works with utility companies to protect low-
income people and senior citizens from utility shutoff and provides assistance paying utility bills 
from November 15 through March 31.  The Salvation Army also administers a program that 
pays utility bills. 
 
SUB-POPULATIONS 
 
Chronically Homeless 
 
The 2009 Gaps Analysis documents a statewide point-in-time count of 1,685 chronically 
homeless in the State of Michigan.  The 2008 “The State of Homelessness in Michigan” Annual 
Summary identifies that 7,630 chronically homeless were served statewide in 2007.  The State 
has made a commitment at the state level to a) develop interagency collaboration in shaping 
State-level policies that impact chronic homelessness, b) expand efforts and impact of state-
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level work group on Institutional Discharge Planning, c) continued implementation of the a state-
level “Ten Year Plan” to end chronic homelessness.    
 
Homeless Persons With Mental Illness 
The 2009 Gaps Analysis documents a statewide point-in-time count of 1,791 persons with 
mental illness.  The 2008 “The State of Homelessness in Michigan” Annual Summary identifies 
that 53% of the chronically homeless with identified disabilities were persons with mental illness. 
The Michigan Department of Community Health (MDCH) funds a network of local community 
mental health programs (CMHSP’s).  The Michigan Department of Community Health has 
implemented a specialty services managed care carve out for mental health (including services 
for adults with mental illness, children with serious emotional disturbances and persons with 
developmental disabilities) and substance abuse services. 
 
MDCH provides outreach to homeless persons with mental illness through 40 agencies funded 
by PATH and Community Mental Health Block Grant funds.  Each local community mental 
health program uses a Person Centered Planning approach, whereby the needs and wishes of 
the individual consumer guide a written Individual Plan of Service.  Core services provided 
include: psychiatric services, vocational services, skills training and support in independent 
living, counseling, alcohol and drug abuse treatment, psycho social rehabilitation, supported 
education, and other specialized supports as identified by the recipient and delivered in the local 
community.  
 
Homeless Persons With Substance Abuse Addictions 
The 2009 Gaps Analysis documents a statewide point-in-time count of 2,377 persons with 
chronic substance abuse.  The 2008 “The State of Homelessness in Michigan” Annual 
Summary identifies that 52% of the chronically homeless with identified disabilities were 
persons with substance abuse issues. 
 
Estimates vary on the prevalence of substance abuse among Michigan’s homeless population, 
but by any count it is the single largest problem with which homeless people struggle, in 
particular the chronically homeless.   
The Michigan Substance Abuse Services Network is administered by the Michigan Department 
of Community Health, Bureau of Substance Abuse and Addiction Services.  The Network 
consists of 15 regional substance abuse coordinating agencies, over 900 local substance abuse 
treatment and prevention programs, over 4,000 substance abuse workers and thousands of 
volunteers.  
 
The 15 substance abuse coordinating agencies are called Central Diagnostic and Referral 
Service (CDRS) centers.  The goals of CDR Services are to improve access to the substance 
abuse system, to provide objective assessments, and to arrange for patient placement in 
appropriate services.  CDR Services conduct phone and face-to-face assessments of clients 
needing substance abuse services.  Individuals in need of residential services or intensive 
outpatient services that receive state substance abuse funding must be assessed by a CDRS 
agency before entering these programs.   Homeless individuals (8.5% of the population in 
treatment) typically are found to need residential care or intensive outpatient care coupled with a 
housing support. 
 
The Michigan Department of Community Health, Bureau of Substance Abuse Services 
contracts with regional coordinating agencies for planning and administration of substance 
abuse services within single and multi-county areas.  These agencies identify local need and 
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priority for treatment and prevention services and subcontract for the provision of these 
services. 
 
In addition to contracting with coordinating agencies, the Bureau of Substance Abuse Services 
plans and coordinates services at the state level; evaluates services; administers funds 
statewide; collects information; sponsors training; and disseminates educational material. 
 
Homeless Veterans 
 
The 2009 Gaps Analysis documents a statewide point-in-time count of 796 homeless persons 
who were veterans. The 2008 “The State of Homelessness in Michigan” Annual Summary 
identifies that 12% of the chronically homeless with identified disabilities were veterans. 
National studies show that over one-third of homeless individuals have military experience in the 
U.S. Armed Forces.  Michigan has several Federal veterans’ hospitals located in the 
municipalities of Detroit, Battle Creek, and Iron Mountain.  In each of these communities, 
homeless veterans make up a significant portion of the number of homeless people.  In addition, 
the communities of Sault Ste. Marie, Marquette, Menominee, Hancock, Muskegon, Yale, Grand 
Rapids, Gaylord, and Saginaw have U.S. Department of Veteran Affairs’ outpatient clinics and 
outreach programs.  Federal Veterans Domiciliary Care Program provides housing and services 
for homeless veterans in Grand Rapids, Battle Creek, Marquette and Detroit. 
 
Since 1946, each county in Michigan has an office that provides Emergency Needs for Veterans 
funded through the Michigan Veterans Trust Fund.  While there is a yearly cap on the amount of 
financial assistance, the Trust Fund provides temporary assistance to Michigan veterans 
including food, shelter, clothing, utilities and medical assistance.  Each year the Michigan 
Department of Military Affairs publishes a directory of services available through the Michigan 
Veterans Trust Fund and an updated list of the contact information for each county.   
Applications for assistance in each county are coordinated by a volunteer group entitled the 
Veterans Trust Fund Committee.   
 
In Detroit, a Veterans Center has been created by the Michigan Veterans Foundation to provide 
emergency shelter, permanent housing, and supportive services to homeless veterans.  The 
Michigan Department of Career Development also provides displaced veterans with job training 
and placement through the state Service Members Occupational Conversion and Training Act. 
 
Children 
 
The 2009 Gaps Analysis documents a statewide point-in-time count of 2,021 households with 
dependant children.  The 2008 “The State of Homelessness in Michigan” Annual Summary 
identifies that 54% of the homeless persons in families are children and the average age of 
children is 7.6 years old.  
 
Michigan has seventeen programs funded by the Federal Education of Homeless Children and 
Youth program authorized by Title VII-- of the Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Act.  
A staff person at the Michigan Department of Education is responsible for providing leadership 
to local and intermediate school districts to ensure that homeless children can attend the same 
school they did before becoming homeless, or if they have to transfer schools that records 
follow.  Schools cannot refuse to enroll homeless children because of a lack of a permanent 
address.  This staff person from the Michigan Department of Education sits on the Michigan 
Homeless Assistance Advisory Board and the State Policy Academy on Homeless Families and 
Children. 
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The seventeen programs are funded by the Michigan Department of Education with Federal 
money to eliminate barriers that impede enrollment and educational success of school-age 
homeless children and youth.  The Federal funding usually funds a staff person who works with 
family shelters to coordinate early child education centers in shelters, coordinate tutoring 
programs, make sure children are enrolled in school, and to work to eliminate barriers such as 
transportation, appropriate clothing and necessary school supplies.  The grantees of this 
program meet quarterly for training and coordination of efforts.   A representative from the one 
of the programs is on the Board of the Michigan Coalition Against Homelessness.  
Representatives from local programs are also very active locally serving on many Continuum of 
Care planning groups.   
 
Programs are funded in Berrien County, Branch County, Detroit, East Lansing, Genesee 
County, Grand Rapids, Holland, Macomb County, Marquette-Alger Counties, Mt. Clemens, 
Muskegon, Potterville, Rapid River, Saginaw County, St. Clair County, Washtenaw County, and 
Wayne-Westland. 
 
Homeless and Runaway Youth 
 
The 2009 Gaps Analysis documents a statewide point-in-time count of 255 unaccompanied 
homeless youth under the age of 18.  The 2008 “The State of Homelessness in Michigan” 
Annual Summary identifies 912 unaccompanied youth.  
 
Michigan has a network of programs that serve homeless and runaway youth that are funded 
through both Federal and state funding.  Thirty-three programs provide services across the state 
including counseling to develop independent living skills, case management, emergency shelter, 
24-hour crisis intervention, and aftercare/follow up.  The objective of these programs is to 
ensure that youth have an alternative to the street and the juvenile justice system through 
quality, voluntary, community-based services. 
 
All programs offer 24-hour crisis intervention and referral to appropriate services.  The primary 
goal is to reunite youth with parents whenever possible.  Parental permission is required 
whenever youth are sheltered for more than 24 hours.  More and more programs are engaging 
youth and families in counseling before placement in an emergency shelter or residential 
program is required.  If a parent cannot be located or does not care, work is done with the 
courts to emancipate the youth.   
 
Victims of Domestic Violence and Sexual Abuse 
 
The 2009 Gaps Analysis documents a statewide point-in-time count of 1,594 victims of domestic 
violence.   The Michigan Family Independence Agency funds a network of shelters and 
programs that provides domestic violence and sexual abuse services in each of Michigan’s 83 
counties. The Domestic Violence Prevention and Treatment Board administratively housed in 
and staffed by the Family Independence Agency, funds shelter, food, counseling, and advocacy 
for abused women and children through a statewide network of nonprofit, community-based 
shelters.  The Domestic Violence Prevention and Treatment Board also work with the Rape 
Prevention and Services Program to improve community responses to domestic and sexual 
violence by advocating for practices that enhance victim safety and that hold 
batters/perpetrators accountable for their criminal behavior.  
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The Domestic Violence Prevention and Treatment Board was created by the Michigan 
legislature in 1978. Its seven members are appointed by the Governor with the advice and 
consent of the Senate. In addition to funding domestic violence service provider agencies, the 
Board has a statutory responsibility to advise the Governor and the legislature, and to work with 
other systems to improve the State’s response to this crime.  
 
Persons with HIV/AIDS 
 
The 2009 Gaps Analysis documents a statewide point-in-time count of 37 persons with 
HIV/AIDS.  Housing and supportive services are funded through a statewide network of 
HIV/AIDS service providers, which rely primarily on other Federal and state funding for persons 
with HIV/AIDS.  The State of Michigan receives Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS 
(HOPWA) formula grant funding; administered by the Michigan Department of Community 
Health (MDCH).   
 
The MDCH, Division of Health, Wellness, and Disease Control (DHWDC) administer 
approximately 18 million in state and federal resources to fund care and treatment services for 
persons with HIV/AIDS.  This funding includes Ryan White Treatment Extension Act of 2009 
(Parts B and D) and state funding through the Michigan Health Initiative. Additionally, The 
Detroit Department of Health and Wellness Promotion (DHWP) administers approximately 8 
million in Ryan White Part A resources to provide services in the counties of Wayne, Oakland, 
Macomb, St. Clair, Lapeer, and Monroe, an area known as the Detroit Eligible Metropolitan Area 
(DEMA). Statewide, approximately forty programs provide so called “Core Medical” services to 
over 7,000 Michigan residents annually. These services largely consist of the following: HIV 
Medical Care, HIV Medications, Oral Health Care, Out patient Mental Health and Substance 
Abuse Treatment, Medical Case Management and other Psychosocial Support Services such 
as Food Assistance and Medical Transportation.  MDCH convenes the Michigan HIV/AIDS 
Council (MHAC) four times a year to receive input from a variety of community members and 
organizations. The DHWP, as the grantee of Ryan White Part A resources convenes the 
Southeastern Michigan HIV/AIDS Council (SEMHAC), which is responsible for assessing 
needs, establishing local priorities and allocating resources to address identified needs.     
 
People Threatened with Homelessness 
 
There is little data available regarding the extent of “at risk” for homelessness in Michigan. The 
CY 2008 HMIS data identified 32,843 persons in families and 12,657 single adults and youth 
who were reported at risk.  We have no way of estimating what percentage of the total at risk 
persons in Michigan this represents, but it is a sizable number.  This is the pool of persons who 
sought services at one of the safety-net organizations participating in the HMIS.  Poverty was a 
unifying factor for those being served by HMIS participating agencies.  However the overall 
average for homeless persons was $385/mo to $785 for at risk persons.  Significantly more 
homeless persons had no income.  Two other important areas in which the two populations vary 
 include: the percentage of two parent "at risk" families was over twice the rate for homeless 
families, 35% to 14% respectively, and the rate of disability was  less for at risk persons (26%) 
compared to homeless persons (49%).  The highest level of education for 40% of the “at risk” 
was a high school diploma. 
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Consolidated Plan Table 1 
 
The State of Michigan homeless needs are specified in the 2009 Continuum of Care Housing 
Gaps Analysis, which is incorporated into the Consolidated Plan Table 1 Housing, Homeless 
and Special Needs as Appendix XX.  
 
Homeless Facilities and Services 
 
A complete listing of homeless facilities and services within the State of Michigan is included as 
Appendix XX. 
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C.  Special Needs 
 
Elderly and Frail Elderly 
 
This analysis focuses on the housing needs of elderly people, including frail elderly people, with 
specific reference to supportive services.  The 2008 American Community Survey (ACS) 
provides some detail on housing and income issues of the elderly. Examining housing tenure, 
housing quality, affordability problems, and income levels, as well as specific types of services 
required by elderly populations helps clarify the extent to which elderly populations have needs 
for supportive services. 
 
Housing Tenure, Income and Problems 
 
According to the 2008 ACS, most Michigan seniors own their homes; of the 981,775 elderly 
households in the state, 83.4 percent (819,292) owned their housing and 16.5 percent (162,483) 
rent.  Based on the ACS data, it is estimated that of all the elderly households (owner and 
renter) in Michigan, 55.6 percent are low-income: 13.5 percent had incomes between 0-30 
percent AMI; 18 percent had incomes between 31-50 percent AMI; and 23.7 percent had 
incomes between 51-80 percent AMI.  Elderly households with incomes over 80 percent AMI 
accounted for 44.8 percent of all elderly households.  
 
Elderly renters were far poorer than owners; 81.1 percent of all elderly renters are low-income 
with 32 percent considered extremely low-income (below 30 percent AMI) and 27.9 percent 
considered very low-income (between 30 and 50percent AMI).  Among owners, 50.1 percent 
were low-income, while 49.9 percent were above 80 percent AMI. 
 
The ACS data noted that across all income groups, elderly owners generally had lower rates of 
housing problems than other owners.  However, the data suggests that elderly housing 
consumers are different from all households in two important ways.  First, the incidence of 
housing problems among senior renter households earning less than 50 percent of median 
income is less than the general population.  Second, a smaller percentage of senior owner 
households have housing problems.  Nonetheless, elderly owners and renters with incomes 
less than 30 percent median income are considered to have significant housing problems.  
Given the population shifts within the elderly population cohort, affordable housing for the 
elderly will continue to be in high demand.  
 
Types of Housing and Services Needed  
 
Based on the 2005-2007 ACS data, the number of potentially frail elderly households (head of 
household aged 75 and over) is 459,830 households, mostly homeowners.  Using ACS data, 
one can determine the extent to which frail elderly households have housing problems.  The 
data show that about 100,000 of owner households in this group have a housing problem of 
some type, or about 27% of the total.  The incidence of problems increases dramatically in lower 
income cohorts; about 81% of households earning less than 30 percent of AMI have housing 
problems, compared to about five percent of households that make more than 95 percent of 
AMI per year.   
 
Among renter households, the extent of the problem is much greater.  Overall, about 54 percent 
of frail elderly households have housing problems.  Again, a strong negative relationship exists 
between income and presence of housing problems; the most affluent renters rate of problem 
housing is about one-third that of the least affluent cohort (21 percent versus 63 percent).   
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The comparison between owner and renter frail elderly households to elderly ones is interesting.  
No significant differences between the two in housing problem frequency are present in the 
owner group, but the renter group does show a seven percent difference between elderly (46 
percent) and frail elderly (54 percent).   
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Table 8:  Housing Problems Among the Elderly and Frail Elderly, 2005—07 


Source:  
U. S. 
Bureau 
of the 
Census, 
2005‐07 
America
n 
Housing 
Survey 


No Yes
Not 


Computed


Ow
ne
r


Eld
er
ly


Housing Problems


Tenure
Elderly 
Status Household Income


% of Elderly/Income 
Group with Housing 


Problems
Grand 
Total


30% AMI or less 4,765 33,760 1,830 40,355 83.7%
30.1‐50% AMI 26,170 32,000 0 58,170 55.0%
50.1‐80% AMI 73,785 36,275 0 110,060 33.0%
80.1‐95% AMI 41,385 12,000 0 53,385 22.5%
95.1% AMI and above 230,535 26,645 0 257,180 10.4%


376,640 140,680 1,830 519,150 27.1%


Ow
ne
r


Eld
er
ly


Elderly Total


Fr
ail
 El
de
rly


30% AMI or less 7,130 36,755 1,690 45,575 80.6%
30.1‐50% AMI 47,165 35,260 0 82,425 42.8%
50.1‐80% AMI 82,300 18,550 0 100,850 18.4%
80.1‐95% AMI 28,490 3,780 0 32,270 11.7%
95.1% AMI and above 104,465 5,990 0 110,455 5.4%


269,550 100,335 1,690 371,575 27.0%


Ow
ne
r


Extra‐elderly Total


Fr
ail
 El
de
rly


No
n‐
eld
er
ly
30% AMI or less 6,395 96,240 12,750 115,385 83.4%
30.1‐50% AMI 25,875 92,095 0 117,970 78.1%
50.1‐80% AMI 109,490 158,650 0 268,140 59.2%
80.1‐95% AMI 96,890 65,760 0 162,650 40.4%
95.1% AMI and above 1,180,455 166,780 0 1,347,235 12.4%


1,419,105 579,525 12,750 2,011,380 28.8%
2,065,295 820,540 16,270 2,902,105 28.3%


Ow
ne
r


Re
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er


Non‐elderly Total
Owner Total


Eld
er
ly


No
n‐
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ly


30% AMI or less 6,960 19,660 2,560 29,180 67.4%
30.1‐50% AMI 5,375 11,980 1,060 18,415 65.1%
50.1‐80% AMI 10,045 5,885 1,235 17,165 34.3%
80.1‐95% AMI 3,655 915 415 4,985 18.4%
95.1% AMI and above 12,260 460 1,660 14,380 3.2%


38,295 38,900 6,930 84,125 46.2%


Re
nt
er


Elderly Total


Eld
er
ly
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ail
 El
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rly


30% AMI or less 8,355 18,760 2,605 29,720 63.1%
30.1‐50% AMI 8,045 16,790 2,050 26,885 62.5%
50.1‐80% AMI 7,635 8,895 1,505 18,035 49.3%
80.1‐95% AMI 2,420 1,090 385 3,895 28.0%
95.1% AMI and above 6,585 2,075 1,060 9,720 21.3%


33,040 47,610 7,605 88,255 53.9%
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30% AMI or less 14,300 193,120 30,535 237,955 81.2%
30.1‐50% AMI 26,710 108,115 6,370 141,195 76.6%
50.1‐80% AMI 102,445 56,155 8,640 167,240 33.6%
80.1‐95% AMI 52,275 5,825 3,420 61,520 9.5%
95.1% AMI and above 163,790 7,735 10,400 181,925 4.3%


359,520 370,950 59,365 789,835 47.0%
430,855 457,460 73,900 962,215 47.5%


2,496,150 1,278,000 90,170 3,864,320 33.1%
Renter Total


Re
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Grand Total


Non‐elderly Total
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Many of these households include an elderly person(s) with mobility or self-care limitations.  
Mobility or self care limitations is defined as a household were one or more persons has 1) a 
long lasting condition that substantially limits one or more basic physical activity, such as 
walking, climbing stairs, reaching, lifting, or carrying and/or 2) a physical, mental, or emotional 
condition lasting more than 6 months that creates difficulty with dressing, bathing, or getting 
around inside the home. 
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The elderly population will continue to increase significantly over the next few decades.  The 
increase in the number of elderly households who may be in need of services linked to housing 
will place special demands on the state’s resources over the coming years.  The 16 regional 
Area Agencies on Aging (AAAs) and a host of local community based agencies provide a 
continuum of services to Michigan’s older persons.   


Similar to other special needs populations, there are various options for providing housing-
related services to elderly populations.  One is to bring the services to the client in his or her 
own home; the second is to provide services within the context of a group setting.  Remaining 
independent in their own home for as long as possible is very important for many elderly 
persons.  According to national surveys, 84 percent of persons 65 and older want to stay in their 
own home.  Some providers within Michigan and across the nation are focusing more on home-
based assistance that may be less expensive and less intensive than placement in a nursing 
home. 


For a growing number of low-income elderly, when care needs increase and remaining in their 
home or apartment doesn’t work out, the options, other than nursing homes, is limited.  The 
principal types of service required to prevent premature and over-intensive institutionalization 
include nutrition services, respite, adult day care services, personal care assistance with the 
activities of daily living (ADL), homemaker assistance, home injury control/environmental 
modification, transportation, and home maintenance.  Supporting elderly people to successfully  
“age in place” often requires structural changes within their housing unit similar to those needed 
to assure accessibility for the mobility impaired, such as adding stair lifts or ramps, widening 
doorways, adding grab bars in showers and tubs, and modification of appliance and electrical 
controls for easier manipulation.  It also requires improved care coordination and support efforts 
to insure that the right mix of these services is directed to seniors when they need them to 
extend the period of time they are able to reside in their own home, apartment or group 
residential setting.   


Persons with Disabilities 
The importance of assuring an adequate supply of housing appropriate to the needs of persons 
with a variety of physical, mental, sensory, and cognitive disabilities has become an area of 
growing concern.  Disability advocate groups and consumers cite affordability, accessibility, and 
discriminatory actions as major concerns impeding the ability of persons with disabilities to find 
suitable housing options.  In spite of federal and state programs that attempt to address the 
housing and service needs of people with physical and mental disabilities, these individuals 
continue to experience some of the most pressing unmet housing needs of any group qualifying 
for housing assistance. 


The 2000 census notes that 18.7 percent of persons (who were not living in prisons, nursing 
homes, and other institutions) had some type of long-lasting condition or disability.  This is .5 
percent higher than in 1990.  The likelihood of an individual having a disability increases with 
age.  According to the Census 2000 Supplementary Survey for Michigan, just 15 percent of 
persons 21 to 64 years old had a disability.  By age 65 or older, 43 percent of individuals had a 
disability. 
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A limitation of these data is that they provide no information on the incomes of those identified 
as having a disability.  While disability, inability to work and low incomes are generally linked, it 
would be an overstatement to assume that all persons with disabilities are lower income.   


Persons with Mentally Illness  
 
In FY 2008, 173,069 persons with mental illness in Michigan accessed the mental health system 
through CMHSPs.   Persons with mental illness do not generally live in specialized residential 
settings, adult foster care homes, or in hospitals.  Most live in a private setting, many with 
relatives. 
 
The Michigan Department of Community Health reports that CMHSPs provided services to 
173,069 people with mental illness or children with serious emotional disturbances in FY2008.  
Females accounted for slightly more than half the total (50.6%).  37,553 (21.6%) were children 
17 years of age or younger, 134,502 (77.7%) were 18 to 64 years old, 9,444 (5.46%) were 
elderly, and 70 did not report their age.  Roughly nine percent had some association within the 
correction system. 
 
Of these people 75,220 (43.46%) were living with relatives, 46,810 (27.05%) were living with 
non-relatives, 12,684 (7.3%) were in dependent care or institutional settings, 1,806 (.63%) were 
living in supported independent living, 5,014 people (2.9%) were homeless and 25,931 
(14.98%) didn’t report where they lived. 99,243 (57.3%) reported less than $10,000 a year in 
annual income. 
 
Some people who live with relatives and non-relatives are at risk of homelessness, especially if 
their incomes are less than $10,000 per year, because the parents, relatives and friends are not 
always able to continue to provide the financial, physical and social support that is needed. 
Another reason they are at risk of homelessness is that the properties they are living in are often 
unsafe.  Additionally, some people with mental illness who currently reside in specialized, or 
“dependent” residential settings are capable of living more independently if affordable, safe 
housing and supportive services were to be available. 
 
People with Developmental Disabilities  
 
In FY 2008, 29,516 people with developmental disabilities accessed the mental health system 
through CMHSPs.  Males were the predominant gender among the people with developmental 
disabilities who used CMHSP services in 2008, 58.92% compared to 41% females.  5,941 
(20%) were children, 21,757 (74%) were adults under 65 years of age, 1,818 (6.16%) were over 
65 and 70 people didn’t report their age. Less than .one percent (.12%) of people with 
developmental disabilities were associated with the corrections system.  5,871 (19.9%) live in 
dependent settings, 15,314 (51.8%) live with relatives, 3,713 (12.6%) live with non-relatives, 
1,405(4.76%) did not report where they were living, 1,086 were in supported independent living, 
and 47 (.16%) were homeless. 18,826 had incomes of less than $10,000 per year. 
 
People with developmental disabilities do not necessarily receive services from CMHSPs, so an 
additional study was required to determine the prevalence of people with developmental 
disabilities. According to the Michigan Developmental Disabilities Council, estimates, which 
were derived from federal studies as well as an analysis of prevalence rates, indicate there are 
between 150,000 and 176,000 non-institutionalized persons with developmental disabilities, 
(i.e., persons with mental retardation, cerebral palsy, autism or epilepsy) in Michigan.  Between 
100,000 and 125,000 are adults and it is estimated 10-12 percent are 65 years of age or older. 
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Some people who live with relatives and non-relatives are at risk of homelessness, especially if 
their incomes are less than $10,000 per year, because the parents, relatives and friends are not 
always able to continue to provide the financial, physical and social support that is needed. 
Another reason they are at risk of homelessness is that the properties they are living in are often 
unsafe. 
 
Some people with developmental disabilities who currently reside in specialized, or “dependent” 
residential settings are capable of living more independently if suitable housing and supportive 
services were to be available.  
 
Persons with Substance Abuse Problems  
 
In FY 2008, 1,629 people with substance abuse accessed the mental health system through 
CMHSPs. Males were the predominant gender among the people with substance abuse who 
used CMHSP services in 2008, 65.4% compared to 34.4% females.  74 (4.5%) were children 
between the ages of 13 through 17.  1,541 (94.6%) were adults under 65 years of age, only 13 
(.8%) were over 65. 98 (.6.02%) of people with substance abuse were associated with the 
corrections system.  9 (.5%) live in dependent settings, 452 (27.7%) live with relatives, 474 
(29.1%) live with non-relatives, 442 (27.1%) did not report where they were living, 15 (.92%) 
were in supported independent living, and 98 (6.02%) were homeless. 987 had incomes of less 
than $10,000 per year. 
 
 It is estimated that one in seven persons statewide may have a substance abuse problem, with 
100,000 being 17 or under.  Alcohol is the primary substance being abused, followed by 
cocaine/crack.  Males are more likely than females to have problems with substance abuse.   
 
Persons with HIV/AIDS 
 
According to the MDCH 2008 Profile of HIV/AIDS in Michigan, there is an estimated 18,000 
persons reported living with HIV/AIDS in Michigan; of which 14,341 were reported as of January 
1, 2008.  The rate of new HIV diagnosis increased by an average of four percent per year, from 
7.8 per 100,000 in 2002 to 9.0 percent per 100,000 in 2006 (779 cases to 908 cases, average 
890 cases), after peaking at 9.5 per 100,000 in 2005. The number of HIV-related deaths 
declined significantly in 1995 and 1998, likely due to effective therapies that prolong life but do 
not eliminate HIV infection. The prevalence of HIV disease (all persons living with HIV infection 
or AIDS, whether diagnosed recently or years ago) is increasing because new cases are still 
being diagnosed and infected persons are living longer.  
 
HIV disease is distributed disproportionately in Michigan. The Detroit Metro Area has 64 percent 
of those living with HIV (9,171 of the 14,341 cases reported statewide), but only 44 percent of 
the general population. The rest of the state has fewer cases compared with the general 
population distribution. 
 
Michigan’s 83 counties are divided into 45 local health departments (LHDs).  The City of Detroit 
is its own LHD.  In order to understand how the HIV epidemic affects different areas of the state, 
the LHDs were split up into two groups, those above and those below the median prevalence 
rate.  Excluding the City of Detroit, Kent County had the highest rate of 151 per 100,000. The 
midpoint of this rate is 75; therefore, the cutoff for high and low prevalence counties is a rate of 
75 per 100,000.  The 15 LHDs with rates above the midpoint are Detroit and Wayne, Kent, 
Ingham, Washtenaw, Berrien, Kalamazoo, Oakland, Genesee, Jackson, Calhoun, Allegan, 
Saginaw, Van Buren/Cass and Muskegon Counties.   
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These 16 counties/cities account for 85 percent of the Michigan HIV/AIDS cases and 61 percent 
of Michigan’s population. Therefore, these LHDs have more cases than expected based on their 
populations. The remaining 30 LHDs account for 15 percent of the cases and 39 percent of the 
population.  
 
Black males have both the highest rate per 100,000 (866) and the highest estimated number 
(7,330) of HIV/AIDS cases. This high rate means the impact of the epidemic is greatest on this 
demographic group.  Black females have the second highest rate (314) and the third highest 
estimated number (2,960) of cases of HIV/AIDS. Hispanic males have the third highest rate 
(231) and the fifth highest estimated number (600) of cases. This means that the impact of this 
epidemic is high on a relatively small demographic group. White males have the fourth highest 
rate (118) and the second highest estimated number (5,760) of cases. Hispanic females have 
the fifth highest rate (78) and the lowest estimated number (180) of HIV/AIDS. White females 
have the lowest rate (18) and the fourth highest estimated number (870) of HIV/AIDS cases. 
 
The complete MDCH 2008 Profile of HIV/AIDS in Michigan can be reviewed at the MDCH 
Website:   
 
http://www.michigan.gov/documents/mdch/2008_Statewide_Profile_251299_7.pdf 
 
Housing Problems among Households with Disabilities 
 
According to the 2005-07 American Community Survey, about 33 percent of all households with 
disabilities experience housing problems.  The rate among owners and renters is significantly 
different.  About 28 percent of owners with disabilities have housing problems, while nearly 48 
percent of renters with disabilities do.  As with the frail elderly, a negative relationship between 
income and the incidence of housing problems exists, with lower incomes associating with a 
higher rate of housing problems.  This trend is massive in size.  Among owners, the housing 
problem rates vary between 15 percent for those earning more than 95 percent of AMI to 86% 
of households that earn under 30 percent of AMI.  For renters, the numbers are similar, but 
slightly lower.  About 16 percent of those earning more than 80 percent of AMI have housing 
problems, but almost three-quarters of those who make less than 30 percent of AMI do. 
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Table 9:  Housing Needs among Disabled Households, 2005‐07 
Source:  U. S. Bureau of the Census, 2005‐07 American Community Survey 
 


 


Tenure
Disability 
Status Household Income No Yes N/A


Grand 
Total


% of Disabled 
with Housing 
Problems


Housing Problems


Ow
ne
r


Di
sa
ble
d


30% AMI or less 4,000 35,765 1,810 41,575 86.0%
30.1‐50% AMI 22,640 28,970 0 51,610 56.1%
50.1‐80% AMI 44,230 26,230 0 70,460 37.2%
80.1% AMI and above 116,645 21,170 0 137,815 15.4%


187,515 112,135 1,810 301,460 37.2%


Ow
ne
r


Di
sa
ble
d


No
t d
isa
ble
d


Disabled Total
30% AMI or less 14,290 130,995 14,460 159,745 82.0%
30.1‐50% AMI 76,565 130,385 0 206,950 63.0%
50.1‐80% AMI 221,340 187,245 0 408,585 45.8%
80.1% AMI and above 1,565,570 259,785 0 1,825,355 14.2%


1,877,765 708,410 14,460 2,600,635 27.2%
2,065,280 820,545 16,270 2,902,095


Ow
ne
r


Re
nt
er


No
t d
isa
ble
d


Di
sa
ble
d


Not disabled Total
Owner Total


30% AMI or less 9,535 45,325 5,710 60,570 74.8%
30.1‐50% AMI 6,835 19,580 1,635 28,050 69.8%
50.1‐80% AMI 9,705 9,085 1,420 20,210 45.0%
80.1% AMI and above 12,570 2,620 1,340 16,530 15.8%


38,645 76,610 10,105 125,360 61.1%


Re
nt
er


Di
sa
ble
d


No
t d
isa
ble
d


Disabled Total
30% AMI or less 20,080 186,220 29,990 236,290 78.8%
30.1‐50% AMI 33,295 117,305 7,845 158,445 74.0%
50.1‐80% AMI 110,415 61,845 9,955 182,215 33.9%
80.1% AMI and above 228,420 15,480 15,995 259,895 6.0%


392,210 380,850 63,785 836,845 45.5%
430,855 457,460 73,890 962,205 47.5%


2,496,135 1,278,005 90,160 3,864,300 33.1%


Re
nt
er


No
t d
isa
ble
d


Not disabled Total
Renter Total
Grand Total
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D. LEAD BASED PAINT 
 
Inventory and Market Conditions Lead Based Paint Hazards.  At the present time, data is 
not available by which to measure the environmental risk to low income households that is 
posed by exposure to lead based paint.  The partial data that is available, however, suggests 
that lead poisoning remains a serious problem, particularly for very low-income renter 
households in metropolitan areas.  At this time it is possible only to use supportive data to 
evaluate the scope of the problem. 
 
The approach used here to estimate the scope of the problem is to consider all housing built 
prior to 1960 as a potential source of hazardous lead-based paint. Based on Census estimates 
of the number of housing units that were constructed prior to 1960, there are an estimated 1.8 
million units in Michigan constructed before 1960.  Of these, roughly 1.4 million are located in 
the metropolitan counties.   Just over three-quarters of the total number of pre-1960 units are 
affordable to low income households, according to the CHAS Data Book, Table [*] 9.  About 55 
percent of these 1.33 million units are affordable to very low-income households.  The potential 
hazard is greater in the nonmetropolitan counties, where over 83 percent of the 372,000 
pre-1960 units are affordable to low income households. 
 
Lead-Based Paint Hazard Reduction Needs.  According to the Michigan Department of 
Community Health (MDCH), environmental exposure to lead in amounts sufficient to cause 
illness and neurological damage in children remains a significant concern in Michigan.  Nearly 
forty-three percent of the half million families with children under the age of six years are low 
income.  In 2007, 2,930 children under six years old were identified with lead poisoning in 
Michigan.  Of these, 1,632 were living in Detroit, Highland Park and Hamtramck.  In 2008, 2,263 
children under the age of six who were tested for lead and were considered poisoned.  Of these, 
1,283 were living in Detroit, Highland Park and Hamtramck.  Other cities such as Flint, Saginaw, 
Muskegon, Benton Harbor and Kalamazoo have overall high rates as well, and nonmetropolitan 
areas show rates that are consistently above the national average.   
 
Any housing built prior to 1978 is considered to be at risk of containing some amount of lead-
based paint.  The amount of lead pigment in the paint increases with the age of the housing.  
Consequently, young children of very low- and low-income households are most likely to reside 
in older housing, and are disproportionately at risk of lead poisoning.  The following table 
highlights the approximate 1.8 million low- and very low-income households that are estimated 
to be living in units containing lead. 
 


 
 
Year Built 


 
Number of Very Low- 
and Low-Income 
Housing Units 


 
Percentage of 
Housing Units with 
Lead-Based Paint 


 
Estimated Number of 
Very Low- and Low-
Income Units with LB 
Paint 


 
1960-1979 


 
858,484 


 
62% 


 
532,260 


 
1940-1959 


 
873,926 


 
80% 


 
699,141 


 
Pre-1940 


 
603,916 


 
90% 


 
543,524 


 
Total 


 
 


 
1,774,925 
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All of these units pose potential lead-based paint hazard exposure to children.  Protection of 
these children requires continued assurance that housing meets relevant housing quality 
standards.  
  
The Michigan Department of Community Health (MDCH) has been administering a lead 
poisoning prevention program for more than 20 years.  The Childhood Lead Poisoning 
Prevention (CLPPP) Program is a statewide surveillance and primary prevention program that 
includes screening and follow-up of identified lead poisoned children and extensive public and 
professional education.   
 
Resources to Address Lead-Based Paint Hazards 
 
a. Interagency coordination.  The Michigan Department of Community Health (MDCH) 
administers the Lead Safe Home Program through the Healthy Homes Section (HHS) and the 
Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention Program (CLPPP).  These programs work in close 
collaboration with other state departments to meet the goal of protecting and preserving human 
health, primarily in young children less than six years of age, from the dangers of lead-based 
paint exposure.  These state departments include the Michigan State Housing Development 
Authority (MSHDA), the Department of Human Services, and the Department of Environmental 
Quality. MDCH has also developed close working relationships with 44 local health departments 
in Michigan.    
 
This collaboration has resulted in coordinated efforts between MSHDA and MDCH to assure 
lead-safe housing for children living in Section 8 housing administered by MSHDA.  Using data 
supplied by MSHDA, CLPPP identifies EBL children living in Section 8 (Housing Choice 
Voucher Program?) housing.  Upon notification from CLPPP, MSHDA works with the landlord to 
ensure that lead hazards are identified and remediated immediately. 
 
While MCDH has been administering a lead poisoning prevention program for more than 20 
years, until 1994 the effort has been predominantly focused on lead screening performed in the 
Early and Periodic Screening, Diagnosis and Treatment Medicaid screening clinics. In 1994, 
MDCH partnered with the Medicaid program to enable local health department nursing and 
environmental health staff to complete home visits to assess the environmental status of lead 
poisoned children and identify and make recommendations for addressing lead hazards to 
which the child was being potentially exposed. Protocols for home inspection, health 
assessment and follow-up activities were developed to assist in the management of Medicaid-
enrolled children who are lead poisoned.   
 
CLPPP has developed collaborations with local housing authorities and landlords to develop 
strategies to assist in making children’s housing lead-safe.  CLPPP collaborated with the MDCH 
Healthy Homes Section and Community Development Block Grant administrators to implement 
the HUD guidelines regarding lead based paint hazard identification and remediation. 
 
Additionally, Governor Granholm established the Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention and 
Control Commission (Commission).  By statue, the Commission includes members from each 
state department representing consumer health and safety issues including, MDCH, MSHDA, 
Michigan Department of Human Services, Michigan Department of Environmental Quality plus 
members representing local health departments.  One of the Commission’s primary missions is 
to assure state interagency as well as public and private cooperation and communication 
regarding resolution of childhood lead poisoning. Reports and recommendations can be 
reviewed at the MDHC Website at: 
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http://www.michigan.gov/mdch/0,1607,7-132-2940_2955_2983-76907--,00.html 
 
b. Community Resources.  CLPPP has developed a relationship with the Rental Property 
Owners Association of Michigan.  A work group has been established to educate landlords and 
tenants about the dangers of lead and clean up options, ranging from housekeeping techniques 
to full-scale abatement.   
 
c. HUD Lead Hazard Control Program Grants.  The Michigan Department of Community 
Health (MDCH) has administered grants from HUD to reduce lead hazards in residential homes 
since 1994.  The cities of focus are Muskegon, Benton Harbor, Battle Creek, Kalamazoo, Flint, 
Lansing, Detroit, Hamtramck, Highland Park, and Pontiac.  MDCH has abated 1,641 with the 
$14 million from these grants through September 2009.  MDCH submitted a $3 million 
application request for new funding from HUD to continue these efforts in Muskegon/Muskegon 
County, Saginaw County excluding City of Saginaw, Kalamazoo/Kalamazoo County, Battle 
Creek/Calhoun County, Lansing/Ingham County, Pontiac/Oakland County, and the cities of 
Highland Park, Dearborn, Hamtramck and Detroit in Wayne County.  Berrien County, Wayne 
County (excluding listed cities), Jackson County and the City of Saginaw also have submitted 
applications for Lead Hazard Control Program Grants.  The 2009/2010 HUD awardees are 
MDCH, Berrien County, City of Detroit Planning and Development Department, and Genesee 
County.  The MDCH Lead Safe Home Program, sometimes in conjunction with local, foundation 
and other state dollars, provides necessary funds to abate homes of lead hazards.   
 
MDCH is collaborating with MSHDA, local health departments and community based 
organizations to identify, screen and inspect high risk housing and to remediate identified lead 
hazards.  A cooperative agreement with the Environmental Protection Agency allows MDCH to 
maintain an infrastructure of certified individuals trained to inspect remediate lead-based paint 
hazards, in addition to accrediting the trainers needed for certification.   
 
d. Changes in Michigan Law.  The State of Michigan received authorization from the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency to administer the Pre-Renovation Education Rule.  This rule 
has been incorporated into Michigan’s Lead Abatement Act, and allows MDCH to implement 
and enforce this program.  MDCH has begun the process of adopting EPA’s Renovation, 
Remodeling and Painting Law which will take effect federally in April 2010.  This law will require 
contractors performing remodeling and renovation activities in residential properties and child 
occupied facilities built before 1978 to 1) be certified and 2) follow specific work practices to 
prevent lead dust contamination.  An educational campaign has been implemented providing 
information to contractors about the new requirements through an awareness booklet about 
lead poisoning and how contractor work can affect lead paint.   
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V.  STRATEGIC PLAN 
 
This section of the Consolidated Plan describes the state’s goals and investment plans 
for addressing housing and community development needs for the five-year period July 
1, 2010 through June 30, 2015.  The first part of this section identifies the five 
overarching goals for the next five years.  It analyzes the rationale for the strategies 
developed to address these goals and summarizes the resources that will be used in 
implementing these strategies.  The second part of this section describes a number of 
issues surrounding the institutional structure for delivering affordable housing in the 
state; coordination between governmental, non-profit and for-profit agencies involved in 
providing housing assistance; linkages between low-income housing tax credits and 
other housing resources; and other relevant components of the overall Consolidated 
Plan.  
 
A.     HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT GOALS 
 
Overview 
 
If someone opened a newspaper or magazine over the last year, they probably read 
something about events that have proven to be pivotal to communities in Michigan—
from the problems of the “Big Three” automakers to the foreclosure crisis that continues 
to inflict damage on Michigan’s housing market.  These ongoing issues, in addition to 
many others, signal the depth of Michigan’s need for assistance in stabilizing its 
struggling neighborhoods.  For much of the decade, Michigan has been the one state 
referred to by the phrase “the one state recession,” and for good reason.  A number of 
negative trends have combined here to an extent that is rarely seen in other states.  
Unlike areas beset with natural disasters, which occur suddenly with great impact, the 
economic storm that Michigan is enduring has continued for decades, with effects just as 
severe and widespread.   
 
Michigan must use its resources to begin mitigating the effects of four factors – decline 
in manufacturing employment, elevated foreclosure rates, limited access to credit, and 
loss of population.  In its urban areas, Michigan must address the over-supply of housing 
and begin to re-size its cities and re-position their neighborhoods for the economic 
recovery of Michigan.  While the causes of the state’s current situation are many, the 
result has been devastating for families and communities in a number of different 
contexts.  The following section identifies four factors that have contributed to the 
decline, and how they interrelate. 
 
Decline in Manufacturing Employment  
 
The first of these factors, and probably the most important, is the decline in 
manufacturing employment that has taken place over the last 40 years, especially in the 
automotive industry.  A large number of workers in Michigan are (or were) employed in 
this manufacturing sector, and historically Michigan has been closely associated with its 
development.  However, as the industry started to falter in the 1970s, job losses started 
to mount.  They have been particularly high over the last decade.  Michigan has lost a 
total of approximately 182,000 jobs between 2003 and 2008 alone.  Forty-eight percent 
of these, or about 88,000, were manufacturing jobs.  Further, the transportation 
equipment manufacturing sector accounted for 60% of manufacturing job loss.  Other 
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manufacturing sectors that have shed workers include the furniture and pharmaceutical 
industries, important in west Michigan.   
 
While this has been a continuing trend, it has accelerated greatly over the last year, with 
the dramatic slowdown in auto sales and the bankruptcies of Chrysler, General Motors, 
Visteon and Lear.  Since manufacturing work is generally a high-wage sector, these 
changes have led to lower incomes, higher rates of bankruptcy among affected 
households, and continued high rates of mortgage foreclosures in Michigan.  
 
Elevated Foreclosure Rates  
 
Elevated foreclosure rates are the second contributor to the decline of Michigan 
neighborhoods. The current housing crisis that has hit nationally has been present in 
Michigan since the third quarter of 2006, when data from RealtyTrac showed that the 
Detroit MSA had the largest amount of foreclosure activity nationally.  In addition to 
income loss from unemployment, subprime lending was an important ingredient in 
Michigan foreclosures.  As this type of lending tended to target minority populations 
which have historically had little access to credit (according to the Center for 
Responsible Lending’s A Snapshot of the Subprime Market), much of the continuing 
fallout occurs in urban centers, especially the southeastern portion of the state.   
 
The impacts of foreclosures on local housing markets in the state have been strong and 
stark, affecting property values, local tax bases, and the quality of life in many 
communities.  One measure of this is the proportion of the average sales price to the 
median market value of housing.  In Michigan, homes are currently selling for about half 
of what their value truly is.  The volumes of sales in Michigan are generally low.  Slow 
sales are due to a number of factors, including decreased buying power among 
consumers of housing, fear of moving into ownership due to job concerns, and issues in 
the credit market. 
 
Access to Credit  
 
Access to credit is the third major contributor to neighborhood decline.  While the current 
crisis in foreclosures is a visible sign of the problem, inner city areas have historically 
been underserved by mortgage lenders.  In part, this limited access to mainline sources 
of credit helped establish a high demand for more expensive, “predatory” loan products 
in the neighborhoods that make up the target geography.   
 
Further, as sources of credit have tightened up as a result of recent lending practices 
and a relative shortage of credit capital to lend (in terms of the amount of money 
available to lend and heightened underwriting standards on loans), it has been more 
difficult for lower-income families to obtain mortgages.   
 
Loss of Households and Population  
 
The final contributing factor in the decline is the continued loss of households in 
Michigan. According to the 2008 ACS, Michigan households numbered about 3.8 million.  
Since 2000, the state’s household count grew by only 0.6 percent, an increase far less 
robust than the country’s seven percent.  
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These four factors (job loss, foreclosures, access to credit and out-migration of 
households) have all combined to create serious challenges for housing and community 
development in Michigan.  Each tends to reinforce the others, creating circumstances 
that require strong, concerted and targeted efforts to rectify.   
 
 
1. Goal 1: Expand the availability and supply of safe, decent, affordable, and 


accessible rental housing for low and extremely low income individuals 
and families. 


 
a. Analysis.  Although a majority of Michigan households own their home, not 
everyone can afford to purchase and maintain a home nor does everyone aspire to 
become a homeowner.  For these households, an adequate supply of affordable and 
accessible rental housing is essential not only to meet their basic housing needs but also 
to provide them with the ability to choose the community in which they wish to live.  
 
According to the definitions used by the Bureau of the Census, any one of the following 
conditions creates a "housing need": 
 
• Cost burden (housing costs exceeding 30 percent of income); 
• Substandard housing (lacking adequate kitchen or plumbing facilities); or 
• Overcrowded (more than one member of the household per room).  


 
According to data from the U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2008 American Community 
Survey (ASC), 51.7 percent of all renter households in Michigan surveyed reported 
some form of housing need.  Throughout the state, cost burden is by far the most 
common problem among households with housing needs.  There are 483,219 low-
income renter households in Michigan with housing problems.   
 
Not surprisingly, lower-income households tend to have more housing problems-80 
percent of renters making less than 30 percent of median income report housing 
problems; very low-income renter households and low income renter households 
accounted for 79 percent and 43 percent respectively. 
 
Minority renters are the hardest-hit.  Fully 60 percent of Black non-Hispanic households 
have housing problems (and about 55 percent of Hispanics), compared with 48 percent 
of whites.  About 80 percent of Black non-Hispanic renter households earning less than 
50 percent of median have a housing problem, as well as about 78 percent of Hispanic 
renter households with the same income level. 
 
Based on the foregoing analysis, very low-income and extremely low-income renter 
households have been assigned a high priority during the next five years.  Other 
low-income renter households have been assigned a medium priority. 
 
b.      Strategy Development.  Market conditions throughout most of the state suggest 
that state and local housing programs during the next five years should emphasize rental 
assistance and rehabilitation of the existing housing stock over new construction.  Rental 
assistance and rehabilitation will not by themselves solve Michigan's need for affordable 
housing, and there are a number of situations, especially in regional centers and rural 


V-3 







areas, in which new construction might be the most appropriate means for developing 
affordable rental housing. 
 
In high cost areas, the demand for housing is stronger, and the private market is unable 
to serve the housing needs of those not able to exercise effective demand.  New 
construction may also be warranted in areas where there is a lack of appropriate 
housing to meet identified housing needs.  For example, multifamily rental housing may 
not exist in some markets where there is a need to meet the demand of the elderly.  The 
construction of new housing may also be warranted as part of an overall program for 
economic development or neighborhood revitalization.  Finally, new construction may be 
the most appropriate means of meeting housing need in areas that are experiencing 
population and economic growth, but where income levels are too low to permit the 
private market to provide the additional housing that is required. 
 
Based on the foregoing analysis, rental assistance, rehabilitation, and, in compelling 
markets, new construction will be primary activities pursued by the state during the next 
five years under Goal 1. 
 
c.       Investment Plan.  The state will endeavor to pursue the following programmatic 
resources during the next five years.  The state, where feasible, may support 
applications for these programs and resources from eligible nonprofits and other entities 
when the application is not limited to such entities.  However, when the state is also an 
eligible applicant, it may take the lead and apply directly for funding. 
 
Program availability depends on the extent to which funds are authorized and 
appropriated.  The five year projections contained in this report are simple estimates that 
assume a constant funding level for federal housing programs.  Where appropriate, the 
state has provided specific budget information and goals based on funds available 
during the current fiscal year, and as more information becomes available regarding the 
structure and the funding levels of federal housing programs, the State will revise and 
update its five year projections to the extent required by the consolidated plan process.  
 
i. Federal Resources.  During the next year, MSHDA will allocate approximately 
seventy percent, projected to be $13.5 million of the State’s HOME Investment 
Partnerships Program funds for the rehabilitation, preservation or new construction of 
affordable rental units through MSHDA’s Rental Housing programs.  These programs 
uses tax exempt MSHDA financing at reduced interest rates and the Low Income 
Housing Tax Credit.  Assuming constant funding of the HOME for rental housing 
programs during the next five years, the state anticipates that approximately $45-50 
million of its HOME program allocation will be used during FY10 through FY14 to 
support the development or rehabilitation of rental housing throughout targeted areas of 
the state. 
 
From FY10-FY14, the state anticipates that approximately $15-20 million of HOME funds 
will be used to enhance the financing of affordable and accessible supportive rental 
housing and housing designed to accommodate the homeless, physically challenged, 
developmentally disabled, and previously mentally ill adults.  This program is more fully 
described under Goal 5 because of their linkage with supportive services.  We will 
request matching funds when developments are located in local Participating 
Jurisdictions. 
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MSHDA anticipates that during the program year ending June 30, 2011, approximately 
$55 million in tax exempt financing will be made available for rental housing through its 
various lending programs, resulting in the development of over 800 rental units.  MSHDA 
estimates that at least 10 percent of these units will be affordable to households earning 
30 percent or less of area median income, that another 20 percent of the units will be 
affordable to households earning 50 percent of area median income, and that another 40 
percent of the units will be affordable to households with incomes at 60 percent of area 
median income.  For the period between FY10 and FY14, MSHDA estimates that over 
$500 million in tax exempt financing may be available to create more than 7,000 rental 
units, available to lower income households in the above-referenced ranges. 
 
MSHDA also administers the Low Income Housing Tax Credit Program and projects to 
utilize approximately $20 million in 2010.This may be reduced to $12 million if the federal 
government again allows the monetization of up to 40% of the tax credit.  If the 
monetization provision is passed MSHDA will monetize $8 million of the 2010 tax credit.  
Due to economic conditions identified in the overview it has become very difficult to find 
investment capital for the tax credits in Michigan.  Consequently, fewer rental units are 
being developed through the assistance of the LIHTC.  It is believed if the monetization 
of tax credits is continued for the period between FY10-FY14, the Authority would expect 
to expend over $40 million in monetized tax credits creating over 4,000 rental units.   
 
MSHDA is a statewide housing agency with a portfolio of over 23,000 Section 8 rental 
assistance vouchers.  MSHDA has allocated 2,000 slots for a statewide Family Self 
Sufficiency program.  Twenty-seven service agencies assist MSHDA by providing FSS 
families with case management to move them towards self sufficiency.   
 
ii.         Private Resources.  In the administration of state and federal funding, the state 
will continue to emphasize the leveraging of other funding to maximize limited resources. 
 
For example, MSHDA anticipates the continued availability of conventional debt 
financing for rental housing in conjunction with the use of the Low Income Housing Tax 
Credit.  MSHDA will continue to make taxable debt financing available, however, in 
situations where private financing is not available.   
 
iii.         State Resources.  MSHDA anticipates that funding for various state and federal 
programs not covered by the Consolidated Plan but with substantial housing related 
activities will continue to be available during FY10.  For example, the Michigan 
Department of Human Services (DHS) administers the TANF Program.  Although the 
primary emphasis of these programs is income support, such support may also include 
housing assistance.  
 
iv.        Geographic Distribution.  All of the state's resources directed toward Goal 1 are 
available statewide, with no specific geographic distribution.  However, the usage of 
these resources must meet certain criteria, regulated by HUD or other federal funders.   
 
v.         Service Delivery and Management.  The state intends to continue its current 
method of distributing resources through a variety of mechanisms, each best suited to 
the funding source or particular need being addressed.  The state will continue to rely on 
its housing finance agency, the Michigan State Housing Development Authority, to 
deliver the majority of housing programs of the state, including those both federally and 
state funded. 
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MSHDA will be the major delivery mechanism for accomplishing Goal 1.  The MSHDA 
bureaus responsible for these efforts in expanding the supply of affordable rental 
housing include:  
 
Office of Community Development Housing Resource Fund (1-24 


unit projects) 
 
Office of Multifamily Development Tax-exempt, Taxable Bond, and 


associated HOME direct 
lending, Modified Pass Through 
tax-exempt bonds with private 
credit enhancement, 1602 and 
NSP1.  


 
Office of Legal Affairs LIHTC Allocation including 


available TCAP funding 
 
Office of Existing Housing Rental Assistance 
 
In addition to the staff directly involved in the lending and administering of these rental 
housing resources, other Authority staff are involved in the ongoing management of 
rental housing developed by these resources.  The Authority utilizes both contractual 
service employees and state employees to administer rental assistance throughout the 
state. 
 
vi.         Table of Programmatic Resources.  The following table summarizes the 
programmatic resources that the state anticipates will be available to address the need 
for affordable housing.  Program availability, however, depends on the extent to which 
funds are appropriated.  Additionally, individual programs may be mandated to provide 
services to a particular population and may have eligibility criteria.  Therefore, not every 
individual and family in need of assistance will be eligible for all programs. 







 
 


PROGRAM 
 
AGENCY 


 
PROGRAM DESCRIPTION 


 
TYPE 


 
ELIGIBLE APPLICANTS 


 
TANF 


 
DHS 


 
Provides financial assistance to families with children 
and the parent(s) or other caretaker with whom they 
are living, to help the family attain or retain the 
capacity for maximum self support and personal 
independence. 


 
Fed/ 
State 


 
Qualified families with children. 


 
HOME Rental Housing Programs 


 
MSHDA 


 
Provides long-term mortgages for housing 
developments of 12-49 units new construction or up to 
100 units for rehabilitation in targeted areas of the 
state.  All units are targeted to incomes of 60 percent 
of area median or less. 


 
State 


 
Qualified nonprofits, consumer 
housing cooperatives, and limited 
dividend housing association limited 
partnerships. 


 
Modified Pass Through Program 


 
MSHDA 


 
Provides mortgage loans for new construction or 
rehabilitation of rental units.  Bonds are backed by 
credit enhancement provided by the developer. 


 
State 


 
Qualified nonprofit, consumer 
housing corporations, and limited 
dividend housing association limited 
partnerships. 


 
Section 8 Existing Rent Allowance 
Program 


 
MSHDA 


 
Provides assistance to eligible individuals and families 
to pay their rent.  Household income may not exceed 
50 percent of area median income. 


 
Federal 


 
Eligibility based on income limits 
established by HUD. 


 
Senior Citizen Rent Subsidy 


 
Treasury 


 
Provides a refundable tax credit up to $1,200 for 
seniors who use over 40% of their income for rent. 


 
State 


 
Senior citizens. 


 
State Disability Assistance 


 
DHS 


 
Provides cash assistance for disabled persons. 


 
State 


 
Disabled persons not eligible for 
TANF or SDA. 
 


 
Tax Exempt Direct Lending  


 
MSHDA 


 
Provides low interest mortgages for new construction 
of 50 to 150 rental unit developments.  At least 40% of 
the units must be affordable to households at 60 
percent of median or less. 


 
State 


 
Qualified nonprofit, consumer 
housing cooperatives, and limited 
dividend housing association limited 
partnerships. 


 
Taxable Bond/Low Income Housing Tax 
Credit (LIHTC) Program 


 
MSHDA 


 
Provides mortgage loans in conjunction with the 9% 
LIHTC for new construction or substantial 
rehabilitation of rental developments. 


 
State 


 
Qualified nonprofit, consumer 
housing cooperatives, and limited 
dividend housing association limited 
partnerships. 
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2. Goal 2: Improve and preserve the existing affordable housing stock and 
neighborhoods. 
 


a. Analysis.  To assure that future generations of Michigan's citizens will continue to have an 
adequate supply of rental housing, the preservation of the existing affordable rental housing stock is 
another top priority of the Michigan Consolidated Plan.   
 
According to data from the U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2008 American Community Survey, 52 
percent of all renter households in Michigan surveyed reported some form of housing need. Of these 
households, very low-income individuals and families accounted for 77 percent of all renter 
households with a housing need, while other low-income and moderate-income individuals and 
families accounted for 17.5 percent and 5.3 percent respectively. 
 
Throughout the state, cost burden is by far the most common problem among households with 
housing needs.  There are 483,219 low-income households in Michigan with housing problems. 
Not surprisingly, lower-income households tend to have more housing problems-80 percent of renters 
making less than 30 percent of median report housing problems.  However, housing problems among 
elderly households earning less than 50 percent of median income is less than the general population 
 
Among large renter households, however, housing problems are more likely compared to all Michigan 
households.   93 percent of large renter households earning less than 30% of median income report 
housing problems.  92 percent of these households earning between 30-50 percent median incomes 
have housing problems.  
 
Among renter households with housing problems, minority renters are the hardest hit.  Fully 60 
percent of non-Hispanic households have housing problems (and about 55 percent of Hispanics), 
compared with 48 percent of whites.  About 80 percent of Black non-Hispanic renter households 
earning less than 50 percent of median have a housing problem, as well as about 78 percent of 
Hispanic renter households with the same income level. 
 
In addition to the need for affordable rental housing, it is expected that greater pressure will be 
exerted on converting the existing supply of assisted housing units over the next five years.  More 
than half of the remaining subsidy contracts for many of the existing assisted housing units are 
scheduled to expire in the next few years.  A majority of the units eligible for prepayment are located 
in the metropolitan areas of the state. 
 
Based on the foregoing analysis, extremely low- and very low-income households have been 
assigned a high priority under Goal 2.  Other low-income households have been assigned a medium 
priority. 
 
b. Strategy Development.  Market conditions throughout most of the state suggest that state 
and local housing programs should emphasize rehabilitation and preservation of the existing housing 
stock over new construction. 
 
Preservation and rehabilitation will not by themselves solve Michigan's need for affordable housing, 
and there are a number of situations in which new construction may be the most appropriate means 
for developing affordable rental housing.  In high cost areas, the demand for housing is stronger, and 
the private market is unable to serve the housing needs of those not able to exercise effective 
demand.  New construction may also be warranted in areas where there is a lack of appropriate 
housing to meet identified housing needs.  For example, multifamily rental housing may not exist in 
some markets where there is a need to meet the demand of the elderly.  The construction of new 
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housing may also be warranted as part of an overall program for economic development or 
neighborhood revitalization.  Finally, new construction may be the most appropriate means of meeting 
housing need in areas that are experiencing population and economic growth, but where income 
levels are too low to permit the private market to provide the additional housing that is required. 
 
Based on the foregoing, rehabilitation and preservation will be primary activities pursued by the state 
during the next 5 years under Goal 2.  New construction will be a secondary activity used as a tool in 
specific market areas where the housing stock is not available for rehabilitation or is insufficient to 
meet the housing demand. . 
 
Specific MSHDA programs will continue to support the improvement of housing in Michigan 
communities and neighborhoods.  These programs are listed below, and/or in other sections of this 
Plan: 
 
i. Neighborhood Preservation.   Neighborhood stabilization and preservation funding is made 
available through MSHDA’s Office of Community Development.  This component of the Housing 
Resource Fund is designed to assist local efforts to comprehensively address neighborhood 
revitalization in geographically defined target areas.  It is designed to maximize community impact by 
funding neighborhood improvement activities, including small- scale rental (1-24 units), in support of 
affordable housing in a targeted residential area to reverse patterns of disinvestment.  Revitalization 
may occur through the use of infrastructure improvement, neighborhood beautification, demolition, 
and/or neighborhood marketing.    
 
ii. Property Improvement Loans.  From FY10-FY14 MSHDA's Office of Community Development 
expects to make approximately $5 million in Property Improvement Program (PIP) Loans available to 
owners of small scale affordable rental housing in communities throughout the state.  PIP offers 
interest rates from four to eight percent for loans to improve the property; including energy 
conservation, accessibility modifications and the repair of hazards to health and safety.  
 
iii. Technical Assistance.  The Michigan State Housing Development Authority has administered 
a comprehensive technical assistance (TA) program since FY94 to assist the affordable housing 
endeavors of community-based organizations and local units of government (LOGs).  MSHDA has a 
variety of loan and grant programs to finance the housing efforts of these nonprofits and LOGs.  The 
purpose of MSHDA's TA program is to assign competent intermediaries and other consultants to 
nonprofits and LOGs in order to assist them in implementing neighborhood revitalization and 
administering housing loan and grant housing programs regardless of funding source. 
 
MSHDA FY10 TA funding for will be approximately $500,000.   In conjunction with MSHDA funded 
TA, the Authority also administers a HUD funded TA program that target groups using HOME funds.  
In FY10 MSHDA will administer $150,000 for HOME TA and $225,000 for CHDO TA.  These funds 
will continue to build capacity of community-based groups and in their production of quality affordable 
units over the next few years. 
 
iv. HOME Rental Rehabilitation Program (HPRP).  MSHDA uses HOME funds to support 
moderate rehabilitation of affordable rental units through state recipients.  Funding is offered through 
the Office of Community Development’s Housing Resource Fund and Neighborhood Preservation 
Program.  The HRRP is designed to help a local unit of government provide funding assistance to 
improve investor-owned property, especially in their downtowns. Rents are controlled and the rental 
units must remain affordable for five years.   
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v. Neighborhood Stabilization Program 1 and 2.  MSHDA will use NSP funding to acquire 
foreclosed properties for rehabilitation or demolition, if blighted.  Additional activities include the 
acquisition of vacant or abandoned buildings for rehabilitation or demolition with possible new 
construction in areas where market demand is sufficient.   
 
c. Investment Plan.  The state will endeavor to pursue the following programmatic resources 
during the next five years.  The state, where feasible, may support applications for these programs 
and resources from eligible nonprofits and other entities when the application is not limited to such 
entities.  However, when the state is also an eligible applicant, it may take the lead and apply directly 
for funding. 
 
Program availability depends on the extent to which funds are authorized and appropriated.  The five-
year projections contained in this report are simple estimates that assume a constant funding level for 
federal housing programs.  Where appropriate, the state has provided specific budget information and 
goals based on funds available during the current fiscal year, and as more information becomes 
available regarding the structure and the funding levels of federal housing programs, the State will 
revise and update its five year projections to the extent required by the consolidated plan process.  
 
i.          Federal Resources.  The state will use several federal resources leveraged with resources 
from MSHDA in its efforts to improve and preserve Michigan's existing affordable housing stock and 
neighborhoods.   
 
MSHDA will continue to fund the Office of Community Development’s Housing Resource Fund (HRF), 
which provides funding for non-profits and local units of government for a variety of affordable housing 
and community development activities.  Funding can be used for homebuyer assistance, homeowner 
assistance, neighborhood preservation, rental development of 1-24 units, and rental rehabilitation.  
The HRF will be funded at approximately a $4 million level in FY10.  Funding is generally used to 
assist households at or below 80% of area median income, except for rental activities where funding 
is generally targeted to households at or below 60% of area median income.   
 
The Michigan CDBG Program, administered by the Michigan Economic Development Corporation, 
has contracted with MSHDA to administer the housing program.  The FY10 allocation for housing is 
projected to be approximately $8 million representing about 25 percent of the state's estimated FY10 
CDBG allocation. These funds are used for county wide low-income homeowner rehabilitation 
programs and to fund the Office of Community Development’s Housing Resource Fund.  It is 
projected that 75 percent of the homes assisted will belong to households earning 50 percent or less 
of area median income; 100 percent of these units belong to households earning 80 percent or less of 
area median income.  
 
The Michigan Department of Human Services (DHS) allocates the Department of Energy funds used 
for weatherization of the homes of low-income households.  FY10 resources are anticipated to be 
approximately $325.4 million which includes the increased federal stimulus funding appropriated in 
2009.    During FY10, it is anticipated that over 6,000 homes will be weatherized through this program.  
Often the weatherization funds are used in conjunction with other rehabilitation programs, such as PIP 
and CDBG.  Approximately 88 percent of the households assisted under the weatherization program 
are homeowners, and approximately 12 percent of the households assisted are renters.   
 
The state devotes a variety of resources to the preservation of housing serving very low- and low-
income households.  Several of these resources have specific goals such as weatherization, which 
may not result in properties being brought up to Housing Quality Standards (HQS).  MSHDA will 
continue to provide low cost home improvement financing by utilizing a network of lenders and 







communities who participate in the program throughout the state, with a priority to households, which 
do not meet minimum quality standards. 
 
ii.         Private Resources.  In the administration of state and federal funding, the state will continue to 
encourage the leveraging of other funding to maximize limited resources.  For example, MSHDA will 
provide PIP loans in conjunction with HRRP to qualified borrowers.   
 
MSHDA has a policy regarding the preservation of Section 8 developments it has financed.  The goal 
of this policy is to maintain the existing subsidized housing stock financed by MSHDA as a resource 
for low-income households for its remaining economic life, which is expected to extend well beyond 
the prepayment options of these loans.  This policy will have the potential for preserving low-income 
housing into perpetuity and is expected to provide a resource for the continuation of worthwhile 
housing and support services delivered by nonprofit organizations.  
 
MSHDA's Homeownership Division offers a single family loan which combines rehabilitation funding 
with a mortgage loan for acquisition.  The loans are offered as a tool in assuring that affordable 
housing is preserved for low income use and that neighborhoods in need of revitalization have more 
financing resources.  The loans are offered at a very affordable rate using Neighborhood Stabilization 
Funds.   


                
iii.        State Resources.  MSHDA anticipates that funding for various state and federal programs not 
covered by the Consolidated Plan but with housing related activities will continue to be available 
during FY10.  For example, the Michigan Department of Treasury administers the Homestead 
Property Tax Credit and Special Assessment Deferment Program.  Although these are primarily tax 
policies, they also make housing more affordable in the state.  
 
iv.        Geographic Distribution.  The state's resources directed towards Goal 2 are available 
statewide with no specific geographic distribution. 
 
v. Housing Delivery System.  Effective renewal and preservation of housing stock in 
neighborhoods and communities statewide requires thoughtful strategic targeting of scarce resources 
to a competent community-based delivery system working in concert with local government. 
 
In many communities, the cost of rehabilitating units exceeds their after-rehab value; this market 
factor has been the primary deterrent to continued maintenance, which has led to deterioration and 
abandonment.  In these cases, public funds have a vital and unique role; when combined with the 
objective of providing affordable housing, HOME funds and other grant investments can contribute to 
the quality of life in a deteriorating neighborhood while providing an affordable housing unit at a low 
effective cost.  These public funds serve as an essential catalyst to "jump-start" neighborhood 
investment. 
 
Even if there were sufficient funding to address a majority of a neighborhood's housing needs, 
however, HOME and other public affordable housing resources are not appropriate sole sources for 
neighborhood revitalization.  MSHDA prioritizes funding for communities where the investment is 
consistent with local planning, and where community residents are competently and thoughtfully 
investing funds to maximize other owner investment in the community. 
 
These strategies have uncertain outcomes and take a long time to mature.  Rehabilitated units impact 
on a relatively small neighborhood radius.  But even where housing values do not generally rise to 
meet rehab costs, some public benefit is achieved.  Community residents are renewed and re-
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committed to the future of their neighborhood, and they have renewed opportunity to impact on their 
own destiny. 
 
As a result, MSHDA's community development efforts will be prioritized around viable communities, 
which provide workable plans for neighborhood preservation and revitalization, which seem likely to 
maximize other owner investment.  MSHDA's competitive grant-making will include these elements as 
criteria in its consideration of funding decisions.  Likewise, MSHDA's technical assistance will be 
oriented toward expanding the competence of nonprofits, especially community housing development 
organizations (CHDOs) and local units of government to implementing housing projects consistent 
with these goals. 
 
vi. Service Delivery and Management.  The state intends to continue its current method of 
distributing resources through a variety of mechanisms, each best suited to the funding source or 
particular need being addressed.  The state will continue to rely on its housing finance agency, the 
Michigan State Housing Development Authority, to deliver the majority of housing programs for the 
state, including those both federally and state funded. 
 
MSHDA is the primary agent for the delivery of state resources to accomplish Goal 2, with the 
exception of the DOE weatherization funds, which are administered by the Michigan Department of 
Human Services.  To accomplish this effort, MSHDA relies on various delivery mechanisms to offer 
the resources on a decentralized basis throughout the state.  Local units of government provide both 
homeowner and rental rehabilitation loans and grants funded by CDBG, HOME, and MSHDA's PIP 
loan program, with MSHDA staff providing training and oversight nonprofit organizations, including 
Michigan Community Action Agencies (CAAs), provide weatherization and rehabilitation funds. 


  
MSHDA divisions responsible for the various programs involved in Goal 2 include: 
 
Office of Community Development Housing Resource Fund 


CDBG Housing Program 
HOME Rental Rehabilitation Program) 
Property Improvement Loans 
 
Technical Assistance to Nonprofits and LOGs 
Property Improvement Program (PIP) 
Neighborhood Stabilization Program 
 


Office of Asset Management  Flexible Subsidies 
  MSHDA Preservation  


MSHDA Tenant Subsidies 
 
vii. Table of Programmatic Resources.  The following table summarizes the programmatic 


resources that the state anticipates will be available to address the need for affordable 
housing.  Program availability, however, depends on the extent to which funds are 
appropriated.  Additionally, individual programs may be mandated to provide services to a 
particular population and may have eligibility criteria.  Therefore, not every individual and 
family in need of assistance will be eligible for all programs. 
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PROGRAM 


 
AGENCY 


 
PROGRAM DESCRIPTION 


 
TYPE 


 
ELIGIBLE APPLICANTS 


 
Rental Rehabilitation 


 
MSHDA 


 
Forgivable loans will be provided for 75 percent of rehab 
amount, up to $14,999 per unit.  All units must be affordable to 
households at 60 percent of median or less with at least 20 
percent of the units affordable to households with incomes less 
than 50 percent of median. 


 
Federal 


 
Local units of government. 


 
Home Heating Credit 


 
Treasury 


 
Provides a tax credit for low-income households based on 
income, number of exemptions, and actual home heating costs. 


 
State/ 
Federal 


 
Low-income households 
except ADC and GA 
recipients. 


 
Homebuyer 
Purchase/Rehab (HPR) 


 
MSHDA 


 
Provides, in addition to Home Downpayment Assistance, funds 
for moderate rehabilitation after the low-income buyer 
purchases the home. 


 
Federal 


 
Nonprofits and local units of 
government. 


 
Homestead Property Tax 
Credits 


 
Treasury 


 
Provides a refundable tax credit to homeowners with high 
property tax burdens. 


 
State 


 
No limitation; however, 
credit varies depending on 
age, veteran, disability, etc. 


 
Low-Income Home 
Weatherization Program 


 
DHS 


 
Provides assistance for eligible households for energy 
conservation measures. 


 
Federal 


 
Community Action 
Agencies. 


 
Michigan CDBG Program 


 
MSHDA 


 
CDBG funds are used by local units of government to provide 
loans and grants for the rehabilitation of single family and rental 
units serving low and moderate-income households and to 
make neighborhood improvements. 


 
Federal 


 
Small cities and non-urban 
counties. 


 
Neighborhood 
Preservation  


 
MSHDA 


 
Provides financing for demolition, infrastructure, beautification 
and rehabilitation and/or new construction of 1-24 rental units or 
homeowner rehabilitation to revitalize targeted neighborhoods. 


 
State 


 
Communities and qualified 
nonprofit or for-profit 
housing corporations. 
 


 
Property Improvement 
Program (PIP) 


 
MSHDA 


 
Provides low interest loans to owners of small-scale affordable 
rental housing loans to make permanent improvements to their 
properties. 


 
State 


 
Investor owners. 


 
Special Assessment 
Deferment Program 


 
Treasury 


 
Permits deferral of special assessments for low-income seniors 
and totally and permanently disabled persons until they die or 
sell their home. 


 
State 


 
To qualify must have 
income under $13,000. 
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3. Goal 3: Increase sustainable homeownership opportunities for individuals and families 
by reducing the costs of homeownership. 


 
a. Analysis.  Homeownership has been the ideal for generations of Americans and remains the 
dominant form of housing tenure for Michigan households.  Michigan households have one of the 
highest rates of homeownership in the nation.  In 2008, 74.1 percent of all Michigan households were 
homeowners.  Michigan generally is considered to have affordable opportunities for homeownership, 
the overall proportion of owners among all households increased from 73.8 top 74.1 percent between 
2000 and 2008.  The rate of homeownership was 66.5 percent in the urban centers of the State and 
78 percent in the exurban areas.  In the rural areas, 79.4 percent of all households were homeowners. 
 
Unfortunately, as indicated in the overview, Michigan is also one of the states hardest hit by 
foreclosures.  According to the U. S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, about seven 
percent of all Michigan owner-occupied units with mortgages were in foreclosure in 2008.  Other 
indicators of housing distress were also high.  About five percent of all residential addresses were 
vacant for 90 days as of June 2008, according to the U. S. Postal Service.  In addition, the picture for 
future foreclosures in the state was grim; about 26% of mortgages originated between 2004 and 2006 
were what HUD identified as high-cost loans.   
 
Many of the neighborhoods in the urban and exurban areas of the state contain a substantial supply 
of low priced single-family housing; however, there are a number of obstacles to using these 
resources to increase sustainable homeownership opportunities for low and very low-income 
households.  First, many of these units are older and may not currently provide a quality 
homeownership opportunity.  It remains difficult for low-income individuals and families to obtain the 
necessary financing for the major repairs and renovations that are frequently required for older 
housing. 


 
Second, some neighborhoods in which these units are located may not provide safe and attractive 
environments.  High foreclosure rates add to the disinvestment in the neighborhoods.  Poor quality of 
public services may also be a detriment to investing in a home in these areas. 
 
Third, there are issues related to the ability of very low- and low-income households to qualify for the 
purchase of a home.  Even when the price of a home is modest, the purchaser most likely will have to 
qualify for some type of financing.  The continuing housing crisis in our nation is making it even more 
difficult for very low and low income households to qualify for mortgage financing.  The accumulation 
of a down payment and closing costs is also difficult for most very low- and low-income households.    
Serious credit problems also remain a barrier for many low-income households. 
 
Fourth, many very low and low income owner households have suffered income loss from 
unemployment or underemployment and/or were targets of subprime lending leading to the threat of 
or actual foreclosure of their homes.  
 
Finally, some very low-income households who already own their own homes lack the resources for 
repairs to keep their homes safe and habitable.  This situation is faced in segments of the population 
where homeownership is very high; senior citizens and rural families are two such groups.   
 
Based on the foregoing analysis, existing homeowners of all categories and other low-income, first-
time homebuyers have been assigned high or medium priority.  Homeowners who are very low 
income (31 to 50 percent Median Family Income (MFI)) and first-time homebuyers who are low 
income (50 to 80 percent MFI have been assigned a high priority.  Households with extremely 
low-income (0 to 30 percent MFI) have been assigned a medium priority.  
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b. Strategy Development.  Market conditions throughout most of the state suggest that 
programs under Goal 3 should reduce the cost of homeownership to both potential and existing 
homeowners; consequently, acquisition, rehabilitation, and homebuyer assistance will be primary 
activities pursued by the State during the next 5 years under Goal 3.  New construction will be a 
secondary activity. 
 
The State has offered low-cost loans to low-income homebuyers since 1971 through MSHDA's Single 
Family Mortgage Loan Program.  The Downpayment Assistance Program provides downpayment 
assistance on certain first mortgages through MSHDA’s Homeownership Division.  MSHDA’s sales 
price and income eligibility guidelines apply.  Property Improvement loans are offered with interest 
rates on a sliding scale, depending on income, to add energy conservation improvements, make the 
home more accessible, and/or repair hazards to health and safety.  The Save the Dream Program is a 
toll free hotline that connects callers to a MSHDA certified foreclosure prevention counselor inn their 
area. The Homeownership Counseling Program provides pre-purchase homebuyer education, 
financial management, budget counseling, credit repair counseling, home maintenance training, pre-
purchase home inspections and foreclosure prevention counseling.    
  
c.         Investment Plan.  The state will endeavor to pursue the following programmatic resources 
during the next five years.  The state, where feasible, may support applications for these programs 
and resources from eligible nonprofits and other entities when the application is not limited to such 
entities.  However, when the state is also an eligible applicant, it may take the lead and apply directly 
for funding. 
 
Program availability depends on the extent to which funds are authorized and appropriated.  The five- 
year projections contained in this report are simple estimates that assume a constant funding level for 
federal housing programs.  Where appropriate, the state has provided specific budget information and 
goals based on funds available during the current fiscal year, and as more information becomes 
available regarding the structure and the funding levels of federal housing programs, the State will 
revise and update its five year projections to the extent required by the consolidated plan process.  
 
i. Federal Resources.  The State of Michigan allocates a major portion of its volume cap for the 
operation of MSHDA's Single Family Mortgage loan programs.  It is projected that $50 million will be 
used for Single Family mortgage loans in FY10.  Over five years, MSHDA expects to provide over 
$275 million in Single Family mortgages.  It is estimated that 80 percent of these funds will assist 
families with incomes less than 80 percent of the statewide median income. 
 
The State allocated approximately $4 million of its estimated FY10 HOME funds for the Office of 
Community Development’s Housing Resource Fund (HRF).  The HRF can be used for a single family 
acquisition/development/resale program implemented by CHDOs, nonprofits, and state recipients.  
With these funds, local units of government and nonprofit organizations will be provided with the 
resources to acquire and rehabilitate or newly construct single-family housing for resale to low-income 
households or to develop purchase strategies to help low-income families qualify for financing within 2 
years.  Grants and no-interest loans may be used to make units affordable to families with incomes 
below 30 percent of area median.  Nonprofits located within a HOME PJ are required to obtain a local 
match of their State HRF request.  The Housing Resource Fund also provides for down payment 
assistance to low income homebuyers through a separate down payment assistance component 
administered by local nonprofits. 
 
The State received $98 million in Neighborhood Stabilization Program1 funds in 2009 for the 
acquisition and rehabilitation of foreclosed, vacant or abandoned properties.  MSHDA allocated 


V-15 







approximately $32 million of these funds to local units of government and nonprofit organization to 
undertake eligible activities in neighborhoods hard hit by the foreclosure crisis. These activities will 
continue through FY13. 
  
The State received $290 million in Neighborhood Stabilization Program 2 funds for the Michigan 
NSP2 Consortium.  The Consortium members will use this funding in FY10-FY13 to alleviate blight, 
acquire and rehabilitate homes, and increase land bank capacity.  Local governments bring their 
experience at implementing housing construction, rehab and demolition.  Land banks bring their 
unique powers under Michigan’s model state law, including the ability to acquire, hold, assemble and 
maintain property, Brownfield credit and tax-increment financing authority, and the ability to quiet title 
and hold property tax-free for future redevelopment in the public interest.   As lead agency, MSHDA 
will conduct oversight and reporting activities, as well as help local partners build capacity to re-vision 
neighborhoods in the Michigan economy of the 21st Century.  
  
The State received $154.5 million in federal stimulus funding to help families facing foreclosures.  The 
funds will be spent to help families who can’t pay their mortgages because of job loses, unable to 
refinance because their mortgages are upside down, or to give relief from second mortgage 
payments. 
 
ii. Private Resources.  In the administration of State and federal funding, the State will continue 
to encourage the leveraging of other funding to maximize limited resources. 
 
MSHDA has an established Homeownership Counseling Network, an educational service providing 
information on all affordable home purchase options, financial literacy, foreclosure prevention 
counseling and credit repair counseling.  The Network supports MSHDA programs, such as the  
single family mortgage loan, downpayment assistance and graduated purchase assistance programs.  
MSHDA has traditionally committed approximately $860,000 of its resources in support of the 
Homeownership Counseling Network however; due to ongoing foreclosure crisis that amount was 
increased to $8,148,000 in the 2009-2010 fiscal year.  MSHDA received $192,297 from HUD Housing 
Counseling Assistance Program grant and $3,678,376 from National Foreclosure Mitigation 
Counseling Program grant in the 2009-2010 program year to support the Homeownership Counseling 
Network. If the federal government maintains its current support for affordable housing programs, 
including foreclosure prevention, MSHDA expects to continue to invest in homeownership counseling, 
providing $5,000,000 from FY10-14. 
 
iii.  MSHDA's Single Family Mortgage loans are available statewide through participating lenders.  
The Homeownership Counseling Network is also available statewide.  The Housing Resource Fund is 
available statewide.  
 
iv. Service Delivery and Management.  The State intends to continue its current method of 
distributing resources through a variety of mechanisms, each best suited to the funding source or 
particular need being address.  The State will continue to rely on its housing finance agency, the 
Michigan State Housing Development Authority, to deliver the majority of housing programs of the 
state, including those both federally and State funded. 
 
For example, MSHDA contracts with 52 lenders with multiple statewide branches to deliver its Single 
Family Mortgage loans. MSHDA staff or contractors inspect homes prior to commitment and review all 
closing documents to assure income eligibility and underwriting criteria are met.  The Homeownership 
Counseling Network covers most Michigan counties and is comprised of 75 agencies with 227 
certified counselors.  
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MSHDA Office of Community Development staff is responsible for the training and monitoring of 
communities and nonprofits implementing the Housing Resource Fund components. 
 
v. Table of Programmatic Resources.  The following table summarizes the programmatic 
resources that the State anticipates will be available to address the need for affordable housing.  
Program availability, however, depends on the extent to which funds are appropriated.  Additionally, 
individual programs may be mandated to provide services to a particular population and may have 
eligibility criteria.  Therefore, not every individual and family in need of assistance will be eligible for all 
programs. 







 
 


PROGRAM 
 


AGENCY 
 


PROGRAM DESCRIPTION 
 


TYPE 
 


ELIGIBLE APPLICANTS 
 
NSP Acquisition/Rehab 
Homeownership Program 


 
MSHDA 


 
Provides loans to single family households for the 
acquisition and rehab of existing foreclosed homes.  
Household income may not exceed 120% AMI. 


 
State 


 
Family income below 120% 
AMI. 


 
HOME 
Acquisition/Development/Resale 


 
MSHDA 


 
Grants and no-interest loans may be used to make 
units affordable to families with incomes below 80 
percent of area median. 


 
Federal 


 
Community based 
organizations and local units 
of government. 


 
Downpayment Assistance 


 
MSHDA 


 
Provides homeownership assistance of up to 
$5,000 per unit.  All first-time homebuyers must 
have incomes of 80 percent of median or less. 


 
State 


 
Nonprofit organizations, local 
units of government, or 
lenders participating in 
MSHDA Single Family 
Mortgage Program. 


 
HOME American Dream 
Downpayment Initiative 


 
MSHDA 


 
Provides homeownership assistance for first-time 
homebuyers through local Habitat for Humanity 
affiliates.  


 
Federal 


 
Habitat for Humanity affiliates. 


 
Homebuyer Purchase/Rehab 
(HPR) 


 
MSHDA 


 
Provides, in addition to the Downpayment 
Assistance, funds for moderate rehabilitation after 
the low-income buyer purchases the home. 


 
Federal 


 
Nonprofits and local units of 
government. 


 
Michigan Mortgage Credit 
Certificate Program (currently 
unfunded but possible within 
five year period)  


 
MSHDA 


 
Provides up to 20% federal income tax credit on 
mortgage interest.  Household income may not 
exceed $56,650 annually.  Primarily for first-time 
homebuyers. 


 
State 


 
Family income below $56,650, 
purchase price limits apply. 


 
Single Family Mortgage 
Program 


 
MSHDA 


 
Provides low interest rate mortgages for new and 
existing houses, new single section mobile homes, 
and some condominiums.  Household income must 
be under $56,650 for the purchase of a new home 
or existing home. 


 
State 


 
Family income below $56,650, 
purchase price limits apply. 


 
Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) 
“Key to Own” Homeownership 
Program 


 
MSHDA 


 
Provides voucher subsidy to assist HCV household 
in qualifying for and purchasing their own home. 


 
Federal 


 
HCV families successfully 
participating in the Family 
Self-Sufficiency (FSS) 
Program. 
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4. Goal 4: Make homeless assistance more effective and responsive to local need through 
local autonomy and movement toward continuum of care. 
 
a. Analysis.  The ability to accurately estimate the number of homeless has increased 
dramatically with the implementation of the Homeless Management Information System (HMIS).  The 
Michigan State Homeless Management Information System (MSHMIS) is a single database platform 
that provides an unduplicated count of homeless persons living in each region of Michigan. The 
system also measures patterns of service use and the effectiveness of the services delivered, 
providing the ability to assess progress across programs and regions. It was developed to improve 
consistency of reporting among Michigan’s Continuum of Care (CoC) network and includes 
information from all the service organizations in each region, a total of 524 organizations statewide 
 
Based on the 2009 Statewide Continuum of Care: Gaps Analysis, the state has an unmet need of 
1,012 emergency shelter beds, 1,232 transitional housing units and 1,232 permanent supportive 
housing units for homeless individuals.  Additionally, the state has an unmet need of 697 emergency 
shelter beds, 1,505 transitional housing units and 2,649 permanent supportive housing units for 
homeless families.  
 
Research in Michigan and throughout the country has found that homelessness is not as much a 
condition or state of being as it is a symptom of more complex and intractable problems, including 
drug addiction, AIDS, unemployment or under employment and continued upward pressure on 
housing prices. 
 
At this time it is clear that the nature of homelessness in our state is not very different than in other 
industrial states or that the prevailing research would suggest.  Providing only for an impacted 
person’s immediate need will do little to reduce their chance of being homeless in the future.  Many 
homeless persons need more than shelter, and would gratefully repay society for this investment 
through their increased productivity.  In addition to receiving shelter, clothing, food, and medical care, 
homeless persons must be supported in their efforts to live more independently.  This support will 
have to take the form of an investment in permanent housing, training, counseling and direct services 
for longer periods of time. 
 
b. Strategy Development.   In Michigan, 83 counties are covered by the 60 Continuum of Care 
(CofCs) comprehensive 10-year plans to end homelessness. With Michigan State Housing 
Development Authority (MSHDA) technical assistance, these plans were developed by community-
based coalitions of local stakeholders, including homeless service organizations, churches, the 
business community and local government. These plans and groups have been organized into 
regional councils to make certain that limited resources are put to the best use.   MSHDA believes 
these local CofCs know best how to meet their own needs, with support and funding from State level 
agencies.    
 
In addition, MSHDA has divided the state into eight regions; each region is represented by two 
Regional Representatives.  The Regional Representatives meet monthly to share best practices in 
ending homelessness; in addition, representatives travel to other regions within the state to share best 
practices.  MSHDA has three staff members, Homeless Assistance Specialists, who are assigned to 
specific regions.  The regional concept has successfully linked communities working to ending 
homelessness and has enhanced MSHDA’s ability to provide technical assistance.   
 
At the state level, the Campaign to End Homelessness Statewide Implementation Group (the 
Michigan CSIG) is actively involved in developing state level policies and procedures o support the 
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local 10 year Plans to End Homelessness.   Critical elements of our current and long-term strategy 
are: 
 
1. Support efforts to continue to develop State-Level policy and strategies for ending chronic 


homelessness. 
2. Develop collaborative models and cross-systems initiatives to increase linkages of housing to 


services and support. 
3. Promote a Housing First approach through prevention and rapid re-housing activities. 
4. Increase access to and expand supply of supportive housing. 
5. Enhance local capacity for response. 
6. Develop strategies for increasing access to and use of mainstream resources. 
7. Improve strategies for data development, planning, and program evaluation. 
8. Expand Training and Technical Assistance. 
 
Given the large number of individuals and families who go in and out of homelessness every year and 
the need for supportive services in addition to permanent affordable housing, a high priority has been 
assigned to homeless individuals and families under Goal 4.  
 
An underlying premise of the Statewide Continuum of Care is that temporary shelter beds address the 
symptom and not the underlying need.  In order to successfully improve the condition of the homeless 
and to decrease the likelihood of recurring episodes of homelessness, it is necessary to provide 
extensive services in conjunction with rapid re-housing. Consequently, homelessness prevention and 
permanent housing providing support service components will be primary activities pursued by the 
state under Goal 4.  Maintaining or expanding existing emergency shelter space will be a secondary 
activity. 
 
c. Investment Plan.  Homelessness is a complex problem, which needs a collaborative 
response that can best be achieved at both the state and local levels.  The state alone cannot 
eliminate homelessness, nor guarantee that everyone in need of emergency shelter assistance will 
receive it.  But by working in partnership with the private sector, local communities, and the federal 
government, the state can seek to assure that programs designed to assist individuals and families 
are effective and responsive to local needs. 
 
With the availability of federal funds, state agencies have responded to the needs of the homeless in  
a variety of ways, developing programs for the prevention of homelessness, emergency services  
supportive services, and permanent housing.  In addition, innovative programs, such as the Homeless 
Assistance Recovery Program (HARP), have been developed to expand the support to homeless 
individuals and families in securing permanent affordable housing.  These programs blend a variety of 
funding sources with the expertise and experience of state agencies, for-profit and nonprofit 
developers, lenders, and communities. 
 
During FY10-FY14, the state will continue its efforts to support existing emergency shelters and 
service providers with funds for critical needs, essential services, homeless prevention, rapid re-
housing and operating expenses to maintain emergency shelter capacity adequate to meet the 
immediate needs of homeless individuals and families.  Specifically, funds based partly on the 
demand for such support will again be targeted toward those facilities, which demonstrate the greatest 
need and capacity to efficiently utilize limited resources.  At the same time, the state will actively look 
for ways to reduce the necessity for emergency shelter through the funding of transitional and 
permanent affordable housing, particularly as it relates to the linkage of housing with support services 
as described under Goal 5. 
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The state will also endeavor to pursue the following programmatic resources during the next five 
years.  Program availability depends on the extent to which funds are authorized and appropriated. 
The five-year projections contained in this report are simple estimates that assume a constant funding 
level for federal housing programs.  Where appropriate, the state has provided specific budget 
information and goals based on funds available during the current fiscal year, and as more information 
becomes available regarding the structure and the funding levels of federal housing programs, the 
State will revise and update its five year projections to the extent required by the consolidated plan 
process. 
 
i. Federal Resources.  The state anticipates receiving approximately $2.8 million of Stuart B. 
McKinney funds through the FY10 Emergency Shelter Grant (ESG).  These funds will be awarded 
through an allocation process to local continuum of care collaborative bodies.  Up to 30 percent of 
their allocation can be used to fund homelessness prevention activities.  If Emergency Shelter Grant 
funding remains constant through FY10-FY14, the State would anticipate receiving over $14 million in 
ESG funds providing services for approximately 3,000 individuals, 1,800 families along with 500 beds.      
 
ii. Private Resources.  In the administration of state and federal funding, the state will continue to 
encourage the leveraging of other funding to maximize limited resources.  The Authority has 
committed $5 million of its resources to provide additional funding for the ESG allocation process.   
 
iii. Geographic Distribution.  Homeless funds are available statewide.   
 
iv. Service Delivery and Management.  The state intends to continue its current method of 
distributing resources through an allocation process to local lead agencies designated by the CofCs. 
The state will continue to rely on its housing finance agency, the Michigan State Housing 
Development Authority, to deliver the majority of housing programs of the state, including those both 
federally and state funded. 
 
The state's homeless shelter funding is administered by the Authority, in coordination with the 
Department of Human Services (DHS), which also has funding for emergency needs available 
through its county offices.  MSHDA is the state’s lead agency in convening and coordinating the 
efforts of the Michigan Statewide Continuum of Care.  MSHDA provides key staffing, leadership, and 
administrative support for activities associated with the Michigan Homeless Assistance Advisory 
Board (MHAAB) and the statewide Continuum of Care process. The Director of the Michigan 
Homeless Assistance Advisory Board (MHAAB) serves as the Continuum Chair and Facilitator.  
  
The lead entity in Michigan’s Statewide Continuum of Care planning process is MHAAB.  This 
Advisory Board includes representatives from most of the state’s agencies and programs engaged in 
response to homeless populations, including, Housing, Mental Health, Education, Corrections, 
Veterans Affairs, Workforce Development, Family Independence Agency, HOPWA/AIDS, Homeless 
and Runaway Youth, Domestic Violence, and Substance Abuse.  Other members include 
representatives from statewide advocacy organizations, non-profit and homeless service providers, 
non-profit housing development agencies, banking, foundations, media, consumers, and local 
government.  MHAAB takes responsibility for all key elements of the Continuum of Care planning 
process.  As such, this group: a) collects statewide needs data, b) inventories existing capacity and 
resources, c) analyzes resource gaps and needs, d) assesses and establishes homeless program 
priorities, e) develops short and long term strategies and action steps for ending chronic 
homelessness and addressing homelessness in general, f) conducts an annual project development 
and prioritization process, g) reviews and assesses the impact of existing homeless resources, 
programs, and initiatives, and h) facilitates the efforts of our statewide network of locally-based 
Continuum of Care planning bodies. 
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The division at MSHDA responsible for these homeless assistance programs is the Office of Rental 
Development and Homeless Initiatives.  
 
v. Table of Programmatic Resources.  The following table summarizes the programmatic 
resources that the state anticipates will be available to address the need for affordable housing.  
Program availability, however, depends on the extent to which funds are appropriated.  Additionally, 
individual programs may be mandated to provide services to a particular population and may have 
eligibility criteria.  Therefore, not every individual and family in need of assistance will be eligible for all 
programs.  
 







 
PROGRAM 


 
AGENCY 


 
PROGRAM DESCRIPTION 


 
TYPE 


 
ELIGIBLE APPLICANTS 


 
Adult Education for the Homeless 


 
MDE 


 
Provides assistance to state education agencies 
providing literacy training for adult homeless 
individuals. 


 
State 


 
 


 
Critical Needs 


 
MSHDA 


 
Provides funding for critical or one-time needs of a 
shelter such as emergency rehabilitative services. 


 
State 


 
 


 
Emergency Community Services 
Homeless Grant (ECSHG) 


 
MDELEG 


 
Provides follow-up and long-term service to enable 
the homeless to make the transition out of poverty. 


 
Federal 


 
Community Action Agencies. 


 
Emergency Food & Shelter 


 
FEMA 


 
Provides food, shelter, and support services to 
homeless people, and makes basic repairs to 
existing shelters or feeding facilities. 


 
Federal 


 
 


 
Emergency Needs for Veterans 


 
MVTF 


 
Provides temporary assistance to Michigan veterans 
including food, shelter, clothing, utilities and medical 
assistance. 


 
State 


 
 


 
Emergency Shelter Grants Funds 


 
MSHDA 


 
Provides funding for physical rehabilitation of 
existing buildings, operating expenses for 
emergency shelters, homeless prevention, rapid re-
housing and essential services. 


 
Fed/ 
State 


 
 


 
Health Services for Homeless 


 
DHS 


 
Provides grants for health care delivery to 
homeless. 


 
Federal 


 
 


 
Homeless Children and Youth 


 
MDE 


 
Provides funding to state education agencies to 
develop and implement programs for the education 
of homeless children. 


 
State 


 
 


 
Homeless Chronically, Mentally Ill 
Veterans 


 
DVA 


 
Provides discretionary funding to VA Medical 
Centers to furnish treatment and rehabilitation 
services to eligible homeless veterans with a chronic 
mental illness. 
 
 


 
Federal 


 
 
 
 
 
 


 
Homeless Veteran Reintegration 


 
DELEG 


 
Expedites the reintegration of homeless veterans 
into the work force by providing job training, 


 
Federal 
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Program remedial education, basic literacy instruction, job 
counseling, referrals and other support services. 


 
Independent Living Services to 
Homeless and Runaway Youth 


 
DHS 


 
Provides services to homeless and runaway youth. 


 
State 


 
 


 
Michigan Veterans Trust Fund 


 
MVTF 


 
Provides temporary emergency assistance grants 
for food, shelter, clothing, utilities, and medical 
assistance. 


 
State 


 
Honorably discharged veterans 
with a specified number of days 
active wartime service. 


 
State Emergency Relief (SER) 


 
DHS 


 
Provides security deposits and first month=s rent, 
mortgage payments to prevent foreclosure, utility 
payments to prevent shutoff, and back rent to 
prevent homelessness. 


 
State 


 
Low-income households. 


 
Veterans Domiciliary Care 
Medical Centers 


 
DVA 


 
Provides funding to convert surplus space in VA to 
beds for homeless veterans. 


 
Federal 


 
 







5. Goal 5: Develop linkages between the housing and service sectors to provide greater 
housing opportunities for households with special needs. 


 
a. Analysis.  All citizens require housing that is safe, decent, and affordable.  In addition, 
housing must be accessible. 
 
The question of accessibility has a special impact on housing options for households with special 
needs such as the elderly, the frail elderly, persons with severe mental illnesses, the disabled, 
persons with HIV/AIDS, and persons with substance abuse problems.  For these individuals and their 
families, accessibility can include availability, affordability, structural accessibility, accessibility in 
terms of location, and accessibility in terms of the range of supportive services that allows people to 
live as independently as possible. 
 
i. Elderly persons.  According to the 2008 American Community Survey, there were 819,292 
"elderly households" in the state with owner occupants outnumbering renters by nearly 5 to 1.  Some 
32 percent, 317,989, of these "elderly households" were classified as having housing needs.  The 
most significant housing problem for nearly all of these housing needy was one of affordability.  The 
elderly are a significant and growing proportion of the State’s population.  In 2008, the number of 
households headed by a person 65 years or older statewide had increased from 780,014 in 2000 to 
981,775 households. 
 
Apart from the housing needs generally associated with very low and low-income households, elderly 
households may also experience difficulty in maintaining their homes.  Older homeowners tend too 
have older homes than average, which contributes to the need for more expensive home repairs in 
this age group.  The Michigan Office of Services to the Aging suggests that in addition to rental 
assistance or an increased supply of affordable housing, some elderly households may benefit from a 
range of supportive services that provide them with the opportunity to remain in their homes or 
apartments for as long as possible. 
 
ii. Frail Elderly persons.  The "frail elderly" are a subset of the total population of people who are 
elderly.  They are often more in need of housing with supportive services because they have 
conditions associated with the aging process, which impair their ability to perform instrumental or 
other activities associated with daily living.  The instrumental activities of daily living (IADL) include 
such things as managing money, shopping, using the telephone, preparing meals, light housekeeping, 
and getting around the community.  Activities of daily living (ADL) include daily hygiene, dressing, 
eating, tilting, and moving from a bed to a chair. 
 
One method for estimating the proportion of people who are elderly and "frail" is age based.  Most 
agencies that deal with persons who are elderly consider 75 the defining age for the advent of 
conditions associated with frailty.  Based on the 2005-2007 ACS data, Michigan has 459,830 frail 
elderly households, mostly homeowners.  It has been determined that 100,000 of owner households 
in this group have housing problems.  The incidence of problems increases dramatically in lower 
income cohorts; about 81 percent of households earning less than 30 percent of median income have 
housing problems.  Among renter households, the extent of the problem is much greater; 54 percent 
of frail elderly households have housing problems. 
 
There are currently a number of facilities that can serve the needs of the frail elderly.  Licensed 
nursing homes in the state can accommodate just under 47,000 persons.  About three-quarters of the 
beds are located in urban or exurban areas, while one-quarter are in the regional centers or rural 
areas of the state.   
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Homes for the Aged are a less intensive service facility offering room, board, and personal care for 
persons over the age of 60 years.  Homes for the Aged in the state can accommodate 10,000 persons 
who are elderly and in need of personal care services.  Just under 1,000 Home for the Aged beds are 
located in non-urban counties. There are Home for the Aged facilities in only 41 counties in the state.  
Three urban counties, Lapeer, Eaton, and Monroe, have no Home for the Aged facilities. Thirty-nine 
of the 58 non-metropolitan counties have no Home for the Aged facilities.  The Michigan Family 
Independence Agency manages the cases of some 9,100 adults in foster care facilities across the 
state.  It is estimated that 40 percent or approximately 3,600 are "geriatric clients." 
 
Some private sector facilities have also been developed in recent years to serve persons who are 
elderly and in need of services.  Because these facilities are not licensed, there is no reliable source 
of information on the size of the supply.  Some are congregate facilities with meals and services 
included in the rent.  The 1990 Census asked respondents to indicate whether the cost of meals was 
included in their rent.  About 7,700 households in the state reported living in such a situation.  Over 95 
percent of the households reporting meals included in the rent lived in metropolitan counties.  In fact, 
over half (54 percent) lived in Wayne, Oakland, or Macomb Counties. Unfortunately, this data was not 
updated in the 2000 Census. 
 
Other facilities serving people who are elderly have meals and services available but do not include 
the cost in the rent.  In these instances "elderly householders" may participate in the service package 
on an ala carte basis, often in response to current needs.  It is not possible to quantify the number of 
units that are available, but it is reasonable to assume that, like congregate housing and other 
specialized facilities, they are concentrated in the metropolitan areas. 
 
Some people who are frail and elderly are assisted in their own homes.  This includes persons 
receiving Home Help Services through FIA, In-Home Services funded through the Office of Services 
to the Aging and their network of regional Area Agencies on Aging along with their contract providers 
and in-home services provided through the MI Choice-Home and Community based Waiver program.  
 
iii. Persons with serious mental illness.  Research indicates that at any one time 10 percent of the 
population experiences an emotional illness or disturbance.  This estimate yields a potential adult 
population of over 600,000 persons in the state.  This estimate includes persons whose distress does 
not interfere with the activities of daily living, to persons who are determined to be dangerous to 
themselves or others. 
 
Persons with serious mental illness are generally of low income; 57% consumers with a mentally 
illness served by CMHSP in 2008 had incomes below $10,000.  CMHSP’s indicated about 5,014 
persons as residing in a homeless shelter or without permanent housing.  Additional supportive 
housing as well as affordable housing is needed. 


   
iv. Persons with developmental disabilities.  The Michigan Developmental Disabilities Council 
(DDC) is organizationally housed in MDCH and is an advocacy group for the community of people 
with developmental disabilities.  It advises the Governor and state agencies, negotiates with state 
agencies on behalf of its constituency, and builds capacity among public and private sector service 
providers.  In these roles, it is a repository of information on the community of people with 
developmental disabilities. 
 
According to DDC estimates that were derived from federal studies by Boggs and Henry and Gollay, 
as well as an analysis of prevalence rates, indicate there are between 150,000 and 176,000 
non-institutionalized developmentally disabled persons -- persons with mental retardation, cerebral 
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palsy, autism or epilepsy -- in the state.  Between 100,000 and 125,000 are adults.  It is estimated that 
10 to 12 percent of the adults are 65 years of age or older. 
 
Affordability and the assurance of support services is a major problem in securing independent 
housing to meet the needs of the people with developmental disabilities.  Most are not employed, 
either full or part-time.  In 2008, 64 percent of CMHSP consumers with developmental disabilities had 
incomes below $10,000 per year and only about 9% are employed. 
 
In addition to the issue of affordability, however, there is also the need for housing that is both 
physically adequate and accessible so as to accommodate limitations imposed by the specific 
disability.  The vulnerability of people with disabilities makes safety factors of the neighborhood in 
which the housing is located of particular importance as well. 
 
v. Persons with acquired disabilities.  An accepted estimate of the total number of persons with 
acquired handicaps in the state is based on the incidence of persons with such characteristics among 
the general population of the United States.  It is estimated tat non-institutionalized persons with 
physical handicaps who have some degree of activity limitation account for 18.2 percent of the total  
national population.  Use of this percentage would indicate that in 2000 there were over 1 million 
persons with physical disabilities in Michigan. 
 
Of these persons who experience some degree of limitation, a little over one-quarter are unable to 
perform their major activity.  This represents approximately 250,000 persons statewide.  Orthopedic  
impairments are the major cause of activity limitations among the non-elderly.  Two out of every 5 
respondents with an acquired disability indicated at a Consumer Response Initiative Forum held in 
Michigan that they were in need of architectural modifications in their living setting. 
 
The 2000 Census does provide some data on the number of persons among the working age 
population with a disability that affects their ability to work.  While it can in no way be considered 
accurate to assume that a disability that affects the ability of a person to work translates into a 
disability that affects the ability of a person to live independently, there is a least some value in noting 
a disability that has the potential to limit performance in the work place among the general population.  
The presence of a work disability is likely to result in a decreased earning potential that would have an 
impact on the ability of the person to find affordable housing. 
 
According to the Census data, in 2000 the civilian non-institutionalized population of the state 
between the ages of 16 and 64 was just over 6 million.  Of this sub-group 11 percent, about 678,000, 
identified themselves as having a work disability.  Four out of 5 of the persons with a work disability 
lived in a metropolitan county.  By definition, a work disability is not a temporary condition, but rather 
is a health condition, which has persisted for 6 months or more and has limited the kind or amount of 
work that the person can do.  The term health condition includes both mental and physical conditions. 
 
In addition to disabilities that interfered with the ability to work, the Census asked persons 16 to 64 if 
they had a medical condition that interfered with mobility or caused self-care impairment.  Just under 
134,000 persons indicated that they had a medical condition that affected mobility.  About 1 in 7 of 
these persons lived in non-metropolitan areas.  Some 185,000 persons indicated the presence of a 
health condition that impaired their ability to perform some activity of daily living.  About 13 percent of 
these lived in non-metropolitan counties. 
 
Another way to measure the number of persons who have a handicap that prevents them from 
securing affordable housing for independent living is to examine the number of persons who receive 
Supplemental Security Insurance (SSI) benefits because of a disability.  SSI is available to persons 
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who do not otherwise qualify for Social Security benefits.  Because of the restrictions imposed on 
participation in the program, recipients of SSI have limited incomes, as well as limitations on assets.  
In order to receive SSI assistance based on disability, a person must be unable to secure substantial, 
gainful employment.  That is, they are unable to find and maintain employment that will allow them to 
earn more than $500 a month.  Their disability must also be considered permanent and not 
temporary.  The receipt of benefits requires that a person be disabled for at least a year.  While it is 
presumed that these persons are capable of living independently, the modest amount of the grant 
could be indicative of a housing need based on the criterion of affordability. 
 
vi. Persons with substance abuse problems.  Recent federal surveys indicate that about 1 out 
of 10 residents (about 837,000 persons) in Michigan, age 12 and older, are either dependent on or 
have abused alcohol or an illicit drug sometime during the past year.   In 2008, the Sate recorded 
some 71,000 admissions to substance abuse treatment programs.  For those admitted, 
alcohol is the drug of choice, accounting for 41.9 percent the total.  Marijuana/hashish users 
was second with 19.3 percent, followed closely by cocaine use, including crack cocaine at 
16.1 percent  and heroin at 14.2 percent of those admitted for treatment. Other drugs, such 
as opiates, prescription drugs, hallucinogens and amphetamines each accounted for six 
percent or less of the total admissions. 
 
vii. Persons with HIV/AIDS and related diseases.  The 2009 Epidemiologic Profile of HIV/AIDS in 
Michigan, prepared by the Michigan Department of Community Health, estimates that there are  
18,200 people living with HIV/AIDS in the state.  This prevalence (total living cases, old and new 
combined) has been stable; however the drop in HIV related mortality requires that these estimates 
be re-evaluated.  If HIV incidence (new cases) does not decrease then prevalence will increase since 
more infected persons are living longer. 
 
Currently, persons with AIDS have lived in all counties in the state.  The rate of new HIV diagnoses 
remained stable in Southeast Michigan (Wayne (including Detroit), Oakland, Macomb, Monroe, 
Lapeer, and St. Clair counties and in the rest of the state.  Overall, about two-thirds of new diagnoses 
are among residents of Southeast Michigan and about one-third in the rest of the state.   
 
Of the total number of persons with reported cases of AIDS, 77 percent are males.  59 percent are 
non-Hispanic blacks, while some 35 percent are non-Hispanic whites.  Persons of Hispanic origin 
accounted for only 4 percent of the reported cases.  Some 30 percent of all of the persons with 
reported cases of AIDS were between the ages of 30 and 39 when the report was made.  11 percent 
were between the ages of 18 and 29 and another 32 percent were between 40 and 49 years of age.  
16 percent were over the age of 50.   
 
Research suggests that individuals with AIDS and HIV need a continuum of care to meet their 
housing needs including (1) independent living with and without support services that are long term, 
(2) emergency shelters that are short term, (3) independent living with ongoing assistance including 
rental assistance and housekeeping, (4) congregate supportive living where residents are capable of 
most self-care, (5) congregate supervised living (often critical for drug treatment on a short term basis, 
or long term assisted living for persons with vision or ambulation problems, and some 
emotional/mental disorders and weakness), (6) critical care with 24 hours nursing home supervision, 
(7) step-down units where patients are medically stable but need sub-acute medical care and 24 hour 
supervision, and (8) hospice care. 
 
Given the large need for supportive services in addition to permanent affordable housing, a high 
priority has been assigned to homeless individuals and families under Goal 5.  
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b. Strategy Development.  The preceding analysis suggests that state and local programs 
should assist special needs populations, such as the elderly, and must emphasize persons with 
disabilities and substance abuse problems.  For these individuals and their families, accessibility can 
include availability, affordability, structural accessibility, accessibility in terms of location, and 
accessibility in terms of the range of supportive services that allows people to live as independently as 
possible. 
 
There are a number of facilities and services in the state for people with disabilities, developmental 
disabilities as well as acquired disabilities, and mental illnesses including: 
 
  • Independent Living Services: A Michigan Department of Human Services (DHS) program to 


restore or maintain independent living for people who are aged, blind, or have disabilities and 
receive SSI or Medicaid.  Services are provided in the home setting.  Services to people with 
physical disabilities are a part of this program, which provides for the purchase of home 
modifications and assistive devices.   


 
  • Adult Community Placement.    A Michigan Department of Human Services (DHS)  services 


program that helps persons who have functional impairments to access services that will allow 
them to live in residential settings other than their own homes.  These residential facilities may 
include adult foster care, Homes for the Aged, and nursing homes.     


 
  • Adult Foster Care (ARC).    Department of Energy, Labor and Economic development 


(DELEG) licenses, inspects, and provides oversight of adult foster care facilities for people 
who are aged. . 


 
  • State Licensed Hospitals and Hospitals with Psychiatric Inpatient Programs. There are  four  


state licensed psychiatric hospitals with 893 residents.  There are also sixty-four hospitals with 
psychiatric inpatient programs for persons with mental illness with a bed count of slightly over 
2,000 in February 2010. 


  
  •   General Nursing Homes.  Privately owned nursing facilities are sometimes home to persons 


with developmental disabilities who also have physical impairments.  About 2,000 persons with 
mental retardation and other physical disabilities are estimated to be living in nursing home 
facilities.  


 
  •   Mental Health Services.  Department of Community Health provides programs for community 


based behavioral and mental health services and supports to persons with mental illness, 
developmental disabilities and addictive disorders. 


 
  • MI Choice Home and Community Based Waivers.  Serves persons who are 18 and older who 


have functional disabilities that are at the nursing home level of care.  
  


 
c. Investment Plan.  The question of accessibility has a special impact on housing options for 
households with special needs such as the elderly, the homeless, and people with disabilities.  For 
these individuals and their families, accessibility can include availability, affordability, structural 
accessibility, accessibility in terms of location, and accessibility in terms of the range of supportive 
services that allow people to live as independently as possible. 
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The state will endeavor to pursue the following programmatic resources during the next five years.  
The state, where feasible, may support applications for these programs and resources from eligible 
nonprofits and other entities when the application is not limited to such entities.  However, when the 
state is also an eligible applicant, it may take the lead and apply directly for funding. 
 
Program availability depends on the extent to which funds are authorized and appropriated.  The five- 
year projections contained in this report are simple estimates that assume a constant funding level for 
federal housing programs.  Where appropriate, the state has provided specific budget information and 
goals based on funds available during the current fiscal year, and as more information becomes 
available regarding the structure and the funding levels of federal housing programs, the State will 
revise and update its five year projections to the extent required by the consolidated plan process. 
 
i. Federal Resources.  MSHDA administers approximately 689 Section 8 project based 
vouchers.  The vouchers will provide rental assistance to families participating with a supportive 
housing service provider.  The rental assistance is linking housing assistance with supportive services 
for those most at risk, persons with disabilities and the homeless.  
 
MSHDA administers 140 Section 8 Certificates/Vouchers in Oakland County; Allegan County; and 
Kalamazoo County under HUD’s Mainstream Housing Opportunities for Persons with Disabilities 
Program (i.e., Mainstream Program).   This program provides rental vouchers to enable persons with 
disabilities to rent affordable private housing of their choice.  MSHDA has partnered with Community 
Mental Health agencies to assist individuals gain access to supportive services available within the 
community, identify public and private funding sources to assist participants cover the costs of 
modifications that need to be made to their units as a reasonable accommodation; provide technical 
assistance to owners for making reasonable accommodations or making units accessible. In addition, 
MSHDA has 944 families transitioning from rental assistance to homeownership through the Key to 
Own homeownership program.  MSHDA applied for 100 Family Unification Program (FUP) vouchers 
with HUD award announcements expected in July 2010.  
 
It is the state's intent to apply, or encourage and support the application by eligible applicants, for any 
transitional or permanent housing for the handicapped homeless or persons with AIDS or any 
successor McKinney programs which will expand the resources available to shelter individuals and 
families on a more semi-permanent or permanent basis. 
 
Michigan's HOME Investment Partnership Program has allocated significant HOME funds for 
programs that develop linkages to assist persons requiring additional accommodation and/or 
supportive services, especially homeless individuals, families in transition, and persons with 
disabilities.  These programs include: 
 
The Supportive Housing Program.  MSHDA will allocate approximately $4 million of Michigan’s 
estimated FY10 HOME allocation to its Supportive Housing program to provide financing for 
supportive housing developments that serve persons who are homeless and/or have a special need.  
 
  • HOME Choice.  The Home Choice program grew out of initial efforts by the Michigan Home 


Ownership Coalition beginning in 1995 to develop a pilot mortgage lending program in 
southeast Michigan for people with disabilities who do not meet traditional underwriting criteria.  
The Coalition includes people with disabilities and their advocates, local service providing 
agencies, service funders, banks, nonprofit housing agencies, and state agencies, including 
MSHDA and MDCH.  Borrowers receive mortgages through local banks.  Nonprofit service 
providers often assist borrowers in preparing for home ownership and selecting property to 
purchase.  Fannie Mae purchases Home Choice loans, which are made by participating 
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lenders.  MSHDA provides down payment assistance.  Support services are available through 
local service providers, often funded through resources originating with the Department of 
Community Health.  MSHDA has allocated approximately $200,000 of FY10 HOME funds for 
downpayment assistance for people with disabilities participating in this program. 


 
ii. Private Resources.  In the administration of state and federal funding, the state will continue to 
encourage the leveraging of other funding to maximize limited resources. 
 
iii. State Resources.   The Department of Community Health administers a federal grant under 
the McKinney funded PATH Program.  These projects serve persons who are homeless and mentally 
ill by providing outreach and engagement, immediate housing support during crisis, case 
management services, and linkage to mental health and support services.  A portion of the state funds 
is available through the MDCH Housing Assistance Fund to community mental health programs, 
which do not have a PATH Project in their area, to provide funds for immediate housing of eligible 
individuals in their area.  FY08 funding for the PATH and the Housing Assistance Fund totaled $1.59 
million.  
 
iv.        Geographic Distribution.  The resources to address Goal 5 are generally available on a 
statewide basis, with the exception of the project based voucher rental assistance program, which are 
only available in selected target areas.  The funding of HOME assisted projects in communities which 
receive direct HOME funding are subject to a match of the state's HOME funds by the local 
jurisdiction, except the CSH and MI HOME program which does not require a local match. 
 
v.         Service Delivery and Management.  The state intends to continue its current method of 
distributing resources through a variety of mechanisms, each best suited to the funding source or 
particular need being addressed.  The state will continue to rely on its housing finance agency, the 
Michigan State Housing Development Authority, to deliver the majority of housing programs of the 
state, including those both federally and state funded. 
 
The Authority is the primary housing delivery mechanism for the various resources, but is working in 
close cooperation with the Michigan Department of Community Health in its administration of the 
Shelter Plus Care program and in the Supportive Housing Demonstration.   Notices of the availability 
of additional federal resources in FY10 will be reviewed to determine the appropriate state agency to 
apply.   
 
The various MSHDA bureaus responsible for the implementation of the other programs identified in 
the investment plan are: 
 
Office of Existing Housing Mainstream Housing 
  Family Self Sufficiency 
   
 
Office of Multifamily Development Supportive Housing Program 
 
Office of Homeownership HOME Choice  


  
 
vi.        Table of Programmatic Resources.  The following table summarizes the programmatic 
resources that the state anticipates will be available to address the need for affordable housing.  
Program availability, however, depends on the extent to which funds are appropriated.  Additionally, 
individual programs may be mandated to provide services to a particular population and may have 
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eligibility criteria.  Therefore, not every individual and family in need of assistance will be eligible for all 
programs.  







 
PROGRAM 


 
AGENCY 


 
PROGRAM  DESCRIPTION 


 
TYPE 


 
ELIGIBLE APPLICANTS 


 
Family Self-Sufficiency Program 


 
HUD 


 
Provides rental assistance to families participating in 
comprehensive job training, education, or other 
necessary services to lessen their dependence on 
public housing. 


 
Federal 


 
Any Housing Choice Voucher 
(HCV) participant is eligible. 


 
HOME CHOICE 


 
MSHDA 


 
Provides downpayment assistance to persons with 
disabilities in the purchase of a home. 


 
Federal 


 
Income eligible persons with 
disabilities. 


 
Mainstream Housing 
Opportunities for Persons with 
Disabilities 


 
MSHDA 


 
Targets 200 Section 8 certificates/vouchers to four 
Supportive Housing Demonstration sites to provide 
rental vouchers to enable persons with disabilities to 
rent affordable private housing of their choice. 


 
Federal 


 
Income eligible persons with 
disabilities. 


 
Supportive Housing Rental 
Program 


 
MSHDA 


 
Provides financing for multi-family developments for 
persons who are homeless and/or special need.. 


 
Fed/ 
State 


 
For-Profit and Nonprofit 
organizations. 


 
PATH 


 
MDCH 


 
Provides assistance for outreach case 
management, mental health and substance abuse 
treatment and supportive housing for the homeless 
mentally ill. 


 
State 


 
 


 
Shared Housing 


 
MDCH/ 
OSA 


 
Provides transitional housing for older persons 
where at least two unrelated persons share common 
areas but maintain separate sleeping and bath 
areas. 


 
State 


 
 


 
Shelter Advisors 


 
MDCH/ 
OSA 


 
Employs older workers to provide localized 
information about services for energy assistance, 
housing, home safety and repair, chore services, 
legal assistance, visiting nurses and transportation. 


 
State 


 
Advisors must be at least 55 and 
be low income, and recipients of 
assistance can be any senior. 


 
Shelter Plus Care 
 


 
MDCH 


 
Linkages between housing and service sectors. 


 
Federal 


 
 


     
 
Supportive Housing Program 


 
HUD 


 
Provides permanent and transitional housing 
assistance in developing community-based, long-
term housing and supportive services for projects 


 
Federal 


 
Shelters, Nonprofits, and PHA’s. 
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housing not more than eight handicapped people 
who are homeless and at risk of becoming 
homeless. 


     
 
Project Based Housing Vouchers 
for Permanent Housing 


 
MSHDA 


 
Development, expansion, and continual operation of 
permanent housing programs for persons most in 
need using project based housing choice vouchers. 


 
Federal 


 
 







Goal 6:  Establish a suitable living environment and expand economic opportunities for low 
and moderate income people through economic and infrastructure development. 


 
In response to priority community and economic development needs, the Michigan Consolidation Plan 
supports the overall goals of community development and planning programs by directing resource 
toward establishing a suitable living environment and expanding economic opportunities for low and 
moderate income people.  Based on these overall goals, the state has identified a long-term 
programmatic objective and strategy for community development and economic development. 
 
a. Long Term Objective and Strategy:  Enhance economic development efforts in 
Michigan’s small communities through assistance to private business in creating and 
retaining jobs for Michigan workers.  This long term objective is meant to support the efforts of 
counties, cites, villages, and townships in providing direct and indirect assistance to for-profit private 
business firms in starting up, locating, or expanding in small communities.  This is accomplished 
through grants for public infrastructure, job training efforts serving private business firms, and loans to 
private business firms tied to economic development activities.  This objective also lends support for 
economic development planning efforts when such efforts are likely to result in the creation and/or 
retention of jobs in the private business sector.  In all cases, at least 51 percent of the jobs will be held 
by or made available to low and moderate-income persons at time of hire. 
 
Under the Annual Action Plan, an Economic Development Infrastructure Program, Direct Assistance 
to Businesses. Rural Community Development, Farm to Food Development Grants Economic 
Development Planning Program, Downtown Development is proposed.  It is anticipated that some 150 
economic development grants will be funded annually under these various programs resulting in the 
creation or retention of 2,500 jobs. 
 
b. Short Term Objectives:   


 
• Expand and refine the provision of specialized technical assistance to eligible general 


purpose local governments. 
 
• Strengthen the capacity of local governments to identify and develop project proposals, 


apply for grant funds, and effectively administer and implement approved grant projects. 
 
• Work to ensure the timely obligation of grant funds to communities and assist communities 


to implement and complete approved projects in a timely manner. 
 
• Provide assistance and work to ensure that communities comply with program 


requirements. 
 
• Encourage eligible communities to participate in the program especially those communities 


that have not previously received funds. 
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B.   COMMUNITY AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT NEEDS 


This is the State of Michigan’s plan, which identifies the non-housing community and economic 
development needs in Michigan with emphasis on the State’s small communities (nonentitlement 
jurisdictions).  Attention is given to community development and economic development needs, 
missions/goals, short-term and long-term objectives, strategies, policies, and programs.  This plan is 
for a period of five years. 


Nonentitlement Jurisdiction Profile.  Michigan’s 2009 population was estimated to be 9.9 million.  
The population of entitlement areas amounted to 5.9 million or 59.6 percent of the total State 
population.  The population in nonentitlement areas was 4 million or 40.4 percent.  With a total state 
land area of 56,818 miles, the nonentitlement portion of the state contains 53,132 square miles or 
some 93.5 percent of the total land area.  Michigan contains 1,883 general purpose local 
governments (83 counties, 279 cities, 275 villages, and 1,246 townships).  Of the 1,883 local 
governments, 1,647 (87 percent) are located in nonentitlement jurisdictions.  Of the 1,647 
nonentitlement jurisdictions, 256 are classified as having 51% of the households with low and 
moderate income levels.  Of the total population in nonentitlement areas, approximately 12 percent or 
480,000 people are members of low and moderate income households. 


Community Development Needs.  In Michigan, as in many other states, there are high priorities and 
significant needs in both community development and economic development. Community 
development is primarily concerned with the physical, social, and organizational aspects of 
concentrations of people with in communities.  The focus of this program is to strengthen and improve 
their quality of life.  Physical needs are public infrastructure and facilities needs including: water and 
sewer facilities (sanitary and storm sewer lines, mains, and wastewater treatment, sewage treatment, 
and water filtration plants) streets, roads, and bridges, public facilities and buildings (police, fire, 
community centers, senior citizen centers, and other governmental services), utilities (gas, electric, 
and broadband service), dams, dikes and flood control facilities, parking facilities, sidewalks, lighting, 
malls, parks, playgrounds and other recreational facilities, and land acquisition for the facilities listed 
above. 


For public infrastructure and facilities, there are two perspectives of needs.  First, there are 
communities that lack particular public works or facilities.  There are potential users, but no facilities 
presently exist in the area.  There are other communities that have the needed public infrastructure, 
but the infrastructure is antiquated or deteriorated and badly in need of rehabilitation or replacement.  
All local communities have public works need that is not being addressed because of financial 
constraints and limited resources.  Maintenance alone is a demanding and almost overwhelming job. 


Only general estimates are available of the specific number of projects needed and the actual dollar 
magnitude of need.  As current public infrastructure systems age and continue to deteriorate and 
growing communities continue to expand and develop, maintenance and replacement costs increase.  
Establishing equitable and appropriate public policies and program priorities becomes more important 
since the dollar magnitude of needs continues to increase compared to the stable or decreasing level 
of public funding resources available to meet those needs. 


Economic Development Needs.  Economic development continues to be a top priority in Michigan.  
Economic development has been defined as increases in real per capital income over an extended 
period of time resulting in a strengthened and improved quality of life.  Economic development has 
also been defined as the maintenance and expansion of a community’s economic base so it remains 
stable and diversified, operating at almost full capacity, has high value added, provides high quality 
jobs with very small levels of unemployment and underemployment, and has an increasing level of 
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productivity as measured by increases in real gross product.   The Michigan economy is moving from 
an industrial/manufacturing economy to a service economy that is more interdependent with the 
national economy, more sensitive to national economic trends, shifts, and cycles, and more global in 
terms of imports, exports, and product markets. 


More demands are being placed for a higher quality work force with sufficient expertise and training to 
contribute and compete in the developing high technology and service based economy.  Higher 
quality job training is becoming more important. 


In determining the appropriate and effective role of state government in economic development, 
attention is usually given to the state as catalyst, promoter, fosterer, and expediter.  As an agent 
encouraging economic development and growth of private sector business firms, the state also 
regulates and taxes businesses.  In its role as economic development catalyst, there are three areas 
of emphasis including retaining and improving the economic base, promoting expansions, relocations, 
and new initiatives, and working with local governments, local economic development organizations 
and related entities in fostering local economic development initiatives. 


The State’s economic development goals are: (1) retain, expand, and attract good jobs; (2) 
continuously improve Michigan’s business climate; and (3) grow Michigan Businesses for the future.  
The goal to retain, expand, and attract good jobs includes: 


• Michigan continuing to be a national leader in the attraction and expansion of business 
facilities;   


• Maintain the nation’s largest business retention program and expand business 
attraction success rates;  


• Propose and implement creative solutions to increasing the number of skilled workers; 
and  


• Promote tourism by placing the state as a tourism point of destination and maximize 
the use of the State’s Great Lakes asset. 


 
The goals to improve Michigan’s business climate include: 


• Reduce State personal income taxes to provide a more attractive environment in which 
to recruit and retain executives and workers;  


• Advocate and monitor State initiatives to deregulate the electric utility industry to 
provide more competitive rates for Michigan businesses; and 


• Advocate and manage innovative economic incentives for business locations and 
expansions such as the Michigan Economic Growth Authority and Renaissance Zones. 
 


The State of Michigan, the Michigan Strategic Fund, and the Michigan Economic Development 
Corporation (MEDC) envision a transformed Michigan economy; a State where 21st Century 
businesses will provide desirable jobs in emerging sectors of commerce; where Michigan’s tradition of 
manufacturing and automotive engineering generate new opportunities to participate in the global 
economy; where educational standards of excellence support a sophisticated workforce; and where 
travel and tourism thrive.  Priority will be given to projects that focus on the emerging sector-initial 
target clusters which include:  alternative energy & fuels, life sciences, advanced 
manufacturing/transportation, and defense/homeland securities industries. 
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ESTIMATES OF INFRASTRUCTURE NEEDS 
 


IN 
 


MICHIGAN NONENTITLEMENT AREAS 
 
 


Category$   (Billions)   Percentage 
Transportation and 
Related Facilities  $3.5                    46.7% 


 
 


Water and Sewer 
Facilities       2.2      29.3% 


 
 


Buildings and 
Facilities       1.3    17.3% 


 
 


Other (Downtown  
Development, Recreation, 
Ports, Harbors)    0.5        6.7% 


 
 


Total    $7.5    100.0% 
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C.   INSTITUTIONAL STRUCTURE AND INTERGOVERNMENTAL COOPERATION 
 
1. Description 


 
a. Public Institutions 
 
• Michigan Department of Civil Rights.  This state agency is responsible for investigating 


complaints filed on the basis of discrimination by sex, race, religion, handicapped status, etc.  
Housing discrimination cases are a priority within the Department of Civil Rights. 


 
• Michigan Department of Energy, Labor and Economic Growth, Securities & Land 


Division.  A state consumer agency, this section of the Department of Consumer & Industry 
Services publishes both the condominium buyers and mobile home buyers and residents 
handbook regarding the law that governs condominium and mobile home developments in 
Michigan. 


 
• Michigan Department of Energy, Labor and Economic Growth, Financial Institutions 


Bureau.  The Financial Institutions Bureau regulates banks and other financial institutions in 
the state and investigates complaints of violations of the Civil Rights and Equal Credit 
Opportunity Acts by these institutions. 


 
• Michigan Department of Human Services, Financial Assistance Programs.  The DHS 


administers the TANF Program, an income assistance program. Targeted to low income 
families and seniors, this state agency also administers federal weatherization money through 
the local Community Action Agency program.  It is responsible for monitoring performance and 
developing guidelines for the programs such as weatherization.  


 
• Michigan Department of Natural Resources and Environment.  The Michigan Department 


of Natural Resources and Environment is the state agency responsible for administering all tax 
delinquent property reverted to the state. 


 
• Michigan Department of Community Health.   The MDCH was created by Executive Order 


1996-1 and consolidated the Departments of Public Health (including substance abuse 
services), Mental Health and the Medical Services Administration (Medicaid program).  
Subsequent Executive Orders transferred the Crime Victims Services Commission and the 
Office of Drug Control Policy as well.  Through the mental health and substance abuse 
services component of MDCH, a network of local community mental health services programs 
and substance abuse services through local coordinating agencies are administered through 
contractual arrangements.   


 
MDCH also houses the Office of Services to the Aging (OSA), the designated state agency on 
aging under the Older Americans Act which advocates for the elderly, performs research on their 
needs, and develops and oversees services for older adults statewide.  In addition to housing, 
program areas include but are not limited to personal care, homemaker services, care management, 
senior center staffing, nutrition, legal services, long-term care ombudsman.    


• Michigan Department of Treasury.  The state financial agency that acts as the administering 
agency for both the Home Heating and Homestead Tax Credit.  Such tax credits are offered to 
meet the needs of senior citizens and low income households. 
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• Michigan State Housing Development Authority.  A housing finance agency that has many 
programs for low and moderate income people.  Multifamily housing finance, single-family 
housing finance, and community development programs are part of the services that MSHDA 
provides.  MSHDA specifically provides low-interest mortgage loans for new construction or 
rehabilitation, and administers federal income tax credits on mortgage interest, federal rental 
assistance, funds for improved neighborhood housing, and funds for homeless shelters. 


 
• Michigan State Police, Fire Marshal.  A public safety agency that serves the general public 


by administering and enforcing the fire safety code.  It also provides information on fire safety 
and prevention for homeowners and renters. 


 
• Mobile Home Commission.  A public housing agency helping mobile home owners and 


residents by investigating complaints against mobile home dealerships, parks, and 
manufacturers.  The agency regulates parks, licenses, permits, and publishes a handbook on 
the laws, which govern mobile home parks and residents in Michigan. 


 
  b. Intermediaries.  Intermediaries are not-for-profit groups whose role is the nurturing of new 
public-private partnerships and the promotion of networking on the local, state, and national scene. 
 
The intermediaries can facilitate business participation by screening projects, assembling other 
funding partners, providing technical assistance, and spreading out the investment risks.  The on-
going collaboration between nonprofit housing developers and the intermediaries is critical.  The 
strategy proposed includes the centralization of housing funding resources and will provide a referral 
and networking capability. 
 
i. National Intermediaries.  The 3 most prominent intermediary players nationally are the Local 
Initiatives Support Corporation (LISC), Neighborhood Housing Services, and the Enterprise 
Foundation.  These 3 intermediaries have played active roles in the development and coordination of 
partnerships.  They have also provided grants, loans, and technical assistance that enabled the 
partnerships to utilize other sources of funding.  LISC, through its National Equity Fund, has provided 
access for several nonprofits to a pool of corporate investments through the Low Income Housing Tax 
Credit. 
 
In addition, Fannie Mae, the Federal Home Loan Bank, and Freddie Mac all provide low and 
moderate income housing initiatives.  These initiatives offer a variety of financing options that allow 
the use of grants, interest reduction, tax credit, and subsidy to achieve affordable housing for rental 
and sale.   
 
ii. State and Local Intermediaries.  State and local intermediaries provide assistance to non-profit 
organizations throughout the state.  For example, the Michigan Housing Coalition offers a networking 
system to nonprofit organizations interested in housing and sponsors a variety of training and 
coordinating activities. 
 
In the larger urban areas of the state, notably Detroit, local intermediaries are active.  The Detroit 
Neighborhood Investment Corporation and the Detroit Economic Growth Corporation both were  
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created by the business community in Detroit to foster economic and housing development.  The 
Detroit Economic Growth Corporation created Neighborhood Economic Development Strategies 
(NEDS) for 5 community organizations in Detroit.  NEDS is a coordinated strategic planning process 
for each community with an ongoing implementation component.  
 
c. Statewide nonprofit organizations and networks. 
 
• Michigan Housing Trust Fund.  The Michigan Housing Trust Fund is a private, nonprofit 


corporation created to aid in the production of affordable housing through loans and technical 
assistance. 


 
• Great Lakes Capital Fund for Housing.  The Michigan Capital Fund for Housing is a non-


profit housing corporation that was formed in 1993 to raise and invest equity in affordable 
housing that is targeted to all or part of the following preferences: development in distressed 
areas, developments with non-profit ownership, projects less than 50 units, and projects that 
serve special needs populations. 


 
• Michigan Community Development Association.  Michigan Community Development 


Association (MCDA) meets regularly and has over 200 participating members and an active 
housing committee. 


 
• Michigan Coalition Against Domestic Violence.  The Michigan Coalition Against Domestic 


Violence is a private coalition that is responsible for policy reform on housing related issues for 
victims of domestic violence.  It provides technical assistance and a resource library available 
to the victims. 


 
• Michigan Coalition of Shelter Providers.  The Michigan Coalition of Shelter Providers is a 


private agency, which acts as a network of emergency shelter providers throughout the state.  
The Coalition serves not only shelter providers but the general public as well and is 
responsible for providing additional resources to new shelters and staff. 


 
• Michigan Community Action Agency Association.  The Michigan Community Action 


Agency Association acts as a liaison between the legislature and local community action 
programs (CAP).  It is also responsible for providing educational resources to the local CAPs 
so that they can better serve those in the community who have special needs. 


 
• Michigan Habitat for Humanity.  A nonprofit agency which receives most of its funding from 


individuals, churches, corporations, and other organizations in order to benefit low income 
families and first time homeowners.  As a Christian housing ministry, its goal is to eliminate 
poverty housing by building new houses. 


 
• Michigan Housing Coalition.  A nonprofit housing coalition, which serves the general public 


by providing advocacy for statewide housing issues.  It also monitors housing programs and 
policies while acting as a resource network for organizations, individuals, and civic groups who 
assist with housing work.  MHC offers a networking system to help nonprofit organizations 
interested in housing projects and sponsors training activities. 


 
• Michigan Legal Services.  A nonprofit legal agency, Michigan Legal Services provides legal 


assistance to low income individuals and families in the areas of housing, health, family, food 
and nutrition, and employment law. 
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• Michigan Migrant Legal Assistance Project.  A nonprofit agency that provide legal 
assistance to migrant workers, including cases of housing discrimination. 


 
• Michigan Housing Rehabilitation Specialists Network (MHRSN).  The Michigan Housing 


Rehabilitation Specialist Network is an affiliate organization of the Michigan Community 
Development Association.  The purpose of MHRNS is to provide networking and housing 
rehabilitation training opportunities to its members 


 
• Michigan Small Cities Association.  The Michigan Small Cities Association (MSCA) was 


formed in 1996 as a voluntary, grass roots organization of communities either receiving or 
eligible for CDBG or HOME funds from the State.  MSCA became affiliated with the Michigan 
Community Development Directors Association (MCDDA) in 1998.  The purpose of MSCA is 
to provide networking and training opportunities to its members and to work closely with 
funding organizations. 


 
• Sexual Assault Information Network of Michigan.  A public social service agency aimed at 


helping battered women and their children find shelter through the publication of its statewide 
directory.  It also serves the needs of victims of domestic violence by providing information on 
various services available. 


 
• Michigan Community Economic Development Coalition.  A private organization that helps 


local community development groups by holding seminars and conferences on community 
development issues.  It also aids local community development groups and provides technical 
assistance for organization and planning which will foster better economic conditions in the 
community. 


 
• Michigan Consumer's Council.  A private group, the Michigan Consumer's Council provides 


counseling to the general public regarding a variety of housing problems.  It is also responsible 
for providing legislative analyses on housing and consumer issues as well as legislation. 


 
• Community Economic Development Association of Michigan. The Community Economic 


Development Association of Michigan (CEDAM) is a private, nonprofit voluntary association of 
community development corporations (CDCs) and other members interested in expanding 
community based housing and economic development in Michigan.  It has over 100 
organizational members. 


 
• Michigan Economics for Human Development.  Aimed at migrant workers and their 


families, this private financial agency operates housing developments for the elderly, 
handicapped, and farm workers as well as providing housing subsidies.  This agency is also  


 responsible for weatherization programs, the presentation of education workshops, and the 
provision of emergency assistance around the state. 


 
• Michigan Protection and Advocacy Service.  A private mental health agency that assists 


individuals with developmental disabilities and mental illness.  The agency focuses on the 
needs of individuals with severe and chronic mental or physical handicaps by providing 
information, education, and legal assistance. 
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d. Private Industry. 
 
  • Michigan Housing Council.  The Michigan Housing Council (MHC) is a membership 


organization of housing development professionals including attorneys, architects, 
management agents, builders, and developers involved in the production of low and moderate 
income housing.  The Council was primarily formed to encourage legislative action 
sympathetic to the development of affordable housing for the residents of Michigan.  MHC has 
worked closely with the Michigan State Housing Development Authority in developing and 
refining new programs and making existing programs more responsive to the needs of the low 
income housing development community.  
 


e.   Local Communities.  The state works cooperatively with local jurisdictions to address local 
housing needs.  Through a variety of federal and state programs, local units of government 
can provide homeowner rehabilitation assistance, rental rehabilitation, and targeted 
neighborhood revitalization.     


 
i. CDBG Housing.  Communities which are eligible under the Small Cities Community 
Development Block Grant program apply to the state for 2-year grants to administer housing 
rehabilitation programs which benefit low and moderate-income households.  Many communities use 
the CDBG funds in conjunction with resources such as the Farmers Home Administration, a local 
community action agency, the Michigan Department of Human Services, or private funds to assure 
the maximum benefit and the broadest coverage of these federal funds.  Communities which are 
entitled to receive CDBG funds directly from HUD are also major delivery mechanisms for housing 
rehabilitation and other programs that have a direct impact on the housing needs of low and moderate 
income households. 
 
ii. HOME Rental Rehabilitation.  Michigan communities can apply to the state's Housing 
Resource Fund through MSHDA’s Office of Community Development for funding to improve investor 
owner properties.  Many of the communities utilize MSHDA's Moderate Rehabilitation loan program in 
conjunction with their HRRP funds to address the rehabilitation needs of the rental stock serving low 
and moderate income households. 
 
iii. Neighborhood Preservation.  Neighborhood Preservation funding is made available through 
MSHDA”s Office of Community Development.  This component of the Housing Resource Fund is 
designed to assist local efforts to comprehensively address neighborhood revitalization in 
geographically defined target areas.  It is designed to maximize community impact by funding 
neighborhood improvement activities, including small scale rental (1-24 units), in support of affordable 
housing in a targeted residential area to reverse patterns of disinvestment.  Revitalization may occur 
through the use of infrastructure improvement, neighborhood beautification, demolition, and/or 
neighborhood marketing.   
 
v. Public Housing Authorities.  There are 124 local Public Housing Commissions in the state that 
provide low income housing options through public housing or rental assistance to tenants of privately 
owned rental housing. 
 
vi. Regional Planning Commissions.  The state is divided into 14 regional planning areas, which 
are served by commissions.  In addition to planning responsibilities, several of these commissions 
also provide technical assistance in the application for and administration of housing funds.  This  
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function is particularly useful in rural areas where local units of government often lack the staff or 
administrative capacity to operate housing programs. 
 
2.        Overcoming Gaps 
 
a.        Assessment.  Presently, 11 state agencies administer over 50 different housing related 
programs; yet, despite their number, the types of assistance provided are relatively few in number.  
Each program, however, shares a common goal of reducing the cost of housing to the renter or owner 
occupant.  The types of housing assistance provided through the state include: 
 
  • Rental assistance programs provide direct assistance or assistance in locating affordable 


housing to individuals and families to meet their immediate need for housing. 
 
  • Interest rate subsidies, such as those provided by the Michigan State Housing Development 


Authority through the sale of tax-exempt bonds, offer below market interest rates for 
homeownership, home improvements, and the new construction or rehabilitation of rental 
housing through the sale of tax-exempt bonds. 


   
  • Tax Subsidies, such as the Homestead Property Tax Credit, the Low Income Tax Credit, or 


the Home Heating Tax Credit, help to ease the cost of housing for both owners and renters. 
 
  • Grant and loan programs, like those offered by the Michigan State Housing Development 


Authority, provide direct assistance to nonprofit developers working to improve their 
neighborhoods.    


 
The existing institutional structure for the development of affordable housing in Michigan is a loosely 
knit network of governmental agencies, nonprofit community organizations, and private sector 
representatives that are fully capable of meeting the goals of the Michigan Consolidated Plan 
strategy. 
 
The strengths of these institutions, collectively and separately, outweigh any weakness they may 
have.  There are, however, a number of areas, which must be strengthened during the next year to 
assure that the affordable housing delivery system within the entitled areas remains as strong as it 
needs to be to respond to present and future housing needs. 
 
First, there must be continued coordination and cooperation among state agencies in developing 
solutions to Michigan's need for affordable housing.  State agencies need to work more closely with 
each other to understand how programs and administrative functions may overlap and to recommend 
changes that will not only make programs more efficient but that may also increase the amount of 
funding for program activities by reducing administrative overhead. 
 
Second, there must be greater coordination and communication between state agencies, nonprofit 
community organizations, and the private sector.  During the last 5 years, financial institutions, private 
for-profit developers, and nonprofit organizations have taken an active role in developing affordable 
housing opportunities in their communities and have much to contribute in developing solutions to the 
state's need for affordable housing.   
 
Lastly, there must be a continued recognition of the role that nonprofit housing developers can play in 
developing affordable housing opportunities for extremely low income individuals and families, and 
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efforts must be made to strengthen the capacity of such organizations and to encourage their 
development where they do not already exist. 


   
b.         Strategy to Overcome Gaps.  The state will continue to work to assure that there is greater 
coordination and communication between state agencies, nonprofit community organizations, and the 
private sector.  MSHDA has developed a variety of informational resources providing technical 
assistance for Michigan non-profit and local units of government.   Additionally, MSHDA will work 
closely with the twelve cities and seven land banks that make up the Michigan NSP2 Consortium; 
providing an on-going communication flow regarding housing and community development needs in 
our largest and/or most challenged urban centers. MSHDA has conducted numerous workshops 
regarding state and federal housing programs through its technical assistance program and on-going 
program outreach.  It is anticipated that such efforts will continue during the next five years.  
 







D. LOW INCOME HOUSING TAX CREDIT 
 
MSHDA administers both the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) and the HOME Investment 
Partnership program.  Section III of this report details those areas in which the Authority has 
integrated the LIHTC with other Authority programs to meet the housing needs reflected in the 
Michigan Consolidated Plan.  
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E. PUBLIC HOUSING   
 
1.  Management Initiatives 
 
The state does not own or operate public housing in Michigan; consequently, no initiatives are 
planned in this area during this five year plan cycle..  
 
2.  Homeownership 
 
Although the state does not own or operate public housing in Michigan, the state is actively working to 
study and promote resident initiatives through the work of the Michigan State Housing Development 
Authority. 
 
3. Troubled Public Housing Authorities 
 
Although the state does not own or operate public housing in Michigan, the state will work 
collaboratively with those public housing authorities that are 1) located in non-entitled areas of the 
state and 2) are determined to be troubled by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development. Local, troubled public housing authorities may apply for the Michigan State Housing 
Development Authority’s financial and technical assistance programs through its regular funding 
cycles. Proposals meeting the eligibility criteria will be give every consideration for funding. 
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F. MONITORING STANDARDS AND PROCEDURES 
 
Monitoring will occur in several different ways.  Although, the State will be responsible for managing 
the day-to-day operations of its HOME, CDBG, ESG and HOPWA programs, local governments who 
operate such programs as rental rehabilitation, neighborhood preservation and homeownership type 
programs while using HOME and/or CDBG funds will be required to monitor these projects in 
accordance with Federal rules and regulations.  Likewise, non-profits or local units of government 
operating ESG grants will be held to federal rules and regulations.   
 
Most of the programs addressed by the Consolidated Plan are currently monitored through the 
various funding mechanisms already in place and often mandated by federal laws and regulations, 
which include but are not limited to the A 133 audits, meeting of CDBG National Objectives and 
verification of program benefits, Prevailing Wage/Davis Bacon provisions, Relocation Act, if 
applicable, including project administration and all other applicable local, State and Federal rules and 
regulations.  The time frames for these programs are also similarly determined by the funding sources 
and market demand.   Specific monitoring by program is described below. 
 
HOME and CDBG Housing 
 
MSHDA’s Office of Community Development (OCD) ensures that HOME and CDBG grant funds are 
committed and expended in accordance with federal administrative and program requirements by 
implementing an annual monitoring plan that identifies annual monitoring objectives, improves 
monitoring procedures, and develops criteria for on-site monitoring of program participants.  This 
annual monitoring plan serves as a strategy for determining compliance as well as guidance for OCD 
monitoring staff. 
 
OCD’s monitoring objectives are to ensure accountability, respond to community needs and use 
resources efficiently and effectively.  To ensure that all grantees meet these objectives, OCD monitors 
1) program results/community impacts, 2) the timely expenditure of program funds, 3) program and 
administrative compliance, and 4) grantee capacity.  Monitoring activities is conducted primarily 
through an on-line electronic grant management system and on-site monitoring visits.     
 
Monitoring Strategy.  The monitoring strategy employed by grant management staff include 
performing a risk assessment on every active grant to determine the level of monitoring (either on-
going or on-site), developing a monitoring schedule, conducting monitoring reviews and following up 
on concerns and/or findings. 
 
Grantee risk assessments and determinations of the level of grant monitoring are undertaken using 
the following criteria:  experience, change in strategy/activities, program complexity, unresolved past 
findings/issues, current issues, other special considerations.  Every active grant is monitored each 
year—either on-site or ongoing.  Every grantee, regardless of risk, is monitored on-site at least every 
third year. 
 
On-going Monitoring.   Ongoing monitoring reviews are built into OCD’s service delivery system and 
occur every year on open grants that are not being monitored on-site.  Grant managers monitor 
program progress and performance, compliance, and financial management on an ongoing basis on 
OCD’s interactive internet grant management system (OPAL).  Grantees use OPAL to report the 
following for each project/activity:    
 


 Set-up with financial pro-forma 
 Financial Status to request grant payments and report expenditure details 
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 Leverage Funds Summary  
 Program Income Summary  
 Project Completion Report of total project costs, household demographics and contractor data. 
 Corporate information:  Audits, Articles of Incorporation, Bylaws, Board of Director 


Membership, IRS 990’s, etc. 
 
An on-going monitoring review is documented when the Grant Review checklist is completed and 
relevant information entered into the OPAL system.   
 
1. On-Site Monitoring.  On-site monitoring visits are documented using the Grant Review 
checklist, the On-Site Monitoring Review checklist (patterned after HUD’s CPD Monitoring Handbook) 
and OPAL.   
 
Sanctions.  Sanctions are typically administered in the form of postponement or reduction to grant 
awards, or recaptured of grant funds.  Cases where OCD staff is unsuccessful in the recovery of grant 
dollars are referred to MSHDA’s Legal Division.   
 
The Office of Rental Development and Homeless Initiatives (RDHI) provides HOME funding for tenant 
based rental assistance through formal grant agreements with supportive service agencies.   
 
On-Site Monitoring.  Each agency is monitored annually which includes file audits and selected 
physical inspections of assisted tenants housing unit.  TBRA files are monitored to ensure accurate 
and up-to-date resident income and eligibility compliance and compliance with MSHDA statutory 
requirements and HUD rules and regulations.  Physical inspections are conducted on a select number 
of tenants housing to ensure the unit meets MSHDA’s housing quality standards.  
 
The monitored agency is provided with a formal monitoring review letter. The agency is given three 
weeks to address all findings.  If satisfactory remediation does not occur in a timely manner, further 
grant disbursements are withheld until findings are addressed. If necessary, the agency would be 
sanctioned by terminating the grant and prohibiting future participation in MSHDA programs until all 
findings are resolved. 
 
On-Going Monitoring.  Ongoing monitoring reviews are built into RDHI’s service delivery system.  
Grant managers monitor program progress and performance, compliance, and financial management 
on an ongoing basis using RDHI’s interactive internet grant management system Homeless 
Assistance Links On-line (HALO).  
 
ESG 
 
MSHDA’s Office of Rental Development and Homeless Initiatives (RDHI) administers the ESG 
program, funded by HUD and MSHDA.  Annual on-site monitoring reviews are scheduled for 1/3 of all 
ESG grants, with priority given to federally funded grants and grants over $100,000. At the end of 3 
years, all agencies will have been monitored. These reviews are completed to ensure compliance with 
programs and applicable MSHDA and HUD rules and regulations.  
 
Physical inspections are completed at the time of monitoring if the agency has a shelter or shelters.  
Inspections are completed to ensure that shelter standards are met for proper maintenance, safety 
and sanitary conditions.    
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Housing Assistance Specialists do on-going desk monitoring throughout the grant year from April 1st 
through March 31st, using Homeless Assistance Links On-line (HALO). Monitoring includes oversight 
of project results and timely expenditure of funds. 
 
If fraud or abuse is suspected or non-compliance is found during the monitoring, further investigation 
is done by MSHDA staff.  Sanctions may be imposed and include suspension from participation in 
future grant rounds and/or having funds recaptured by MSHDA.   
 
CDBG Economic Development 
 
The Michigan Economic Development Corporation (MEDC) implements the CDBG Economic 
Development programs.  MEDC/ CDBG staff provides on-site monitoring for all construction related 
projects to verify program and federal labor standards compliance.   Formal grant agreements are 
executed with each CDBG recipient.  Each grant agreement is personally provided to the grantee 
community by the respective CDBG staff and a checklist is reviewed to insure all requirements for the 
grant are explicitly understood.  For all CDBG funded projects with job creation actual job creation is 
verified monthly during the project timeline which includes the submission of Income Certification 
forms signed by the employee and payroll documentation.  Additionally, CDBG staff aggressively 
monitors semi and annual progress reports and audits submitted by the communities to further 
evaluate project and program compliance.  Prior to issuing any final agreement reimbursement, 
additional review of all compliance items are made by staff to remediate any outstanding issues and 
to insure 100% compliance before close out of the grant. 
 
MEDC ensures long-term compliance with program and comprehensive planning requirements with 
an in-place internal coordinated process for the evaluation of all CDBG projects.  This evaluation is 
based on both MEDC’s strategic plan for economic development which includes targeted industry 
sectors and communities based on low/mod and other economic factors.  The internal teams place 
each project request through a rigorous vetting process to insure that each CDBG investment will 
have a significant impact on the respective communities and businesses.  MEDC utilizes a three 
tiered approach for all CDBG projects: tier one involves the identification of eligible projects by the 
business development or community assistance teams; tier two involves the rigorous scoping of those 
projects by the packaging team who are very knowledgeable on all applicable incentive options 
provided by the agency to insure the request incentive meets applicable federal and or state 
requirements; tier three involves the final assessment by the CDBG staff with a recommendation to 
the Michigan Strategic Fund board for funding approval. 
 
HOPWA 
 
HOPWA is administered by the Michigan Department of Community Health (MDCH).   
 
On-Going Monitoring. MDCH monitors program and project results through tracking sheets.  HOPWA 
project sponsors are required to have a formal tracking sheet for Short Term Rent, Mortgage and 
Utilities (STRMU) and for Tenant Based Rental Assistance (TBRA).  The tracking sheet also tracks 
permanent housing placement. Staff reviews each tracking sheets for compliance with and 
achievement of program/project results.  Additionally MDCH staff provides the project sponsors with 
annual group technical assistance regarding improving program outcomes.  Project sponsors are also 
required to submit monthly Financial Status Reports to MDCH.  Staff reviews and provides technical 
assistance if expenditures are not timely. MDCH also keeps the HUD required Conflict of Interest 
Form on file for all project sponsors.  
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On-Site Monitoring.  Project sponsors are monitored at least once a year to ensure long-term 
compliance with program requirements. The items included in monitoring reviews are:  
 


 Housing assessments, household income and number in household 
 Adequacy of STRMU tracking 
 Assuring accuracy of HUD CAPER data 
 Assuring time sheets are accurately kept 
 Assuring plan is in place for meeting project outcomes 
 Assuring regulations on participant eligibility and the activity are met 
 Assuring contract requirements are met 
 Assuring tenant pay portion is accurate for TBRA 
 Assuring housing habitability standards are met 
 Assuring records are maintained for four years 
 Assuring adequate financial and program records are kept 
 Assuring tracking on program income and adequate documentation of expenditures 


 
If compliance issues are noted, the project sponsors are notified of the deficiencies and given a 
reasonable time to remedy the finding.  If the non-compliance issues are not resolved, sanctions may 
be taken including withholding of further payments.  If corrections to audit findings are not provided in 
a timely fashion, the contract with the project sponsor will, when necessary, be terminated.   







G. ANTIPOVERTY STRATEGY 
 
Michigan’s anti-poverty strategy has two major components 1) welfare reform and 2) 
economic development.  MSHDA has worked with the Michigan Department of Human 
Services (DHS) and the Michigan Department of Community Health (DCH) to restructure 
linkages between the affordable housing, social, and supportive service sectors.   The 
welfare reform initiative is based upon personal responsibility, time-limited assistance, 
and work for the receipt of benefits.  DHS continues to help Michigan recipients make 
the transition form welfare to work.  Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF) is 
the cash assistance component that helps families work toward their goal of total 
independence.   MSHDA will work with DHS and the DCH to coordinate its housing 
services and other activities that help reduce the number of poverty-level families in 
Michigan.  Through a number of community and economic development programs, the 
Michigan Economic Development Corporation promotes job creation in the private sector 
in all areas of the state.   
 
Additionally, a new initiative called The Cities of Promise was launched in 2006 and will 
continue through December 31, 2010.  This interagency initiative aims to redevelop 
communities and reduce poverty. The pilot cities are those that are experiencing 
sometimes, devastating conditions because of declining population, extreme poverty, 
loss of industry and jobs, crumbling infrastructure, and blighted neighborhoods. They 
include Benton Harbor, Detroit, Flint, Hamtramck, Highland Park, Muskegon Heights, 
Pontiac, and Saginaw. 
 
This initiative includes nineteen state agencies: Departments of Education, Civil Rights, 
Labor and Economic Growth, Transportation, Environmental Quality, Military and 
Veterans Affairs, Michigan State Police, Human Services, Community Health, Michigan 
Economic Development Corporation, Education, Natural Resources, Treasury, 
Management and Budget, Agriculture, Michigan State Housing Development Authority, 
Information Technology, History, Arts and Libraries, and Corrections. The role of the 
state agencies is to work together in a strategic, collaborative fashion to focus resources 
in these communities – driven by the local plans and presenting needs. 
.   
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H.   CERTIFICATIONS OF CONSISTENCY 
 
The Michigan State Housing Development Authority will continue to review applications 
for assistance made to HUD by local governments, local public housing authorities, and 
non-profit providers falling within the area of the state covered by the Consolidated Plan.  
The review focuses on whether the applicant’s proposal addresses areas of priority need 
identified in the Plan and the consistency of the proposal with the relevant Plan strategy 
for responding to the need.  The requisite certificate is then issued for inclusion with the 
applicant’s request for funding assistance.
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I.  COORDINATION EFFORTS 
 


A major priority of the Michigan Consolidated Plan is to enhance the coordination 
between public and assisted housing providers and private and governmental health, 
mental health, and service agencies.  In fact, Goal 5 of the Plan is to develop linkages 
between the housing and service sectors to provide greater housing opportunities to 
special needs populations. 
 
For a complete discussion of the state’s coordination efforts, please see the narrative 
discussion of Goal 5 in Section IV. 


 





		V.  STRATEGIC PLAN

		A.     HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT GOALS

		Decline in Manufacturing Employment 

		Elevated Foreclosure Rates 

		Access to Credit 

		Loss of Households and Population 










VI. ONE YEAR ACTION PLANS 
 
MICHIGAN COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT (CDBG) PROGRAM 
 
1.  Introduction 
 
Under the Michigan CDBG Program, all projects must meet one of the following national 
objectives and the attending statutorily mandated requirements to be considered for 
funding: 
 


• The activities will benefit persons of low and moderate income, as defined by 
Section 104(b)(3) of the Housing and Community Development Act and 24 CFR 
570.483; 


 
• The activities will aid in the prevention or elimination of slums or blight, as 


defined by 24 CFR 570.483; or 
 


• The activities are designed to meet other community development needs having 
a particular urgency because existing conditions pose a serious and immediate 
threat to the health or welfare of the community which are of recent origin or 
which recently became urgent, where the community is unable to finance the 
activity on its own and where other financial resources are not available to meet 
such needs, as defined by 24 CFR 570.483. 


 
2.  Eligible Activities 
 
Activities cited in Section 105(a) of Title I of the Housing and Community Development 
Act of 1974, as amended, are eligible for assistance. 
 
COSTS OF PREPARING GRANT APPLICATIONS ARE NOT ALLOWABLE. 
 
3. Eligible Applicants 
 
Small cities, townships, and villages of less than 50,000 in population, and non-urban 
counties generally are eligible to apply for grants under the Michigan CDBG Program.  
There are over 1,600 eligible general purpose local governments and these 
governments are referred to as non-entitlement jurisdictions. 
 
4. Ineligible Applicants 
 
The following counties and their respective units of local governments are not eligible: 
 


Genesee County (The Cities of Flushing and Linden are the two communities in 
Genesee County eligible to apply for Michigan CDBG funds) 


Kent County (Cedar Springs is the one community within Kent County eligible to 
apply for Michigan CDBG funds) 


Macomb County 
Oakland County 
Wayne County    
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Washtenaw County and the following units of government within the county are 
not eligible for Michigan CDBG funds: 
 
Ann Arbor City   Pittsfield Township  York Township 
Ann Arbor Township  Scio Township   Ypsilanti City 
Bridgewater Township Salem Township  Ypsilanti Township 
Northfield Township  Superior Township 
 


The following Michigan cities are not eligible to directly apply or directly receive Michigan 
CDBG Program: 


 
Battle Creek Kalamazoo Niles 
Bay City  Lansing Norton Shores 
Benton Harbor  Midland Portage  
East Lansing   Monroe Port Huron  
Holland  Muskegon Saginaw 
Jackson  Muskegon Heights  


 
Indian tribes eligible for assistance under Section 107(a)(7) of the Housing and 
Community Development Act are not eligible to directly apply for or directly receive 
Michigan CDBG funds, but an eligible county or township may apply for Michigan CDBG 
funds for projects located on Indian reservations if the unit of general local government 
has the legal authority to fund such projects on Indian reservations and Indian 
preference is not provided. 
 
5. Allocation of Funds 
 
During the 2010 program year, the State expects to receive approximately $38,966,232 
from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) for the State of 
Michigan CDBG Program. The actual amount available may vary based on recapture 
and reallocation of other funds from previous allocations and the amount of program 
income received as well as the final appropriation.  In addition, the actual distribution of 
allocated or unallocated amounts may vary according to the demand for funds and 
fundable grant applications.  The initial and planned allocation of funds to individual 
categories will be on a pre-set percentage basis, which will be applied to the final 
funding amount.  By definition, a substantial amendment to the Consolidated Plan would 
result from a change in the method of distribution of funds of said change, which will 
cause an increase or decrease in the original allocation mix of over 35%.   
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Initial distribution of HUD allocated funds, recaptured funds, and program income will be 
as follows: 
 
            CDBG Category                     Allocation          Program Income           Total 
 
 
1.  Economic Development 
Grants  


$23,379,739 $2,000,000 $25,379,739 
 
2.  Housing & Neighborhood 
Grants 


$14,417,506 0 $14,417,506 
 
3.  Administration and  
     Technical Assistance 


$ 1,168,987  $ 1,168,987 
 
                               Total $38,966,232 $2,000,000 $40,966,232 
 
 
Based on the 2010 program year allocation, the following percentages of the allocation 
will be applied to the specific categories: 
 
Economic Development Grants (Michigan Strategic Fund) 
Economic Development      60.0%   
Downtown Development 12.5%       
Planning          2.5% 
Blight Elimination   5.0% 
Innovative/Unique Economic and Community Development 20.0% 
Infrastructure Capacity Enhancement Balance Unobligated  
 
Housing & Neighborhood Grants (Michigan State Housing Development Authority) 
County Allocation 60.0% 
Housing Resource Fund      40.0% 
 
Other Funds.  In addition to funds available for distribution, as allocated to the State by 
the federal government for the 2010 program year, other funds may become available 
for distribution.  Such other funds may include: 
 


• Unobligated grant balances allocated to the State under any previous program 
year; 


• Unexpended grant obligations recovered under previous grants; and 
• Any program income returned to the State below or above the estimated amount. 


 
It is estimated that the State will receive approximately $2 million in program income 
during the 2010 program year.  These funds will be redistributed by the appropriate 
State-administering agency (Michigan Strategic Fund or Michigan State Housing 
Development Authority) for eligible projects in accordance with requirements of the 2010 
CDBG program guidelines. 
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A. COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT FOR HOUSING: ONE-
YEAR ACTION PLAN 


 
1. General 
 
Under the County Allocation or Housing Resource Fund, as administered by MSHDA, 
CDBG funds may be used by a community to meet demonstrated housing needs.  
Activities eligible for funding include, but are not limited to: 
 
• Rehabilitation of housing units for homeowners, homebuyers or rental 


occupancy; 
 
• New Construction of housing for rental or owner-occupancy; in participation with 


a qualified community-based organization; 
 
• Acquisition of sites on which buildings will be constructed for use or resale, 


including down payment assistance; 
 
• Emergency Repair assistance (limited to 15% of funds for homeowner 


assistance); 
 
• Demolition in support of a housing program or neighborhood revitalization effort; 
 
• Clearance of toxic contaminants of property to be used for new construction of 


housing; 
 
• Infrastructure improvements essential to an affordable housing project or 


program in a targeted neighborhood where at least 51 percent of the residents 
have incomes not exceeding 80 percent of the area median incomes; 


 
• Site improvements to publicly owned land to enable the property to be used for 


new construction of housing, providing the improvements are undertaken while 
the property is still in public ownership; 


 
• Cost of disposing real property, acquired with CDBG funds, which will be used for 


new construction of housing; 
 
• Public Improvements including acquisition, construction, reconstruction and/or 


rehabilitation (including removal of architectural barriers to accessibility) of 
neighborhood facilities; 


 
• Beautification projects are eligible activities when proposed under a 


comprehensive neighborhood or community revitalization effort involving the 
preservation or creation of affordable housing.  Beautification projects include, 
but are not limited to:  landscaping, planters, creating or improving parking lots, 
and façade improvements; 


 
• Rehabilitation and/or acquisition of buildings utilized to house the homeless; 
 
• Grantees may undertake activities as provided for under Section 105(a) (23) of 
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• Applicants may propose to use a portion of their county allocation award for 


services which are directly related to supportive housing;  
 
• Applicants may use a portion of the county allocation to pay closing and other 


costs related to the refinance the first mortgage for a recipient receiving 
homeowner rehabilitation assistance.  The first mortgage will typically be an 
adjustable rate mortgage, a balloon, or have an extremely high interest rate 
putting the property at risk of foreclosure.  This assistance is limited to $3,500 
and is included in the maximum $35,000 allowed for homeowner assistance.   


 
• An applicant may request up to a maximum of 18 percent of a funding request for 


general administration.  Costs of preparing grant applications are not 
allowable. 


 
CDBG housing funds may be awarded only to non-entitled units of general local 
government, including counties and municipalities.  Recipients may enter into 
subrecipient agreements or contracts with nonprofit or for-profit third-party 
administrators, with prior approval from MSHDA .   
 
MSHDA has an allocation process for awarding non-entitled counties funding for housing 
projects.  Because this program has historically been funded from CDBG funds, this 
process is discussed in more detail below.  
 
County Allocation Process.  Counties are eligible for funding on a two year grant 
cycle.  The amount of the county’s allocation awarded will be primarily based on the 
county’s population.  For counties with entitlement communities located in the county, 
the populations of entitlement communities will be subtracted from the total county 
population.  Projected maximum allocations amounts are as follows: 
 


POPULATION MAXIMUM AMOUNT * 
 
 0 -   5,000 $100,000 
 5,001 - 10,000 $125,000 
 10,001 - 20,000 $150,000 
 20,001 - 30,000 $175,000 
 30,001 - 40,000 $200,000 
 40,001 - 50,000 $225,000 
 50,001 - 60,000 $250,000 
 60,001 - 70,000 $275,000 
  over    70,000 $300,000 
 
*MSHDA may make exceptions to allocations based on performance of a grantee, 
significance of project impacts on the community, needs of the community, 
overall demand for funds, and/or based on the availability of funds.  MSHDA may 
also choose to award a county HOME funds for their allocation, especially where 
CDBG funds are needed for projects for which CDBG is an eligible and more 
appropriate funding source.  
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Housing Resource Fund.  Additionally, some CDBG housing funds are used to support 
proposals by non-entitled local governments for competitive funding awarded by the 
Office of Community Development under the Housing Resource Fund.  Activities funded 
by the Housing Resource Fund include homeowner, homebuyer and rental assistance 
as eligible using HOME or CDBG funding. 
Additional Funding Award Competitions.  MSHDA may, from time to time, announce 
new funding opportunities under the above activities.  
 
Project Term 
 
Funds for the County Allocation may be awarded as early as January 1, 2010.  CDBG 
funds for the Housing Resource Fund are awarded following publicly announced 
application windows. Grant terms for 2010 funds will generally be two years. 
 
3.  Threshold Requirements    
 
In order to be eligible for funding, communities must meet the following minimum 
requirements: 
 
a. A Community Development and Housing Needs Assessment.  An 
assessment which identifies community development and housing needs and specifies 
both short and long term community development strategies must be submitted with the 
application. 
 
b. Previous Performance.  Each applicant previously funded will be evaluated on 
its previous performance.  A grantee that has failed to meet previous grant agreement 
requirements, including commitment of funds, may be deemed ineligible to apply for an 
additional award. 
 
Current County grantees are not eligible to apply for 2010 housing funds until at least 75 
percent of their current grant funds, exclusive of administrative funds, have been 
disbursed or some unusual circumstance is involved to warrant a request to apply for 
additional funds. 
 
Further, communities that have received Michigan County Allocation funds from fiscal 
year 2003 or earlier cannot apply for 2010 funds until any grants covering those years 
have been audited and closed. 
 
c. Low and Moderate Income Benefit.  Applications for Michigan county allocation 
funds provide the following low and moderate income benefits in accordance with the 
HUD Section 8 Income Limits: 


 
• Single family, owner-occupied housing rehabilitation must provide 100 percent 


low/moderate income benefit.  Therefore, 100 percent of the funds must be 
awarded to household with gross annual incomes 80 percent or less of the area 
median income, based on household size. 


 
• A rental rehabilitation activity must assure at minimum that 51 percent of units 


after rehabilitation are occupied by low/moderate income households (if a two 
unit property, at least one of the units must be affordable). 
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• In calculating the low/moderate income benefit for a demolition, infrastructure or 
public improvement project, at least 51 percent of the households served by the 
project must be low/moderate income. 


 
• Applications with less than the above stated low/moderate income requirements 


will not be considered for funding. 
 
d. Maximum Investment. 
 
Homeowner rehabilitation assistance will generally not exceed $35,000 per unit, 
including costs attributable to lead-based paint hazard remediation or abatement.  The 
Office of Community Development may make exceptions to this maximum assistance for 
cause.  


 
Homebuyer assistance programs include the following minimum guidelines: 
 
•  MSHDA Single Family asset limitation applies. 
 
•  Not limited to first-time homebuyers. 
 
•  Purchase price limit is the lesser of the HUD 203(b) limit or the appraised value. 
 
•  Homeownership education is required. 
 
•  Communities are expected to obtain leverage funds from other housing programs 


such as federal weatherization funding, Rural Development, and MSHDA PIP.  
Communities are also encouraged to provide leveraging dollars and in-kind 
services locally. 


 
Rental rehabilitation assistance is primarily targeted to neighborhoods, including 
downtowns.  The investor must contribute, at minimum, 25 percent of total development 
costs (i.e., the maximum investment may not generally exceed 75 percent of the project 
cost). 
 
4. Project Selection 
 
While a variety of housing activities are eligible for funds, the following guidelines must 
be considered when proposing a homeowner rehabilitation activity.  The financing 
mechanism may be a deferred loan or may be forgiven at up to 10% each year during 
the 6th through 15th year following the provision of the assistance.  
 
MSHDA requires the placement and recording of a lien on properties receiving CDBG 
assistance.  Exception will be given to emergency repair loans where the cost of the 
repairs is at or below $2,500.  Waivers will be considered for other unique circumstances 
on a case-by-case basis. 
 
5. Public Services 
 
The use of 15% of local county allocation for public services is restricted to supportive 
services directly associated with MSHDA or HUD funded supportive housing projects, 
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including case management, enhanced management, and direct supports for persons 
residing in transitional housing for homeless households and/or in permanent supportive 
housing for homeless and/or special needs populations. 
 
MSHDA may use CDBG funds, up to 15 percent of its housing funds including any 
amounts allocated by counties, as stated above, for public services. 
 
6. Award Process 
 
a. County Allocation.  Applications for awards will not be scored, but will be 
reviewed to assure that all threshold requirements are met and that the proposed 
housing program is acceptable. 
 
The following factors must be addressed adequately in applications for a housing 
proposal to assure favorable consideration: 
 


• Total number of units to be rehabilitated in relation to community population and 
identified housing need; 


  
• Estimated average and maximum total cost and average and maximum CDBG 


assistance per unit and the amount of funds to be leveraged; 
  


• Level of improvement to be achieved in assisted properties.  All properties 
assisted with CDBG funds must be brought up to local code, Section 8 Existing 
Minimum Housing Quality Standards or 2006 Michigan Rehabilitation Code.  
(NOTE:  An exception can be made for an Emergency Repair Activity not to 
exceed 15 percent of the total grant); 


 
• Newly construction units to meet the 2006 Michigan Construction Code, as well 


as 5-Star Energy and MSHDA Visitability Requirements. 
 


• Administrative and staff capacity to manage program; 
 


• A marketing plan to include "Affirmative Marketing"; 
 


• Percent of requested funds to be used for administrative purposes (18 percent 
maximum); 


 
• The extent to which the proposal will further fair housing activities. 


 
b. Housing Resource Fund.  Projects are awarded CDBG funds where CDBG is a 
more appropriate funding source than HOME.  Examples would include single family 
rehabilitation, homebuyer assistance (with or without rehabilitation), demolition, 
beautification, rental rehabilitation, including mixed-income projects and activities on 
non-residential portions of mixed-use buildings where a national objective is met. 
 
Applications are funded based on: 
 


• Prospect for substantial community impact; 
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• Compliance with federal regulations and MSHDA policy; 
 


• Cost-effectiveness; 
 


• Applicant capacity and track record. 
 
Applications for the Housing Resource Fund are scored by a review team and ranked.  
Applications are funded, in whole or in part, based on the amount of the request, the 
capacity of the applicant, an assessment of market need/demand, and available 
resources.   
 
7. Monitoring  
 
MSHDA will monitor the implementation of these plans to determine that good faith 
efforts have been made to carry out the procedures and requirements specified in the 
plans, to determine if the objectives have been met, evaluate compliance and to take 
corrective action as necessary.    
 
8. Lead-Based Paint Hazards 
 
In the County Allocation Program, properties rehabilitated must meet local code, HUD's 
Section 8 Existing Minimum Housing Quality Standards (HQS) or the 2006 Michigan 
Rehabilitation Code.  As lead-based paint requirements are incorporated into HUD’s 
standards, on a statewide level we are continuously addressing lead-based paint issues 
on housing rehabilitation projects. Note: An exception can be made for CDBG funded 
county allocations, as communities may request up to 15 percent of their homeowner 
rehabilitation funds be utilized for Emergency Repair Activities. 
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B. COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT FOR ECONOMIC AND 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT:  ONE-YEAR ACTION PLAN 


 
GENERAL 
 
The Michigan CDBG Program for economic and community development includes 
funding of grants for economic development, downtown development, planning, blight 
elimination, infrastructure capacity enhancement, and innovative and unique economic 
and community development projects.  
   
NATIONAL OBJECTIVES 
 
In order to qualify for CDBG funding consideration, all economic and community 
development projects must meet a federally required national objective, which includes 
providing direct benefit to low and moderate-income people or elimination of slum and 
blight.  Area benefit projects must provide benefit to the entire unit of general local 
government, census block groups, or survey approved neighborhood populations.  
Economic and downtown development job creation projects must result in job creation or 
retention where at least 51 percent of the jobs are made available to, or held by, low and 
moderate-income people.  Planning projects must be considered as leading to 
development projects which will result in future job creation where at least 51 percent of 
the jobs are made available to, or held by, low and moderate-income people.  Blight 
elimination projects must be designed to eliminate specific conditions of blight or 
physical decay.    
 
Very low, low, and moderate-income limits are defined each year by the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), and identify household income 
levels by household size.  Typically the moderate-income level is 80 percent of the 
county median family income and is based on the income level of the household and not 
the individual filling the job.  For job creation projects, the very low, low, and moderate-
income requirement is applied at the time of hire.  For job retention and community 
development projects, the eligibility requirement is applied at the time of application for 
CDBG funds. 
 
Jobs are defined as full time and full-time equivalent permanent positions, which do not 
include construction jobs, temporary jobs, or layoff recalls.  Only those jobs, which are 
created, or retained, during the grant project period, will be considered in meeting the 
national objective and screening guidelines. The State will make a final determination of 
the actual number of jobs created, or retained, and the actual number of jobs available 
to, or held by very low, low, or moderate-income people at the time the project is 
officially closed out by the State and will be based on documentation provided by the 
local government grant recipient. 
 
All grantees will be required to comply with all current and newly adopted reporting 
requirements, including all items necessary to meet Integrated Disbursement and 
Information System (IDIS) project compliance and performance measurement data 
collection parameters. 
 
 
 
 


VI-10 







FUNDING CYCLE, PROPOSAL REVIEW, AND PROJECT LIMITATIONS 
 
Proposals are considered on a continuous basis and applications for economic 
development, downtown development, planning, blight elimination, and innovative and 
unique economic and community development projects will be accepted following 
approval of the Notice of Intent (NOI).   The NOI is a three-page form providing basic 
information on the proposed project, project activities, and a summary of the project 
budget including grant funds being requested and other funds supporting the proposed 
project.  Grants will be awarded as funding availability allows.   
 
Applications for competitive allocations will be preceded with announcements to 
potential applicants, which will identify specific selection criteria.  The competition will be 
publicly announced and advertised.  Approved projects will include only those activities 
identified in the Annual Action Plan and as funding availability allows.  
 
If it is determined that the proposed project has adequately met the screening guidelines 
and selection criteria, the local government will be authorized to prepare a full 
application.    
 
 
SCREENING GUIDELINES AND SELECTION CRITERIA 
 
In considering project funding, a system based on screening guidelines and selection 
criteria is used to evaluate and invite notices of intent and approve applications.  The 
screening guidelines are considered to be thresholds that must be met or exceeded for a 
particular project to receive funding.  If these thresholds are met by a proposed project, a 
positive funding decision may be made depending on the availability of funds, quality of 
jobs, project sustainability and compliance with all other program requirements.  The 
selection criteria are used to weigh the viable aspects of projects when a competitive 
award is to be determined. 
 
MAXIMUM PROJECT PERIOD 
 
Projects must usually be completed within twenty-four (24) months from the date the 
grant is awarded.  Funds not disbursed within the specified time limit may be recaptured 
by the appropriate State administering agency for reallocation to eligible CDBG projects. 
 
The Michigan Strategic Fund may make exceptions to grant amount limits and project 
periods based on the significance of the project’s impact on the community and the 
economy, the number of jobs created, the needs of the community, and/or the level of 
benefits to low and moderate income people.  Exceptions will be considered as part of 
the funding decision. 
 
Communities identified as Low and Moderate Income Communities by the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) or through local survey efforts 
as approved by the Michigan Strategic Fund may choose to request consideration for 
the elimination of a singular screening guideline requirement in their efforts to qualify a 
project.  The elimination of the cost per job criteria is not eligible for this special 
consideration. 
 
1. ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
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The State of Michigan, the Michigan Strategic Fund, and the Michigan Economic 
Development Corporation (MEDC) envision a transformed Michigan economy; a 
State where 21st Century businesses will provide desirable jobs in emerging 
sectors of commerce; where Michigan’s tradition of manufacturing and 
automotive engineering generate new opportunities to participate in the global 
economy; where educational standards of excellence support a sophisticated 
workforce; and where travel and tourism thrive.  Priority will be given to projects 
that focus on the emerging sector-initial target clusters which include:  alternative 
energy & fuels, life sciences, advanced manufacturing/transportation, and 
defense/homeland securities industries. 


 
A. INFRASTRUCTURE  
 


Communities may request grants to provide public infrastructure 
improvements necessary for the location, expansion, and/or retention of a 
specific for-profit business firm(s) which is engaged in an economic base 
activity (e.g. - manufacturing, point-of-destination tourism, headquarter 
operations, major multi-state distribution facility).  Examples of eligible public 
infrastructure projects include the following items: public water or sanitary 
sewer lines and related facilities, streets, roads, bridges, sidewalks, parking 
facilities, pedestrian malls, alleys, drainage systems, waterways, publicly 
owned utilities and systems, and projects designed to reduce, eliminate or 
prevent the spread of identified soil or groundwater contamination.  


 
Screening Guidelines.  Economic development infrastructure projects will 
be expected to meet each of the following guidelines: 


  
Category A: 


  
-     Cost Per Job - Proposed projects are expected to create and/or retain the 


largest number of jobs with the least amount of CDBG investment.  
Funding priority will be given to projects where the amount of CDBG 
funds per job created and/or retained is $10,000 or less. 


  
-     Minimum Leverage Ratio - Proposed projects are expected to leverage 


private and other public funds.  Funding priority will be given to projects 
when the leverage ratio of all other private and public funds to CDBG 
funds is 1:1 or greater. 


  
-     Job Creation - Priority will be given to projects creating ten or more 


permanent full-time jobs that pay an average hourly rate of at least $9.00 
or 75% of the average hourly wage rate of the applicable county 


  
-     Minimum Local Participation - Proposed public infrastructure projects are 


expected to have local government funding for public infrastructure 
activities.  Funding priority will be given to projects where local funding for 
public infrastructure is ten percent or more of the total public infrastructure 
costs. 
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-     Financial Viability – The business must be financially viable and able to 
document that it has sufficient management abilities and skills to 
successfully operate the business.  Businesses may be subject to 
background checks. 


  
-     Economic Impact - Proposed projects are evaluated on their economic 


impact including the diversification of the economic base of the local and 
State economies.  This includes the significance of added value the 
project carries, including financial value added through sales, use of 
existing local and state suppliers and secondary jobs created. 


   
Category B: 


  
-     Cost Per Job - Proposed projects are expected to create and/or retain the 


largest number of jobs with the least amount of CDBG investment.  
Funding priority will be given to projects where the amount of CDBG 
funds per job created and/or retained is $20,000 or less. 


  
-     Minimum Leverage Ratio - Proposed projects are expected to leverage 


private and other public funds.  Funding priority will be given to projects 
when the leverage ratio of all other private and public funds to CDBG 
funds is 2:1 or greater. 


  
-     Job Creation - Priority will be given to projects creating twenty five or 


more permanent full-time jobs that pay an average hourly rate of at least 
$11.00 or 85% of the average hourly wage rate of the applicable county.    


  
-     Minimum Local Participation - Proposed public infrastructure projects are 


expected to have local government funding for public infrastructure 
activities.  Funding priority will be given to projects where local funding for 
public infrastructure is ten percent or more of the total public infrastructure 
costs. 


  
-     Financial Viability – The business must be financially viable and able to 


document that it has sufficient management abilities and skills to 
successfully operate the business.  Businesses may be subject to 
background checks. 


  
-     Economic Impact - Proposed projects are evaluated on their economic 


impact including the diversification of the economic base of the local and 
State economies.  This includes the significance of added value the 
project carries, including financial value added through sales, use of 
existing local and state suppliers and secondary jobs created. 


  
Category C: 


  
-     Cost Per Job - Proposed projects are expected to create and/or retain the 


largest number of jobs with the least amount of CDBG investment.  
Funding priority will be given to projects where the amount of CDBG 
funds per job created and/or retained is $35,000 or less. 
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-     Minimum Leverage Ratio - Proposed projects are expected to leverage 
private and other public funds.  Funding priority will be given to projects 
when the leverage ratio of all other private and public funds to CDBG 
funds is 3:1 or greater. 


  
-     Job Creation - Priority will be given to projects creating fifty or more 


permanent full-time jobs that pay an average hourly rate of at least 
$14.00 or 95% of the average hourly wage rate of the applicable county.    


  
-     Minimum Local Participation - Proposed public infrastructure projects are 


expected to have local government funding for public infrastructure 
activities.  Funding priority will be given to projects where local funding for 
public infrastructure is ten percent or more of the total public infrastructure 
costs. 


 
 -    Financial Viability – The business must be financially viable and able to 


document that it has sufficient management abilities and skills to 
successfully operate the business.  Businesses may be subject to 
background checks. 


  
-     Economic Impact - Proposed projects are evaluated on their economic 


impact including the diversification of the economic base of the local and 
State economies.  This includes the significance of added value the 
project carries, including financial value added through sales, use of 
existing local and state suppliers and secondary jobs created. 


   
B.  DIRECT ASSISTANCE TO BUSINESS 


 
Also eligible under this activity would be assistance to private, for-profit 
entities as identified in Section 105(a)(17) of Title I of the Housing and 
Community Development Act of 1974, as amended.  There are five 
subcategories of projects eligible for direct assistance to private and for-
profit businesses:  machinery and equipment, job training, rail 
enhancement, small business expansion and utility/ pipeline projects. 
 
Selection guidelines, project periods, and grant amounts will be 
determined and tailored for each specific project proposal.  All funding 
considerations will be made in compliance with federal CDBG regulations 
and requirements. 
 


C.  RURAL COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
 
Grants are available for rural Michigan communities (populations less than 
50,000) for projects that do not meet the Economic Development Program 
guidelines for the Downtown Development program guidelines.  Funds can 
be used for community infrastructure improvements, small business 
expansion, or other nontraditional community development activities. 
 


D.  FARM TO FOOD DEVELOPMENT GRANTS 
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Grants area available for eligible non-entitlement communities seeking to 
construct, rehabilitate, acquire, expand or improve a facility for the support of 
a three or four season farmers market.  Awarded funds will be used for the 
construction, expansion, acquisition, or improvements of new or existing 
farmers markets that will be and are located in low and moderate income 
communities or will lead to job retention or creation in non low to moderate 
income non-entitlement communities.  It is the expectation that the structures 
could be used for additional community activities.  This is a competitive grant 
offering with the announced rounds to be held in the spring of each year. 


 
Screening Guidelines.  Farmers Market grants will be expected to meet the 
following criteria:  


 
- National Policy Objective – Proposed projects are expected to meet the 


national objective of either benefiting a population of individuals of whom at 
least 51% reside in low to moderate income households or projects that will 
result in the creation of full-time equivalent (FTE) jobs of which at least 51% 
of the created jobs will be held by low to moderate income persons. 
Preference will be given to projects with job creation commitments. 


  
For job creation or retention projects, funding priority will be given where the 
amount of CDBG funds per job created is $30,000 up to $35,000 based on 
the number of jobs created or retained.  


 
- Project Viability – The community must be able to demonstrate that potential 


demand in the community to warrant a permanent structure to house a multi-
season farmers market creation or expansion. 


   
- Minimum Local Participation – Proposed projects are expected to have local 


government funding for the construction and operation of the market.   
Funding priority will be given to projects where local funding for construction 
activities is 15 percent or more of the total construction costs. 


 
- Financial Viability – The community will be expected to demonstrate the 


financial viability of an expanded market and show that there are sufficient 
management abilities and skills and resources available to operate and 
maintain the facility.  


 
Maximum Grant Amount. The maximum individual grant award will not exceed 
$750,000. 
 
E.  INCUBATOR/ENTREPRENEURIAL DEVELOPMENT FOR JOB 


CREATION 
Communities may request grants to assist public or non-profit incubator 
projects with the construction, acquisition or expansion of a facility for the 
purpose of business incubator program creation or expansion.  Awarded 
funds must be used for the construction of new or expansion of existing 
facilities where new job will be created. 
 
Screening Guidelines.  Incubator Development grants will be expected to 
meet the following criteria:  
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- National Policy Objective – Proposed projects are expected to meet the 


national objective of either benefiting a population of individuals of whom at 
least 51% reside in low to moderate income households or projects that will 
result in the creation of full-time equivalent (FTE) jobs of which at least 51% 
of the created jobs will be held by low to moderate income persons. 
Preference will be given to projects with job creation commitments. 


  
For job creation or retention projects, funding priority will be given where the 
amount of CDBG funds per job created is $20,000 up to $35,000 based on 
the number of jobs created or retained.  


 
- Minimum Leverage Ratio – Proposed projects are expected to leverage 


additional investment by the community or non-profit.  Funding priority will be 
given to projects when the leverage ratio of all other private and public funds 
to CDBG funds is 1:1 or greater.  


   
- Minimum Local Participation – Proposed projects are expected to have local 


government funding participation.  Funding priority will be given to projects 
where local funding for public infrastructure is 30 percent or more of the total 
public infrastructure costs. 


 
- Financial Viability – The community will be expected to demonstrate the 


financial viability of the incubator or proposed incubator and show that there 
are sufficient management abilities and skills and resources available to 
operate the incubator program and facility.  


 
Maximum Grant Amount. The maximum individual grant award will not exceed 
$750,000. 
 


 
2. DOWNTOWN DEVELOPMENT 


 
The Michigan CDBG Program for downtown development includes special 
funding initiatives in traditional downtowns for Downtown Infrastructure, Facade 
Improvement, and Signature Buildings.  Priority will be given to projects located 
within a traditional downtown.  A traditional downtown is defined as a grouping of 
20+ commercial parcels of property that include multi-story buildings of historical 
or architectural significance.  The area must have been zoned, planned or used 
for commercial development for 50+ years.  The area must consist of, primarily, 
zero-lot-line development; have pedestrian friendly infrastructure, and an 
appropriate mix of business and services.  The area should be represented by a 
specific, downtown business organization (i.e. Downtown Development Authority, 
Business Improvement District, Principal Shopping District, and/or Corridor 
Improvement District).   
 
A. INFRASTRUCTURE   
 
The Downtown Infrastructure Program enables a community to improve the 
downtown’s infrastructure quality and reduce redevelopment costs to make a 
project feasible.  This program is restricted to providing public downtown 
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infrastructure improvements that are tied to new commercial/mixed-use 
development activities which require the additional infrastructure to create new 
economic opportunities and job creation activity within a downtown area.   


  
Communities may request grants to provide public infrastructure improvements 
that directly support private redevelopment projects in traditional downtowns.  
Public infrastructure includes items such as: parking facilities, streetscape, public 
water or sanitary sewer lines and related facilities, streets, roads, bridges, and 
public utilities.   Priority will be given to projects leveraging the greatest amount of 
job creation and private investment as well as projects that increase density and 
emphasize vertical development.   


  
Screening Guidelines.  Downtown infrastructure projects will be expected to 
meet each of the following criteria:  
 
- National Policy Objective – Proposed projects are expected to meet the 


national objective of either benefiting a population of individuals of whom at 
least 51% reside in low to moderate income households or projects that will 
result in the creation of full-time equivalent (FTE) jobs of which at least 51% 
of the created jobs will be held by low to moderate income persons. 
Preference will be given to projects with job creation commitments. 


  
For job creation or retention projects, funding priority will be given where the 
amount of CDBG funds per job created is $20,000 up to $35,000 based on 
the number of jobs created or retained.  


 
- Minimum Leverage Ratio – Proposed projects are expected to leverage 


private and other public funds.  Funding priority will be given to projects when 
the leverage ratio of all other private and public funds to CDBG funds is 1:1 or 
greater.  


   
- Minimum Local Participation – Proposed projects are expected to have local 


government funding participation.  A minimum of ten percent local 
government cash match is required.  Funding priority will be given to projects 
with the highest percentage of local matching funds. 


 
- Financial Viability – The business must be financially viable and able to 


document that it has sufficient management abilities and skills to operate the 
business.  


 
Maximum Grant Amount. The maximum individual grant award will not exceed 
$750,000. 
 


 B.     FACADE IMPROVEMENTS 
  
 Grants are available for communities that seek to target areas of traditional 


downtowns for facade improvements which will have a significant impact on the 
downtown/community.  The Downtown Façade Program is structured to provide 
commercial/mixed-use building façade improvements to sustain and minimize 
deterioration of the downtown area.  This program is based on the premise that 
the exterior improvements will stimulate additional private investment in the 
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buildings and the surrounding area, attract and increase additional customers, 
thereby resulting in additional downtown economic opportunities.   


  
 Priority will be given to communities that: currently have an existing façade 


program; identify projects that will create more than five new full-time equivalent 
jobs; can demonstrate prior use of downtown development incentives; have local 
organizational capacity to successfully complete this project; have a full time 
downtown development professional to administer the project; have adopted a 
downtown development plan; and demonstrate that the project is located in a 
strategically valuable location of the traditional downtown. 
 
Screening Guidelines.  Downtown Façade projects will be measured as to their 
ability to meet each of the following:  


  
- National Policy Objective – Proposed projects are expected to meet the 


national objective of either benefiting a population of individuals of whom at 
least 51% reside in low to moderate income households or projects that will 
result in the creation of full-time equivalent (FTE) jobs of which at least 51% 
of the created jobs will be held by low to moderate income persons. 
Preference will be given to projects with job creation commitments. 


 
For job creation or retention projects, funding priority will be given to projects 
creating five or more permanent full-time equivalent jobs and where the 
amount of CDBG funds per job created is $30,000 or less.  


  
- Project Type – Specific parcels of commercial/mixed-use property must be 


identified.  Projects will be located in a traditional downtown, should be 
located in a DDA or other like-district and all projects must meet the 
Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation.  


 
- Matching Funds – Funding priorities will be given to communities with the 


highest percentage of local matching funds (committed funds only), but all 
communities must contribute a minimum of 25% of the total project costs.  


 
- Project Selection – Priority will be given to communities that currently have an 


existing façade program and demonstrate that the project is located in a 
strategically valuable location of the traditional downtown.  Projects that 
consist of three or more buildings will be given preference. 


 
- Project Provisions – All project beneficiaries must agree to abide by a five 


year restricted resale and reuse provision policy that is formally identified with 
the grant documents. 


    
Maximum Grant Amount. The maximum individual grant award will not exceed 
$400,000 and must be for a minimum amount of $30,000. 


 
C. SIGNATURE BUILDING 


 
Grants are available for communities seeking acquisition of vacant, partially 
vacant or substantially underused buildings located in traditional downtowns for 
rehabilitation into a commercial/mixed use building that will result in job creation.  
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CDBG funding can only be utilized for property acquisition activities and the 
community must demonstrate the financial capacity to rehabilitate the building in 
order to qualify. 


  
 The Downtown Signature Building Program enables a community to secure a 


building that is a focal point within the downtown for commercial rehabilitation 
purposes that will result in job creation, and once redeveloped, would become an 
asset and make a significant contribution to the overall downtown area.   


 
The CDBG funding allows the community to acquire property that a developer 
would not typically purchase and redevelop due to the substantial amount of 
money required, that its current owners are experiencing challenges with 
developing and/or maintaining, and is currently being underused.  Therefore, this 
program gives the community availability/accessibility to funding to stimulate 
economic opportunity within a downtown.  


 
Priority will be given to communities that: show that the project is a signature, 
troubled building in the downtown; location is in a historic district or is historically 
registered; has been vacant, partially vacant or underused for three years or 
more; has sufficient parking for a rehabilitated building; a structural analysis has 
been completed for the building; local organizational capacity exists to 
successfully complete this project including the adoption of a downtown plan; 
have a full time downtown development professional; demonstrate prior 
commitment to using downtown economic incentives; and demonstrate that the 
project is located in a strategically valuable location of the traditional downtown.  
 
Screening Guidelines.  Downtown Signature Building projects will be measured 
as to their ability to meet each of the following:  


  
- National Policy Objective – Proposed projects are expected to meet the 


national objective of creating jobs and 51% of the created jobs will be held 
by low and moderate income persons.  Funding priority will be given to 
projects creating five or more permanent full-time equivalent jobs and 
where the amount of CDBG funds per job created is $30,000 or less.  


 
-  Project Type – Specific parcels of property must be identified.  Projects will 


be located in a traditional downtown, should be located in a DDA or other 
like-district, and the project must be accompanied by two appraisals along 
with the current SEV, documentation that all taxes are current, as well as 
verification that non-mortgage liens have not been placed on the property. 


  
- Matching Funds – Funding priorities will be given to communities with the 


higher  percentage of local matching funds (committed funds only), but all 
communities must contribute a minimum of 25% of the total property 
acquisition costs.  


 
 - Project Provisions – All project beneficiaries must agree to abide by a five 


year restricted resale and reuse provision policy that is formally identified 
with the grant documents. 
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Maximum Grant Amount. The maximum individual grant award will not exceed 
$500,000.   
 
F.  DOWNTOWN INFRASTRUCTURE CAPACITY ENHANCEMENT 


 
Grants are available for public works projects that upgrade existing public 
infrastructure systems either by replacing deteriorating or obsolete systems 
or by adding capacity to existing systems.  In addition, funds under this 
program can be utilized for public facilities or publically owned infrastructure 
which will have a significant economic development impact throughout the 
community.  Projects that will lead to increased economic activity in a 
commercial area will be a priority.  Announcement of this activity will be made 
to eligible communities in the fall of the program year.  Competitive ranking of 
projects will be based on the Notice of Intent (NOI) received and awards will 
be based on the availability of funds. 
 
Screening  Guidelines.  Downtown Infrastructure Capacity Enhancement 
projects will be measured as to their ability to meet each of the following: 


  
- National Policy Objective – Proposed projects are expected to meet the 


national objective of providing benefit to a population of individuals of whom 
at least 51 percent reside in low to moderate-income households.  Preference 
will be given to projects that lead to increased economic activity in 
commercial area or district. 


 
- Project Type – public infrastructure projects that upgrade existing public 


infrastructure systems either by replacing deteriorating or obsolete systems 
or by adding capacity to existing public infrastructure services in need of 
upgrade will be given priority. 


 
- Matching Funds – Funding priority will be given to communities with the 


higher percentage of local matching funds (committed funds only) and all 
other matching funds from other sources (committed funds only) for the 
applicant’s proposed project. 


 
- Project Schedule – The immediacy of project commencement will earn the 


applicant greater consideration for the funding of the project.  Current 
calendar year commencement and completion earns the highest possible 
project consideration. 


  
Selection Criteria.  The following criteria may be used in measuring the 
competitive strength of each applicants proposed project under the Infrastructure 
Capacity Enhancement category. 


 
o       Project Schedule 
o       National Policy Objective 
o       Project Type 
o       Local Match (committed funds only) 
o       Combined Matching Funds (all matching funds including local-


committed funds only) 
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o       Cost Per Resident/Beneficiary 
o       Identified Funding Priorities 


   
Maximum Grant Amount.   The maximum individual grant award will not exceed 
$1,000,000.  Priority will be given to projects with engineering completed and 
ready to begin construction.  Applications will be accepted and grants awarded 
as funding availability allows. 


    
3. PLANNING          


 
Economic and downtown development planning grants are available to help 
communities accomplish project specific public planning and design work which 
is likely to lead to an eligible economic development implementation project.  
Selection factors will include: an evaluation of near term (two to four years) job 
creation where at least 51 percent of the jobs are held by, or made available to 
low and moderate-income people, the number and quality of jobs, and the overall 
likely impact on the community.   


 
A. ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT PLANNING 


  
Screening Guidelines.  Economic development planning grant proposals will be 
evaluated on the following guidelines: 


 
-        Anticipated Project Outcome - The extent to which it appears that the 


planning grant will lead to an eligible implementation project. 
 
-        Potential Job Creation – The likelihood for near term job creation where at 


least 51 percent of the jobs are held by low and moderate income persons. 
 
-        Community Impact – Anticipated impact on low/moderate income 


communities.  
 
- Local Participation – A cash match/contribution equal to the awarded 


CDBG funds is required.  
 


Maximum Grant Amount.  The maximum grant amount shall not exceed 
$100,000.  


 
B. DOWNTOWN PLANNING 
 
The Downtown Planning Program enables a community to identify and determine 
what activities the community could do to increase the viability/accessibility of 
economic opportunities to revitalize and stimulate job creation within the 
downtown area.  The Economic and downtown development planning grants are 
available to help communities accomplish project specific public planning and 
design work which is likely to lead to an eligible economic development 
implementation project.  Selection factors will include: an evaluation of near term 
(two to four years) job creation where at least 51 percent of the jobs are held by, 
or made available to low and moderate-income people, the number and quality of 
jobs, and the overall likely impact on the community.   
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CDBG Planning funding cannot be utilized to create, update, or provide 
information solely for a community to meet legislatively mandated DDA/TIF 
requirements.  


 
Screening Guidelines.  Downtown development planning grant proposals will 
be evaluated on the following guidelines: 


 
-      Anticipated Project Outcome - The extent to which it appears that the 


planning grant will lead to an eligible implementation project. 
 
-      Potential Job Creation – The likelihood for near term job creation where at 


least 51 percent of the jobs are held by low and moderate income persons. 
 
-      Community Impact – Anticipated impact on low/moderate income 


communities.  
 
- Local Participation – A cash match/contribution equal to the awarded CDBG 


funds is required.  
 
Maximum Grant Amount.  The maximum grant amount shall not exceed 
$100,000.  


 
4. BLIGHT ELIMINATION 
 


Communities may request grants to assist in the elimination of spot blight that is 
not located in a designated slum or blighted area.  Eligible uses of funds include:  
property acquisition, clearance/demolition, historic preservation, and building 
rehabilitation (only to the extent necessary to eliminate specific conditions 
detrimental to public health and safety).   


  
Screening Guidelines.  Blight Elimination grants will be expected to meet the 
following criteria. 


  
-  Project Viability - The community must be able to demonstrate that their 


proposed project is clearly eliminating objectively determinable signs of blight 
and is strictly limited to eliminating specific instances of blight (spot blight). 


 
- National Objective - Proposed projects must meet the national objective of 


elimination or prevention of slums and blight on a spot basis.   
 
- Project Type - Funding priority will be given to the demolition of vacant, 


deteriorated and abandoned buildings which are considered to be detrimental 
to public health and safety. 


 
- Matching Funds - Proposed projects are expected to have local government 


and/or other funds designated for the project.  Funding priority will be given to 
projects where all other funding is twenty-five percent or more of the total 
project costs.  


 


VI-22 







- Eligibility – The property must meet the definition of blighted as defined in the 
Brownfield Redevelopment Financing Act 381 of 1996, MCL 125.2652 
(e)(i-iv) and (vii). 


  
Maximum Grant Amount.  The maximum grant amount shall not exceed 
$1,000,000. 


   
5.         INFRASTRUCTURE CAPACITY ENHANCEMENT 
 


Grants are available for public works projects that upgrade existing public 
infrastructure systems either by replacing deteriorating or obsolete systems or by 
adding capacity to existing systems.  In addition, funds under this program can 
be utilized for public facilities or publically owned infrastructure which will have a 
significant economic development impact throughout the community.  
Announcement of this activity will be made to eligible communities in the fall of 
the program year.  Uncommitted CDBG funds as of November for this year will 
be made available for Infrastructure Capacity Enhancement (ICE) awards for 
projects to be implemented in 2011 and 2012.  Ranking of projects will be based 
on the Notice of Intent received and awards will be based on the availability of 
funds.  


  
            Screening  Guidelines.  Infrastructure Capacity Enhancement projects will be 


measured as to their ability to meet each of the following: 
  


- National Policy Objective – Proposed projects are expected to meet the 
national objective of providing benefit to a population of individuals of whom 
at least 51 percent reside in low to moderate-income households.  Preference 
will be given to projects that benefit the entire applicant community. 


 
- Project Type – While community and recreational facilities are eligible as are 


new infrastructure projects, public infrastructure projects that address 
necessary improvements to existing public infrastructure services in need of 
upgrade will be given priority. 


 
- Matching Funds – Funding priority will be given to communities with the 


higher percentage of local matching funds (committed funds only) and all 
other matching funds from other sources (committed funds only) for the 
applicant’s proposed project. 


 
- Project Schedule – The immediacy of project commencement will earn the 


applicant greater consideration for the funding of the project.  Current 
calendar year commencement and completion earns the highest possible 
project consideration. 


  
Selection Criteria.  The following criteria may be used in measuring the 
competitive strength of each applicants proposed project under the Infrastructure 
Capacity Enhancement category. 


 
o       Project Schedule 
o       National Policy Objective 
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o       Project Type 
o       Local Match (committed funds only) 
o       Combined Matching Funds (all matching funds including local-


committed funds only) 
o       Cost Per Resident/Beneficiary 
o       Identified Funding Priorities 


   
Maximum Grant Amount.   The maximum individual grant award will not exceed 
$1,000,000.  Priority will be given to projects with engineering completed and 
ready to begin construction.  Applications will be accepted and grants awarded 
as funding availability allows. 


  
6. INNOVATIVE AND UNIQUE ECONOMIC AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 


GRANTS 
 


Innovative and creative grant and award requests will be considered based on 
special and/or unique needs or situations requiring innovative program 
approaches not specifically provided for in regular economic development, 
downtown development, planning, blight elimination, and infrastructure capacity 
enhancement grants.  This may include, but is not limited to, brownfield site 
redevelopment, targeted industry development, job training, general public 
infrastructure, building and building rehabilitation activities, CDBG Section 108 
loan guarantees, projects funded through the pooling of revolving loan funds 
(RLFs), activities and services listed in the above categories which do not meet 
identified screening or selection criteria and/or projects associated with other 
State or Federally funded initiatives. 
  
Selection guidelines, project periods, and grant amounts will be determined and 
tailored for each specific project proposal.  All funding considerations will be 
made in compliance with federal CDBG regulations and requirements.   
 


7.       Revolving Loan Funds 
 


During program year 2010, the state will require regionalization of all existing 
revolving funds.  Over two thirds of the existing funds have been inactive 24 
months or greater and have not been revolving.  The intent of the funds is to 
provide CDBG eligible loans to businesses within the identified territory.  
Repayments of the loans back to the fund with interest generates program 
income that is used to cover fund administrative expenses and provides for 
additional funds for additional CDBG eligible loans to businesses. 
 
The state program intends to form no more than 5 regional entities within the 
entire state and will exercise the ability to recapture existing inactive fund 
balances and the reassignment of loan portfolios into the newly created regional 
entities.  Regionalization will create opportunities for larger access pool of 
available capital for the issuance of CDBG eligible loans, efficiency gain through 
increased capacity to better underwrite loans and streamlined state approval 
process. 
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C.  EMERGENCY SOLUTIONS GRANTS: ONE-YEAR ACTION PLAN 
 
1.   Introduction 
 
The State of Michigan's Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG) Program will be administered 
by the Michigan State Housing Development Authority (MSHDA), through its Office of 
Rental Development and Homeless Initiatives. It is anticipated that HUD will award a 
“balance of state” allocation of approximately $2,800,000 in Emergency Solutions Grant 
(ESG) funds to the State of Michigan for FY 2010 (based on prior year federal 
authorization level).  MSHDA will provide an additional $5,000,000 in matching funding 
for statewide ESG programs.  A portion of these MSHDA-generated matching funds may 
be used for activities associated with response to homelessness that fall outside HUD-
defined eligibility restrictions for ESG programming (e.g., Continuum of Care 
coordination and Housing First activities).  
 
MSHDA has adopted the basic principles of HUD’s Continuum of Care strategy for use 
in its ESG funding distribution. The primary program design for FY 2010 allocates a 
targeted sum of grant funds to local communities that have developed and submitted an 
approved Continuum of Care plan.  There are 60 active Continuum of Care planning 
bodies in Michigan, representing all 83 of our Counties. These Continuum of Care 
planning groups are comprised of homeless service providers and related stakeholders 
in each community. They meet regularly to assess the community’s homeless and 
housing needs, inventory existing resources available to serve them, identify gaps in 
housing and service delivery, prioritize local needs, and develop comprehensive 
strategic plans for homeless response.  MSHDA assigns a “target funding allocation” to 
each Continuum area for planning purposes, and each Continuum then submits an 
“ESG Funding Strategy” which recommends specific funding amounts for eligible 
projects and activities in its area --- within the limits of the assigned allocation amount.  
 
These Continuum of Care plans – and associated ESG Funding Strategies – are 
evaluated against threshold criteria to ensure their feasibility, consistency with program 
rules and principles of practice, and effectiveness.  Each grantee agency must, in turn, 
submit its own Project Application for MSHDA review. MSHDA staff review all projects 
recommended by the Continuum body for eligibility of activities and cost. They also 
screen project grantees for eligibility and capacity.  
 
MSHDA works closely with local communities to support the continuing evolution of 
Continuum of Care planning. Each year, MSHDA conducts a series of regional and 
specialized trainings throughout the state addressing ESG programming and Continuum 
of Care coordination. MSHDA also provides technical assistance as necessary to help 
local planning bodies to develop their Continuum processes and strategies. A state-level 
homeless programs advisory council – the Michigan Homeless Assistance Advisory 
Board (MHAAB) acts as a clearinghouse for related ideas and feedback. 
 
A notice of funding availability for the Emergency Solutions Grants (ESG) program will 
be published and distributed statewide in the spring of 2010. Application information will 
be posted on MSHDA’s public website and disseminated widely.  
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2.  Eligible Projects and Sponsors 
 
Emergency Solutions Grant funds (both federal and MSHDA matching funds) may be 
used for projects associated with providing shelter, transitional housing, prevention, 
rapid re-housing, and essential services to homeless individuals and families with 
children.  Eligible Emergency Solutions Grant projects using federal funds include but 
are not limited to: 
 
• The start-up of transitional housing programs by experienced service providers 


 
• Expansion of transitional housing, homeless prevention, or essential services 


programs 
 


• Ongoing funding for shelter operations, transitional housing, homeless 
prevention, or essential services programs 


 
• Funding for Homeless Management Information System (HMIS) implementation 


projects  
 
Project sponsors must be established private non-profit 501(c)(3) agencies or public 
non-profit entities, must have had at least one year of successful experience in 
administering homeless programs, and must be actively involved in a local Continuum of 
Care planning body.  No projects will be considered from areas that do not have an 
approved Continuum of Care plan in place.  All grantees will be required to report on 
client activity through use of the Michigan Statewide Homeless Management Information 
System.  
 
3. Proposed Use of Funds 
 
The use of funds for recipients of federal ESG dollars will be limited to Operating, 
Essential Services, Homeless Prevention and Rapid Re-Housing as described below.  
Grantees will be allowed a limited amount of funding for staffing as a part of 
operating/administrative costs, if necessary, not to exceed 10 percent of the project’s 
total award.  MSHDA’s FY 2010 ESG program will include the following categories of 
allowable use: 
 


a. Operating:  Grant funds will provide for maintenance and operating expenses of 
a shelter, transitional housing, or associated service facility, including but not 
limited to: insurance, food, utilities, maintenance, and repair expenses; 
necessary furnishings; salaries for security staff; and staff costs of operations (up 
to 10 percent of the total grant). 
 


b. Essential Services: Grant funds may be used for essential/supportive services 
costs including but not limited to: case management, child care, employment and 
training, health care screening and referral, substance abuse prevention and 
treatment, counseling, and educational guidance.  These funds will be used for 
salaries and benefits for counselors, case managers, other essential services 
staff; client transportation expenses; and other direct costs of essential services 
provision.  MSHDA herein requests continued approval of a waiver established in 
2003-2004 allowing allocation of more than 30 percent of its federal ESG funds 
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to essential services.  This request is based on two primary elements of 
rationale:  1) when taken as a percentage of combined federal and MSHDA 
matching funding for ESG, our essential services commitments are actually less 
than the 30% ceiling (generally around 20%) and 2) all ESG sub-grantees 
receiving essential services funding are required to submit organizational 
budgets that demonstrate the availability of full operational funding for their 
programming as a condition of eligibility for funding.  MSHDA requests continued 
approval of this waiver for the five-year period covered by the 2005 Michigan 
Consolidated Plan. 


 
c. Homeless Prevention: Homeless prevention funds will be used to provide direct 


financial assistance to pay utility shut-off balances and arrearage, prevent rental 
evictions or mortgage foreclosures, and assist with first month’s rent and security 
deposits, all essential elements of implementing Housing First.  MSHDA will 
allocate no more than 30 percent of its combined federal and matching ESG 
funds to homeless prevention services unless a waiver is obtained. To qualify for 
financial assistance under this homeless prevention category, households must 
meet the following criteria: 


 
1) The inability of the household to make the required payments must be 


due to a sudden reduction in income; and 
 


2) The assistance must be necessary to avoid eviction or termination of 
services; and 
 


3) There must be a reasonable prospect that the household will be able to 
resume payments within a reasonable period of time; and 
 


4) The assistance must not supplant funding for pre-existing homeless 
prevention activities from any other source. 


 
d. Rapid Re-Housing:  Rapid Re-housing funds will be used to provide short-term 


leasing assistance, up to six months, to households whose income does not 
exceed 40% AMI.  An income eligibility review is required on a quarterly basis.  
Units cannot exceed MSHDA Payment Standards; leasing payments must be 
made directly to landlords, and grantees must maintain verification of need, 
income, and all other pertinent information as required by HUD and MSHDA in 
the participant’s file.  Lead Based Paint inspections are required if the household 
has a child under the age of 6 and if the property was built prior to 1978.   


 
MSHDA will elect not to absorb the federal administrative funds for which it is eligible, in 
order to be able to increase funding available for community programs and services.  
Moreover, MSHDA will dedicate a portion of its internally dedicated ESG project funds 
for uses that include: 
 
 a) Costs of coordinating local Continuum of Care activities – including fiduciary & 


administrative functions, 
 
 b) Costs of local implementation of the Michigan Statewide Homeless 


Management Information System (MSHMIS), 
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 c) Piloting innovative rural homeless and prevention projects (including Housing 
First initiatives) on a competitive basis, 


 
 d) Supporting the implementation of local Ten-Year Plans to End Homelessness, 


and 
 
 e) Other homeless activities and initiatives as may be identified by MSHDA’s 


Office of Rental Development and Homeless Initiatives.  
 
Financial assistance for costs for critical needs for facilities repair, and for homeless 
facilities rehabilitation will be available (based on demonstrated agency need and 
capacity) through MSHDA’s Office of Rental Development and Homeless Initiatives.  As 
such, no federal ESG funding will be directed to these costs.  
 
4. Evaluation of ESG Projects 
 
Local communities will submit their Continuum of Care plans and specific funding 
recommendations for individual projects (within limits of targeted allocations) to MSHDA 
in accord with a widely distributed Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA).  
Representatives from MSHDA’s Office of Rental Development and Homeless Initiatives 
will review, critique, and approve submitted community plans and funding 
recommendations, as well as determine project eligibility. 
 
5. Certification of Local Approval 
 
A Certification of Local Approval, signed by the highest elected official for the local unit 
of government where each project is administered, is required from each program 
applicant.  Documentation of these certifications is maintained in grantee files at 
MSHDA. 
 
6. Grantee Reporting 
 
A Homeless Programs Progress Report, currently due quarterly, asks grantees to report 
on service activities, client demographics, performance outcomes, and service needs in 
their area.  Volunteer hours donated by individuals in the community and in-kind 
contributions leveraged by the grantees are also reported.  MSHDA will compile this data 
into a statewide report to be used to assist in needs assessment, determination of 
funding priorities, coordination of services with other state agencies, and enhancement 
of services for homeless populations.  
 
MSHDA’s statewide Michigan Statewide Homeless Management Information System 
(MSHMIS) has been implemented statewide. This Web based reporting mechanism 
tracks and unduplicated client-level data at the agency, community, and state levels. 
While MSHMIS initially has focused on emergency shelter, transitional housing, and 
permanent supportive housing consumers, this system will ultimately endeavor to 
capture descriptive data on homeless persons and families served by all of our provider 
systems. All 60 of Michigan’s Continuum of Care areas are participating in the statewide 
system.  
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7. Lead-Based Paint Hazards 
 
The Michigan State Housing Development Authority (MSHDA), as the agent for the 
State of Michigan will assure full compliance with all lead-based paint rules and 
regulations, as they are applicable to the Emergency Solutions Grant Program.  All ESG 
program grantees are provided regular training and support in lead-based paint 
compliance.  
 
8. Matching Funds 
 
The Michigan State Housing Development Authority Board has committed $5 million in 
MSHDA funds as match for the FY 2010 ESG Program. 
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D. HOME INVESTMENT PARTNERSHIP: ONE-YEAR ACTION PLAN 
 
1. Introduction 
  
At the time of publication of this plan, the State of Michigan’s FY10 allocation of HOME 
funds was not yet determined, but the range of activities planned for the FY10 allocation 
of HOME funds is similar to those undertaken with FY09 funds.  The State of Michigan 
received an allocation of $23,229,842 in FY09 for the HOME Investment Partnership 
Program and projects a similar level of funding for FY10.  The Michigan State Housing 
Development Authority (MSHDA) will continue to be the administrative agency for the 
state's allocation of HOME funds.   
 
HOME funds in Michigan are used for projects to expand the supply and availability of 
safe, decent, accessible, and affordable housing for moderate, low and extremely low-
income households through a statewide network of public/private partnerships.  Activities 
eligible for funding include, but are not limited to: 
 
• Rehabilitation for homeowner, homebuyer or rental; 
• Acquisition including downpayment assistance; 
• New construction of rental or homebuyer; 
• Tenant based rental assistance; 
• Demolition in conjunction with rehabilitation or new construction; 
• Homeless assistance (restricted to housing development activities for transitional 


or permanent housing); 
• Reconstruction housing; and 
• An applicant may request funding for general administration. 
 
Michigan will continue to allocate its HOME funds in a manner consistent with this 
Consolidated Plan.  The state's allocation for HOME funds is based primarily on the 
demographics of non-HOME entitled areas of the state.   
 
Eligible applicants include: 
 
• All non-HOME entitled local units of government  
 
NOTE: Projects in non–HOME entitled Local units of government may receive higher 
priority if one or more of the following conditions are met: 
 


1. The unit of government is a local county seat; 
2. The unit of government is designated by the State of Michigan as a Core 


Community, Main Street, or Michigan Blueprint community; or 
3. The unit of government is requesting funds for a project located within the 


boundaries of a Cool Cities Designated Neighborhood. 
 
• Local HOME Participating Jurisdictions (PJs). 
 
• Non-profit organizations with a 501 (c) designation, including Community Housing 


Development Organizations (CHDOs). 
 
• Non-profit and for-profit developers of rental housing 
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• Federally Recognized Indian Tribes where MSHDA has coordinated its activities 
with those of the local tribe; MSHDA may require local matching funds.  


 
NOTE:  Whenever MSHDA commits HOME funds within a local participating jurisdiction; 
MSHDA will coordinate its activities with those of the local participating jurisdiction and 
will generally require local matching funds. 
   
2. Proposed Use of HOME Funds 
 
MSHDA is reserving no more than five (5%) percent for CHDO operating expenses and 
no more than ten (10%) percent for administrative expenses.  Of the funding available 
for projects, MSHDA will assure that at least fifteen (15%) percent of its cumulative 
allocations are invested in projects owned, developed or sponsored by CHDOs.  
MSHDA plans to invest its project funds in eligible activities, in accordance with this 
Consolidated Plan.  In implementing these programs and other affordable housing 
activities, MSHDA will provide at least twenty-five (25%) percent in non-federal match. 
 
3. Rental Housing Programs 
 
The Rental Development and Homeless Initiatives Division provides technical assistance 
and support to for-profit and non-profit developers and provides financing—including 
HOME funds—for the development of affordable rental housing.  Programs include the 
provision of primary or subordinate financing to developers creating supportive housing 
units targeted to individuals and families who are homeless and/or have special needs, 
the provision of leveraging federal funding and Tenant Based Rental Assistance 
Initiatives, and the provision of subordinate financing to support affordable rental housing 
transactions participating in the Authority’s tax-exempt and taxable direct lending 
programs.   
 
Within these broad activities, the Authority periodically updates its lending parameters 
and selection procedures for the receipt of HOME funds while taking into account the 
following considerations: 
 
a. Supportive Housing Program.   For supportive housing proposals, the state’s 
HOME funds may be used for eligible project activities in conjunction with funds provided 
locally through each community’s Continuum of Care or supportive housing planning 
process.  Local funds will come from public and private sources.  Use of Low-Income 
Housing Tax Credits and local property tax relief are also encouraged.  The amount of 
state HOME funds invested will be determined as part of an underwriting and review 
process for each development.  Supportive housing is targeted to those individuals and 
families, who are at or below 30% of AMI, are homeless and/or have a special need 
condition.  Specific subpopulations targeted include: homeless youth, homeless families 
with children, survivors of domestic violence, individuals who are considered to be 
chronically homeless, homeless veterans, and those with special needs. 
 
Eligible HOME projects include:   
 


1. Supportive housing developments of 12-100+ units, where all units in the 
development are targeted to individuals and families who are homeless or have a 
special need.  In these developments all tenants have access to a moderately 
intensive array of supportive services. 
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2. Small-scale supportive housing developments of 1-11 units, which typically are 


targeted 100% to individuals and families with special needs.  Tenants should be 
assured access to available supportive services with assistance provided in their 
residence as desired.  


 
3. Supportive housing integrated into multi-family projects with typically no more 


than 10% of the development’s total units committed to people who are homeless 
and/or have special needs.  In this model, HOME funds are generally used to 
assure that the supportive housing units are targeted to those whose income is at 
or below 30% AMI.   The partnership between the developer, service agency, 
and property manager is documented through a Memorandum of Understanding, 
outlining the roles and responsibilities of all parties. 


 
All services are voluntary and at no time can acceptance of services be made a 
requirement of tenancy. 
 
b. Preservation.   MSHDA will make HOME funds available for the preservation of 
MSHDA financed multi-family housing developments and may make HOME funds 
available for preservation of non-MSHDA financed multi-family housing developments.  
Recipients must extend the low-income character of the development.  Transactions 
may involve a transfer of ownership or may support the physical needs of distressed 
multifamily properties already financed through one or more other Authority programs.  
The maximum HOME assistance will vary depending on the age, type and size of the 
development and an underwriting evaluation.  HOME assistance will be limited to the 
amount of assistance needed to fill the funding gap, as determined by MSHDA.  Rent 
and occupancy restrictions will apply for, at a minimum, the HOME affordability period.  
 
c. Leveraging Federal Funding and Deep Subsidy Assistance.  MSHDA may 
make funds available to leverage the construction of new developments and the award 
of project-based Rental Assistance under the U.S. Department of Agriculture-Rural 
Development Section 515 Program and/or the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development Section 202/811 Programs. 
 
d. Tenant Based Rental Assistance Initiatives.  HOME funds may be committed to 
support Tenant Based Rental Assistance (TBRA) targeted to homeless and special need 
populations, such as:  homeless youth, homeless families with children, survivors of 
domestic violence and those who are considered chronically homeless.  The Division of 
Rental Development and Homeless Initiatives has created a regional structure for the 
disbursement of technical assistance and funding. The plan is to continue to assure that 
TBRA is available to provide leasing assistance to homeless and special need 
populations in every region of the State. 
 
Information from the state’s Homeless Management Information System (HMIS) 
continued to demonstrate substantial unmet needs for transitional housing units for 
homeless families and individuals.  Because of ongoing deployment of state managed 
Housing Choice Vouchers, Homeless Prevention and Rapid Rehousing funding, and 
similar resources, as well as an increasing focus on developing permanent supportive 
housing units, we anticipate less use of HOME funded TBRA in the near term. 
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e. HOME Subordinate Financing.  HOME funds for the development of rental 
housing other than the above-described initiatives will be made available to assist 
multifamily development proposals participating in other Authority financing programs. 
 
Such projects may include family or senior housing, housing in urban or rural areas, and 
both new construction and acquisition and rehabilitation of housing.  Proposals must 
meet the Authority’s Direct Lending Parameters and underwriting standards as may be 
updated from time to time. 
 
To reduce the need for HOME funding and ensure that resources can be invested 
broadly, typical applications for HOME Subordinate Financing will be required to 
participate in the Low Income Housing Tax Credit program and demonstrate some level 
of leveraged funding (such as local tax abatement, local HOME or CDBG awards, 
private philanthropy, developer equity, and the like). 
 
HOME Assistance Levels - The minimum amount of HOME assistance will be $1,000 
per unit.  The maximum amount of HOME assistance will be the lesser of the equity gap 
as determined by MSHDA, the total development cost of the HOME designated units, or 
the per unit HOME subsidy limit multiplied by the number of HOME designated units. 
 
Loan Terms - HOME assistance will typically be provided as a 3% subordinate loan, 
amortizing over 50 years, to be repaid from cash flow on an annual basis.  In the event a 
significant percentage of the developer fee is deferred, repayment of the HOME loan 
may be deferred until the deferred developer fee has been paid.    


 
The loan will be repayable with: 
 


• Twenty-five percent of any cash available for distribution to the project 
owner, as determined by an independent annual audit of project income 
and expenses, this repayment may be waived to the extent deferred 
developers fees exist.  In cases where MSHDA exceeds its typical per 
unit investment targets, a higher payment (defined by a percentage of 
cash available for distribution) may be required. 


 
• The proceeds of any refinancing or sale designed to alter the low income 


character of the residents of the development.  In this event, the full 
subordinate HOME loan will be accelerated and become immediately due 
and payable; and 


 
• Project operating revenue following repayment of the first mortgage.  In 


this event, the outstanding balance of the HOME loan will become the 
new first mortgage and begin to bear interest at the same rate as the 
original mortgage with monthly mortgage payments equal to the 
payments under the original first mortgage. 


 
In limited cases, the Authority may consider providing HOME funds—as primary or 
subordinate debt—to various mission driven or high-impact community projects that are 
not otherwise participating in the Authority’s direct lending programs.  In such cases, the 
underwriting standards noted above will still be used, and the Authority’s Executive 
Director must approve the HOME investment. 
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Small Scale Rental Housing (1-24 units): The Authority may operate a small scale 
rental development program in limited cases.   
  


(a)   Project Eligibility  - HOME funding may be invested in subsidized secondary 
loans for small scale development projects (1 to 24 units) on a case-by-case 
basis and  where the project will address a clear public purpose and specific 
community need such as: 
 


1. The project is an essential component of a comprehensive community 
revitalization strategy aligned with MSHDA investment priorities; or 


 
2. The project is part of a strategy to create low-income housing 


opportunities in a higher cost setting or area characterized by economic 
growth (e.g., economic integration or deconcentration); or 


 
3. The project is targeted at special needs/homeless/supportive housing 


populations that require a smaller scale. 
 
Proposed projects must meet all the following criteria: 
 


• Low Income Housing Tax Credit award, with the equity investment, net of 
allowable developer fees and project costs not recognized in the debt 
financing, used to reduce the need for HOME funds; 


 
• Sponsorship by a community-based nonprofit group, defined as: 
 


- A Community Housing Development Organization (CHDO); 
- A Community-Based Development Organization (CBDO), as defined by       


HUD;   
- A local 501(c) organization, organized in Michigan, currently involved in 


housing in the market area in which the housing is being proposed;  
 
OR 
 -Sponsorship by a for-profit group.   


 
• If special needs housing is being proposed, it must include provision for 


appropriate support services and project sponsors must be participating in a 
local continuum of care strategy planning body or a local consortium 
planning body for supportive housing. 
 


It is the intent of MSHDA to reduce the need for HOME funding by leveraging 
other sources of financial assistance, but this may not always be practical.  At the 
discretion of MSHDA's Executive Director, these proposals may not always 
require the use of Low Income Housing Tax Credit.  


 
(b)   HOME Assistance Levels - The minimum amount of HOME assistance is 
$1,000 per unit.  The maximum amount of HOME funding will be: 


 
- Within a Participating Jurisdiction, the lesser of the equity gap as determined by 
MSHDA or $30,000 times the total number of HOME designated units in the 
project.  For special needs housing the maximum HOME assistance will be the 
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lesser of the equity gap as determined by MSHDA or $40,000 per HOME 
designated unit.    
 
-  Outside a Participating Jurisdiction, the lesser of the equity gap as determined 
by MSHDA, the total development cost of the HOME designated units, or the per 
unit HOME subsidy limit multiplied by the number of HOME designated units. 
 
(c)   Income Targeting - MSHDA may elect, at its sole discretion, to apply the 
HOME funds to a specific number of units within the development and require 
that these units be deeply targeted and made affordable to families with incomes 
at or below 30% of the area median income, adjusted for family size. 


 
(d)   Loan or Grant Terms - The affordability and repayment terms will be 
determined by MSHDA's Executive Director.  At a minimum, in the event of a 
refinancing, sale, or conversion of use that would alter the low income character 
of the residents of the development prior to the expiration of the affordability 
period, the full amount of HOME loan will be recaptured. 


 
 4. Requirements for Participating Jurisdiction Contributions 
 


(a) For all multifamily rental developments located in participating jurisdictions, a 
local contribution must be made.  The minimum contribution, excluding any credit 
for the value of property tax relief, must be the lesser of 50% of the total HOME 
funds necessary as determined by MSHDA or 5% of the participating 
jurisdiction's most recent annual HOME allocation. 


 
(b) The participating jurisdiction must agree that match credit derived from the 


present value of property tax relief must, at a minimum, be split between the 
community and MSHDA based on a pro-rata share of the actual HOME 
assistance provided. 


 
(c) At the discretion of MSHDA’s Executive Director, proposals may not always 


require contribution from the participating jurisdiction’s HOME allocation. 
 
f. Rental Rehabilitation.  MSHDA will make funds available for rental rehabilitation 


as follows: 
 
1. Funding awards to local units of governments (state recipients) will be made 


to administer a HOME rental rehabilitation program.  CDBG funds may be 
used if deemed more appropriate for the specific program proposed.  The 
program will generally provide a forgivable loan of up to a maximum of 
$14,999 per unit however, additional funds needed to address lead-based 
paint hazard reductions may be allowed.  Investors must contribute at least 
25 percent of the total development cost.  Loans up to $35,000 including 
lead based paint hazard reduction may be made available in Downtown or 
Neighborhood Preservation Program areas.  The term of the loan will 
coincide with the rent affordability requirement.  Units will be rehabilitated to 
the HUD Section 8 Existing Housing Quality Standards (HQS) or UPCS, or 
its replacement, and include addressing all local code items. 
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2. Loans to the owners of MSHDA financed multi-family developments will be 
made, at the sole discretion of MSHDA, for the rehabilitation of the 
development.  Funding will only be available to the extent MSHDA 
determines that reserve levels are not adequate to cover the costs and still 
maintain an adequate balance for future needs.  Funding will generally be 
limited to a maximum of $14,999 per unit.  Units will be rehabilitated to the 
HUD Section 8 Existing Housing Quality Standards (HQS) or UPCS, or its 
replacement, and include addressing all local code items.     


  
4. Homebuyer Assistance Programs 
 
a. Acquisition/Development/Resale Assistance.  MSHDA will make funds 
available through grants or loans to eligible nonprofit organizations and to local units of 
government or may loan HOME funds to for-profit developers, for the purpose of newly 
constructing, acquiring and/or rehabilitating units for sale to low and moderate income 
families.  The maximum amount of HOME funds that a grantee may invest in a home is 
the per unit dollar limits established by HUD under Section 221.514(b)(1) and (c).  The 
appraised value of the properties may not exceed the single family mortgage limits 
established by HUD.  The sale price (purchase price limit) may not exceed the lesser of 
the appraised value or the HUD maximum appraised value limits. 
 
Grantees may (a) resell the HOME-assisted property to a qualified buyer using 
affordable financing, (b) sell the property under a lease-purchase agreement to families 
who will be able to qualify for mortgage financing within 24 months, or (c) use other 
homeownership models, such as community land trusts, to address the needs of specific 
markets.  The unit must meet HUD Section 8 Existing Housing Quality Standards (HQS) 
or UPCS, or its replacement, and include all energy conservation items at the time of 
occupancy.  The affordability provisions described in Section 12 will be applied to any 
resale during the affordability term. 
 
The unit must meet HUD Section 8 Existing Housing Quality Standards (HQS) or 2006 
Michigan Building Code or 2006 Michigan Rehabilitation Code, and include all energy 
conservation items at the time of occupancy.  All newly constructed units will meet 5-Star 
Energy and MSHDA’s Visitability Standards unless a waiver is requested and approved 
by MSHDA 
 
b. Down Payment Assistance.  MSHDA will provide a down payment assistance 
program for qualified eligible families, especially first-time homebuyers by making funds 
available through financial institutions, eligible nonprofit organizations, for-profit 
developers, or local units of government.  The homebuyer is responsible for a minimum 
cash contribution equal to 1 percent of the sales price.  As permitted by HUD, 
homeownership assistance can be used for the balance of the minimum cash 
requirement to close (including closing costs, prepaids and down payment requirements) 
as calculated by the lending institution providing the first mortgage.  The property's 
appraised value may not exceed the applicable HUD single family mortgage limit.  
Mortgage financing is required; land contracts are not eligible. 
 
Additional funds may be provided for rehabilitation of homes receiving down payment 
assistance.  Where rehabilitation funds are provided at closing as part of a single 
affordable financing package (1st and 2nd mortgage) based on the increased value of the 
property.  CHDOs may use funding from the CHDO set-aside as developers of the 
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property in accordance with a written agreement between the CHDO and the owner of 
the property. 
 
Down payment assistance will be combined with the acquisition/development/resale 
program.  MSHDA may, under this combination of assistance, provide a higher 
maximum downpayment assistance to (a) achieve affordability or (b) permit recapture of 
HOME funds upon resale during the affordability period. 
 
A lien will be placed on the property in the amount of the HOME funds used to make the 
property affordable.  The lien will require repayment of the HOME funds, in accordance 
with the affordability provisions described in Section 12, if the property is sold within the 
term of the affordability period.  The assistance may be forgiven after the term of 
affordability ends except for assistance provided in coordination with MSHDA’s single 
family mortgage programs, which is forgiven at the end of the mortgage term.  Any 
repayments received must be returned to the HOME Investment Trust Fund. 
 
Funds for Down Payment Assistance will be made available (a) to support the activities 
of MSHDA’s homebuyer development programs, (b) in coordination with MSHDA's 
single family mortgage programs, and (c) where a local nonprofit organization(s) or 
community demonstrates capacity to provide needed supportive services (such as 
counseling) or to reach underserved populations.   
 
American Dream Downpayment Initiative 
 
The U.S. Department of Housing & Urban Development established an interim rule for a 
new downpayment assistance component under the HOME Program referred to as the 
American Dream Downpayment Initiative (ADDI) effective April 29, 2004.  The Michigan 
State Housing Development Authority (MSHDA) will be the administrator of the State of 
Michigan ADDI program.  If HUD awards 2010 ADDI funds, MSHDA will administer as 
identified in the following sections.   
 
Planned Use of ADDI Funds 
 
MSHDA will provide the ADDI funds, through an agreement with Habitat for Humanity of 
Michigan, Inc., for first-time homebuyers.  Habitat will award the ADDI funds to local 
Habitat affiliates throughout the state.  MSHDA’s 2010 goal for minority households 
assisted with ADDI funds is 25% of ADDI funds disbursed in the program year.   
 
Plan for Conducting Targeted Outreach 
 
MSHDA will require that each local Habitat affiliate receiving ADDI funds conduct 
targeted outreach to residents and tenants of public and manufactured rental housing, 
and to other families assisted by public housing agencies.  MSHDA will provide an 
Assisted Housing Directory to each affiliate that identifies all multi-family assisted 
housing in the locality, contact information for the local public housing authority and 
contact information for the local MSHDA Housing Choice Voucher agent.  Examples of 
acceptable outreach measures include, but are not limited to: 
 


• Program Notices sent to the Management Agent of local assisted housing; 
• Program Notices mailed to residents of local manufactured rental housing 


developments; 
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• Program Notices sent to local public housing authorities providing the Housing 
Choice Voucher Program; 


• Program Notices sent to MSHDA’s Housing Choice Voucher Family Self-
Sufficiency and Housing Choice Voucher Homeownership participants within the 
county;  


• Informational meetings describing application and eligibility requirements; 
• Advertisement in a newspaper of general circulation or a publication reaching the 


targeted audience (i.e., a rental development newsletter).  
 
Homeownership Counseling 
 
MSHDA administers an extensive Homeownership Counseling Network that has been in 
place for seventeen years.  A formal process is in place for Habitat of Humanity affiliates 
to refer purchasers of Habitat homes to the Network for necessary counseling.  
Counseling services range from simple home purchase education to in-depth financial 
literacy and home maintenance training.  This counseling arrangement will be expanded 
to include all ADDI participants.  
 
5. Homeowner Assistance 
 
a. Eligible Administrators: MSHDA will make funds available to provide 


homeowner rehabilitation loans to families with incomes at or below eighty 
percent (80%) of area median.  This program will be administered through either 
MSHDA direct loans or local   administrators.  Eligible local administrators 
include:  


 
1. In CDBG non-entitlement areas; a) local units of government or b) non-


profit organizations proposing to administer homeowner rehabilitation 
programs in eligible, non-participating counties. 


 
2. In CDBG entitlement areas; local units of government or nonprofit 


organizations sponsoring a targeted strategy; targeted strategies such as, 
but not limited to MSHDA NPP, Empowerment Zones, Enterprise 
Communities, and Renaissance Zones.  A 1:1 match will generally be 
required from the entitlement community. 


 
b. Maximum Assistance:  Homeowner rehabilitation assistance will generally not 


exceed $35,000 per unit, including costs attributable to lead-based paint 
abatement. 
 


c. Leverage:  Local administrators are expected to leverage funds from other 
housing programs, such as federal weatherization funding, Rural Development, 
and MSHDA PIP, as well as to provide in-kind services and local housing 
funding.  Leveraging targets and results will be a factor in determining funding 
awards. 


 
d. Lien Requirements:  MSHDA requires the placement and recording of a lien on 


properties improved with HOME funds.  Exception will be given to rehabilitation 
assistance loans where the cost of the repairs is at or below $2,500.  Waivers 
will be considered for other unique circumstances on a case-by-case basis. 
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e. Financing Mechanism:  Generally, The minimum requirement is a deferred, 


non-forgivable loan for any assistance between $2,501 and $25,000.  However, 
County Allocation Grantees may choose to offer loans that are forgivable over a 
15 year period, beginning in year 6. 


 
f. Targeted Strategies:  MSHDA reserves the right to adjust the criterion (b) 


through (e) listed above in targeted strategy areas. 
 
6. Special Projects 
 
Community Initiative Models.   MSHDA’s goal is to maximize the impact of HOME funds 
on local housing needs through the design of model programs that have broad 
applicability.  The program parameters for these models may sometimes present 
barriers to innovative and creative responses to unique local situations.  Applicants are 
encouraged to engage in local planning and collaborative efforts involving local 
government, private funders, lenders, and nonprofit organizations.  MSHDA will consider 
funding innovative and creative applications for HOME, which do not comport with the 
program parameters of the State’s plan.  Requests for funding must involve HOME-
eligible activities using the applicable HOME regulations. 
 
Empowerment Zones, Enterprise Communities and Renaissance Zones and other state 
designated target areas.   MSHDA will make available HOME funds for other HOME 
eligible project activities which present innovative or otherwise responsive solutions to 
identified housing needs for persons residing in one of Michigan's designated target 
areas such as Empowerment Zones, Enterprise Communities, and Renaissance Zones.  
MSHDA reserves the right to determine the scope of these projects and procedures for 
awarding these funds. 
 
7. Community Housing Development Organizations and HOME 
 
MSHDA will assure that at least 15 percent of its cumulative HOME allocations are used 
for investment in affordable housing owned, developed or sponsored by Community 
Housing Development Organizations (CHDOs).  CHDO funding will be accessed by 
certified CHDOs through the eligible program components of the overall State HOME 
Program.  CHDO funding will be used for both rental housing and first time homebuyer 
activities.  The programs where the greatest CHDO participation is anticipated are the 
two components of the HOME Equity Enhancement and the Acquisition, Development 
and Resale (ADR) Program. 
 
MSHDA will also reserve up to 5 percent of its total HOME allocation for CHDO 
operating expenses.  Certified CHDOs who are undertaking CHDO eligible activities 
through the State HOME Program will receive first priority for operational support.  
 
MSHDA may also provide operating support for CHDOs, which are identified by MSHDA 
as having the potential to undertake CHDO-eligible activities within the time-frame 
specified by HUD for the commitment of FY10 HOME funds. These CHDOs and 
potential CHDOs will be required to submit work plans and budgets that identify the use 
of the operating funds.  MSHDA will assess the progress of the recipient organization(s) 
on a regular basis.  The disbursement of operating funds will be contingent upon the 
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completion by the organization(s) of set goals within a specified time-frame.  MSHDA will 
also make CHDO pre-development loan assistance available.  
 
MSHDA is currently certifying CHDO organizations statewide and is continuing efforts to 
identify CHDO eligible organizations in both rural and urban areas.  MSHDA will utilize 
HUD and its own technical assistance funds to build the capacity of Michigan nonprofit 
organizations to undertake HOME assisted activities and to qualify those organizations 
as CHDOs. 
 
8. Affirmative Marketing and Outreach to Minority and Women Owned 


Businesses 
 
All HOME activities will be subject to existing equal opportunity policies and protections 
in force within the Michigan State Housing Development Authority.  In addition, all state 
recipients of HOME funds for rental activities of properties of five (5) or more must 
provide a plan which details their efforts to solicit the participation of minority and women 
owned businesses in the implementation of the program, and an affirmative marketing 
plan for the marketing of units in HOME assisted projects. 
 
9. Affirmative Marketing 
 
MSHDA will implement an affirmative marketing plan to assure that eligible persons from 
all racial, ethnic and gender groups in the designated housing market area are aware of 
and invited to apply for any available housing assistance which it directly administers.  
The following affirmative marketing requirements apply only to structures containing five 
(5) or more rental units assisted with HOME funds.  In addition, MSHDA will provide 
state recipients with guidance in affirmative marketing of HOME assisted units.  The 
affirmative marketing plans for state recipients must address the following requirements: 
 


a. Informing the General Public.  The method for informing the general public of 
the availability of the HOME Rental Rehabilitation Program will include at a 
minimum placing an advertisement in a newspaper of general circulation and a 
publication reaching those persons least likely to apply.  All advertising will 
contain the HUD-approved Equal Opportunity logo and slogan.  All display 
advertising will contain the logo in a prominent position with the advertisement in 
letter size equal to or greater than the smallest letters in the ad.  Additional 
outreach to organizations which service disabled persons will be used when a 
barrier free unit(s) is part of the project. 


 
A summary of the HOME Rental Rehabilitation Program guidelines and the 
ongoing affirmative marketing requirements will be made available at the state 
recipient's office and at other designated public places. 


 
b. Informing Potential HOME-Assisted Property Owners.  Upon initial contact 


with the property owner, the state recipient will inform interested property owners 
of the HOME Rental Rehabilitation Program Guidelines, the Fair Housing Laws 
and of their obligations and responsibilities under the HOME program guidelines.  
Copies of the HUD publication Fair Housing-It's Your Right, as well as other 
written materials will be provided to the property owners. 
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c. Property Owner Obligations.  At the time of application, upon request of the 
state recipient the property owner shall issue letters to tenants currently 
occupying units to be rehabilitated and submit copies of those letters to the state 
recipient. 


 
i. Vacancies.  The property owner shall agree that he/she will notify the 
state recipient immediately upon learning that a rehabilitated unit will become 
vacant.  The property owner will also send notification to the local PHA and 
one predetermined local agency or nonprofit that assists families with 
affordable housing services.  


  
The property owner may simultaneously inform the general public, about the 
availability of rehabilitated units, by advertising for tenants in a paper of 
general circulation and a publication reaching those persons least likely to 
apply, using the Equal Housing Opportunity logo in display ads or "EHO" in 
line ads.   
 
The property owner shall keep track of new tenants (race, ethnicity, gender, 
income, family size and rent) and notify the state recipient of all new 
occupancies and vacancies.  All pertinent rental and statistical data, 
throughout the term of the agreement shall be reported to the state recipient, 
at least annually, and at other times as requested by the state recipient. 
  
ii. Informing Potential Tenants.  While taking applications to fill a vacancy, 
the property owner shall keep documentation of all applicants for the 
vacancy.   


 
d. HOME Rental Rehabilitation Agreement.  The state recipient shall prepare an 


Agreement with each property owner, which describes in part their willingness to 
comply with the affirmative marketing requirements.  The affirmative marketing 
requirements shall remain in effect for the term required by the HOME 
regulations. 


 
e. Record keeping.  Property owners will, on an annual basis contact the state 


recipient to identify the race, ethnicity, gender, income, family size and rent of 
tenants.  The state recipient will maintain records of flyers or ads and a list of 
contact dates with special outreach agencies.  Property owners will provide, 
where possible, data on how applicants learned about the housing opportunities. 


 
f. Assessment.  The state recipient will assess affirmative marketing efforts made 


by property owners as follows: 
 


• To determine if good faith efforts have been made:  Property owners’ 
records shall be examined for actions they have taken; those actions shall 
be compared with the affirmative marketing policy in their contractual 
provisions.  If the state recipient finds that the required actions were 
carried out, it will be reasonably concluded that the property owners have 
made good faith efforts to comply. 


 
• To determine results:  Property owners’ affirmative marketing efforts will 


be assessed to determine whether persons from all of the racial and 
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ethnic groups in the state recipients area have become tenants in the 
HOME assisted rehabilitated units.  If the groups are representative, we 
will assume that the property owners have complied with the affirmative 
marketing policy. 


 
g. Remedies for Noncompliance with Affirmative Marketing Requirements.  If 


a property owner fails to comply with the policy and any applicable federal laws 
regarding the affirmative marketing policy, the property owner will not be allowed 
to continue to participate in the rental program.  The restriction would be lifted at 
such time when the property owner supplied the state recipient with a corrective 
action plan that sufficiently demonstrates the steps he/she will take to correct and 
comply with applicable Federal Housing Laws and the affirmative marketing 
policy.  


 
10. Outreach to Minority and Women Owned Businesses 
 
MSHDA will make efforts to encourage the use of minority and women's business 
enterprises in connection with HOME funded activities.  At a minimum, MSHDA will 
undertake the following steps: 
 
• Work with the Michigan Department of Civil Rights to maintain and expand its 


inventory of Minority Business Enterprises (MBEs) and Women Business 
Enterprises (WBEs); 


 
• Provide copies of MSHDA's MBE/WBE directory to state recipients and others; 


 
• Promote affirmative procurement policies in promotional material and media 


announcements about the HOME program; 
 


• Provide information to potential MBEs and WBEs on contract opportunities; 
 


• Develop solicitation and procurement procedures that facilitate involvement by 
MBEs/WBEs; 


 
• Assure that information is provided to MBEs and WBEs on business 


opportunities at meetings and seminars; and 
 
• Maintain information and report on the use of MBE and WBE contractors MSHDA 


in the HOME program. 
 
In addition, MSHDA will monitor the implementation of plans for outreach to minority and 
women-owned businesses by State recipients and grantees.  These plans will at a 
minimum, require: 
 
• including qualified minority and women's businesses on bid solicitation lists and 


assuring that minority and women's businesses are solicited whenever they are 
potential sources of materials or services; 


 
• using the services and assistance of the Michigan Department of Civil Rights, 


the Michigan State Housing Development Authority, or any similar local agency 
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to identify WBEs and MBEs, as needed; 
 
• if any subcontracts are let, requiring the prime contractor to undertake similar 


outreach efforts. 
 
11. Section 3  
 
Section 3 of the Housing and Urban Development Act of 1968, {12U.S.C.1701u) 
(Section 3) and implementing regulations at 24 C.F.R.135 states the purpose of Section 
3 of the Housing and Urban Development Act of 1968 (12 U.S.C. 1701u) is to ensure 
that employment and other economic opportunities generated by certain HUD financial 
assistance shall, to the greatest extent feasible, and consistent with existing Federal, 
State and local laws and regulations, be directed to low and very low income persons, 
particularly those who are recipients of government assistance for housing, and to 
business concerns which provide economic opportunities to low-and very low-income 
persons.  
 
MSHDA fully embraces this definition of Section 3 and has set forth updating policies 
and procedures to "ensure that employment and other economic opportunities generated 
by certain HUD financial assistance shall, to the greatest extent feasible be directed to 
low and very low income persons, and to business concerns which provide economic 
opportunities to low and very low income persons.  MSHDA’s draft Economic 
Opportunities Policy for Section 3 Covered Contracts has been sent to key stakeholders 
via MSHDA’s interested parties’ listserv, and is currently on the MSHDA website with 
requests for public comment until April 9, 2010.  Following review of public comments, 
the policy will be presented to the MSHDA Board. 
 
12.  Match Requirement  
 
The match for the FY10 HOME allocation will be met by a variety of resources, including 
but not limited to publicly issued debt, property tax abatement, value of donated land and 
property infrastructure improvements, grants from MSHDA funds, the Michigan General 
Fund, and private sources, as well as other funding for HOME-eligible projects. 
 
13. Affordability Provisions 
 
The federal HOME regulations require that a property purchased with HOME assistance 
remain affordable in accordance with §92.254(a)(4) of the HOME Regulations: 


 
HOME Investment   Affordability Period 


 
$1,000 - 14,999  5 years 
$15,000 - 40,000 10 years 
$40,001 - maximum allowable 15 years 


 
The regulations stipulate that the initial homebuyer may sell the property during the term 
of affordability provided that 1) the initial homebuyer repays the HOME subsidy upon 
resale (the "recapture" option) or 2) the property is resold at a price which both ensures 
that the owner will receive a fair return on investment and ensures that the property will 
remain affordable to a reasonable range of low and moderate income buyers (the 
"reuse" option). 
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The Michigan State Housing Development Authority (MSHDA) will utilize the recapture 
option in its homebuyer programs but reserves the right to utilize the reuse option at its 
discretion.  Under the recapture option, MSHDA will require that the initial homebuyer 
repays the outstanding HOME subsidy at the time of resale.  Full repayment will not be 
required in the case of a resale with no net proceeds or insufficient net proceeds to fully 
repay the subsidy.  The term of affordability will be ended at such time the HOME 
subsidy is repaid, in whole or in part, to the State Home Investment Fund.  The 
recapture provision will be enforced with a formal agreement with the homebuyer and a 
recorded lien on the property.  Under the second recapture option, “Presumption of 
Affordability,” no lien will be required unless there is a homebuyer subsidy. 
 
Under the reuse option, the homebuyer may sell the property during the term of 
affordability provided that the following conditions are met: 
 
Subsequent Purchaser:  The subsequent purchaser is a low or moderate income 
household that will use the property as its principal residence.  Low or moderate income 
households are defined as households whose gross annual incomes do not exceed 80 
percent of the area median income, adjusted for household size. 
 
Sale Price:  The sale price of the property may not exceed the lesser of 1) the appraised 
value of the property at the time of sale or 2) a sale price that yields an affordable 97% 
mortgage.  A mortgage is considered affordable if the monthly payment for principal, 
interest, taxes, and insurance (PITI) does not exceed 30 percent of the gross monthly 
income of a household with an income that is 80 percent of the median income for the 
area, adjusted for household size.  Household size will be determined by using the 
maximum occupancy standard.  If necessary, MSHDA will invest additional HOME funds 
to assure that the subsequent mortgage is affordable as defined by the HOME Program 
regulations. 
 
Return on Investment:  The sellers’ return on investment (fair return) will be limited by 1) 
the MSHDA fair return formula and 2) the area housing market value.  Appreciation 
realized during the term of homeownership may be shared between the homeowner and 
MSHDA.   
 
The fair return will equal the sum of 1) the amount of the homeowner's investment and 2) 
the amount of the standardized appreciation value, less any investment by MSHDA that 
is required at the time of resale to enable the property to meet HQS, or UPCS or its 
replacement.  The homeowner's investment is calculated by adding the down payment 
made by the homebuyer from its own resources, the amount of the mortgage principal 
repaid by the homeowner during the period of ownership, and the value of any 
improvements installed at the expense of the homeowner.  The standardized 
appreciation value will equal 3 percent of the original purchase price for each year the 
homeowner holds title to the property, calculated as one quarter of 1 percent per month. 
 
The homebuyer will receive the full amount of the fair return only if sufficient sale 
proceeds remain after all outstanding debt (excluding repayable HOME contribution), 
closing costs, and HQS, UPCS, or its replacement required repairs are paid off.  Any 
sale proceeds remaining after payment of the outstanding debt, closing costs, HQS, 
2006 Michigan rehabilitation Code required repairs, fair return, and the HOME 
contribution will be shared fifty/fifty between the homeowner and MSHDA.  If necessary, 
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MSHDA will use its share for the purpose of reducing the monthly payment to an 
affordable level to the subsequent low or moderate income purchaser. 
 
13. Monitoring  
 
MSHDA will monitor the implementation of these plans to determine that good faith 
efforts have been made to carry out the procedures and requirements specified in the 
plans, to determine if the objectives have been met, and to take corrective action as 
necessary.    
 
14. Lead-Based Paint Hazards 
 
In the HOME Program, all properties rehabilitated must meet HUD's Section 8 Existing 
Minimum Housing Quality Standards (HQS) or 2006 Michigan Rehabilitation Code.  As 
lead-based paint requirements are incorporated into HUD’s standards, on a statewide 
level we are continuously addressing lead-based paint issues on housing rehabilitation 
projects (e.g., homeowner and rental rehabilitation). 
 
Beginning August 11, 2001, the new HUD Lead Based Paint Regulation was put into 
effect throughout the State of Michigan relative to the HOME Program.  Projects begun 
with HOME funds after January 1, 2002 will be monitored for compliance with the Lead 
Regulation by MSHDA staff as part of the overall monitoring for the HOME Program. 
 
15. Refinancing 
 
On a limited basis for feasibility purposes, MSHDA will consider, as an eligible cost, the 
cost to refinance existing debt secured by multi-family housing that is being rehabilitated 
with HOME funds when the following conditions are met: 
 


1. The multi-family project contains < 11 units except, at the discretion of MSHDA’s 
Executive Director, the number of units may be increased to < 50 units; and 


 
2. The rehabilitation cost of the project is equal to or exceeds the amount to be 


refinanced; and 
 


3. The refinanced units will have a minimum affordability period of 25 years; and 
 


4. A review of the management practices demonstrates that disinvestment in the 
property has not occurred, that the long term needs of the project can be met and 
that the feasibility of serving the targeted population over the affordability period 
can be demonstrated; and 


 
5. That the investment of HOME funds for refinancing is being made to maintain 


current affordable units, create additional affordable units, or both; and 
 


6. That HOME funds will not be used to refinance multi-family loans made or 
insured by any federal program. 


 
MSHDA will consider the use of HOME funds for this purpose and under these 
conditions for multi-family projects located outside of local Participating Jurisdictions. 
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16. Unit Goals - Section 215 Affordable Housing and 2009 Achievements 
 
 
 
 
 


Total # of 
2009 
Units 
Projected 


Total # 
of 2009 
Units 
Achieved 
to date 
(9-30-07)


Total # of 
2010 
Units 
Projected


HH AMI 
0 < 30% 


HH AMI 
>30< 
50% 


HH AMI 
>50< 
80% 


 
Home Owner 500 350 450 100 300 50 
 
Home Buyer 350 249 250 15  90 145 
 
Rental 810 161 600 200 250 150 


TBRA 
 


500 968 950 850 100 0 
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E. HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES FOR PERSONS WITH AIDS (HOPWA): ONE-
YEAR ACTION PLAN 


 
Executive Summary 
 
Program Structure: The Michigan Department of Community Health (MDCH) 
administers a broad range of health care services to residents statewide, including 
services targeted to special needs populations.  The Department is organized into five 
administrations: Operations Administration; Medical Services Administration; Health 
Policy, Regulation and Professions Administration; Public Health Administration; and the 
Mental Health and Substance Abuse Services Administration. The Division of 
Community Living within the Mental Health and Substance Abuse Services 
Administration manages the HOPWA formula grant.  
 
MDCH contracts with nine Project Sponsors from the seven state regions that serve all 
areas of the state except the Detroit EMSA (Wayne County) and the Warren EMSA 
(Lapeer, Livingston, Macomb, Monroe, Oakland, and St. Clair counties).  The Project 
Sponsors provide tenant-based rental assistance (TBRA), short-term rent, mortgage and 
utility assistance (STRMU), housing information services, resource identification, 
permanent housing placement and supportive services (mainly housing case 
management). 
 
The Michigan Department of Community Health (MDCH), Division of Community Living, 
strives to assure that comprehensive housing and supportive services are available to 
meet the needs of people and families living with HIV and AIDS. Project Sponsors 
assure that all persons living with HIV/AIDS (PLWH/A) had access to: 
 


1. Direct Housing Assistance 
o Includes rent, mortgage payments, and utility assistance in rental 


arrangements or mortgage assistance in a home that the person owns.  
New construction, renovation of existing facilities and Facility based 
programs are not part of the MDCH program at this time. 


 
2. Case management focused on housing 


o Helping a person find and obtain housing, developing a housing plan to 
maintain housing stability, avoid homelessness, increase access to care 
services; 


o Help to access other benefits such as health care and other supportive 
services; 


o Connecting persons with HIV/AIDS to generic sources of housing (such 
as Vouchers – Section 8), financial support (such as SSI) and service 
dollars (such as Medicaid, Care Act assistance). 


 
3. Permanent Housing Placement Services 


o Security Deposit & first month’s rent 
o Fees for credit checks 
o One time utility hookup and processing costs 
o Life skills and housing counseling for household budgeting, cleaning, and 


maintenance, 
o Support with completing applications and eligibility screenings for tenancy 


or utilities. 
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4. Housing Information services 
o Provide information and develop materials or other supports used to 


locate and apply for housing assistance, find affordable housing, etc. 
 


5. Resource Identification 
o This is not a direct client service but includes staff activities that include 


developing housing assistance resources such as brochures and web 
resources, building relationships with landlords, identifying affordable 
housing and vacancies, and attending community housing related 
meetings which should benefit clients with better housing. 


 
Objectives  
 
The overall goal of HOPWA is to meet the housing needs of low-income persons 
with HIV/AIDS and their families. The general objective for HOPWA is to provide 
decent, affordable housing with the general outcome of affordability in housing.   
 
Outcome Measures 
 
It is the expectation of HUD that 90% of the households assisted with Tenant Based 
Rental Assistance (TBRA) will be living in a housing arrangement that is defined as 
‘Stable’ and that 70% of the households assisted with Short-term Rent, Mortgage 
and Utilities assistance (STRMU) will be living in a housing arrangement that is 
defined as ‘Stable’.  Additionally it is expected that HOPWA clients will improve 
access or maintain access to care and support by having a housing plan; having 
contact with a case manager-benefits counselor; visiting a primary health care 
provider; accessing medical insurance-assistance; and accessing or qualifying for 
income benefits. 
 
Objectives/Outcomes for 2010 will change to reflect the HUD focus on housing 
stability as noted above.  See Table 3A for 2010-2014. 
 
Sources of Funds 
 
HOPWA Grant Funding to MDCH: 
 


CY Formula Grant 
Amount 


CY Formula Grant 
Amount 


2003 $884,000 2007 $893,000 
2004 $911,000 2008 $941,000 
2005 $862,000 2009 $980,158 
2006 $877,000 2010 $1,056,103 


 
The HOPWA services are contracted through the nine project sponsors.  HOPWA 
assistance is to be linked to medical and supportive services funded by Ryan White 
CARE Act funds.  Most HOPWA Sponsors also provide CARE Act funds.  The 
HIV/AIDS Prevention & Intervention Section (HAPIS) Division of MDCH is 
responsible for the distribution of CARE Act funds. 
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The regional HOPWA Project Sponsors assist clients with accessing other funds: this 
includes the Michigan Department of Human Services emergency funds, applying for 
medical assistance from the CARE Act or Medicaid, assistance from the Salvation 
Army, Red Cross, Community Action Agencies, applying for MSHDA Housing Choice 
Vouchers, etc.  In addition, supportive services are accessed from existing service 
providers including community mental health agencies, substance abuse treatment 
centers, transportation authorities and health care providers. 


 
In 2008, $1,099,129 in leveraged services was provided to HOPWA households.  Of 
this total, over $284,981 went to Housing Assistance.  The sources of leveraged 
dollars included: CARE Act, Housing Choice Voucher, county assistance funds, in-
kind resources and tenant rent co-payments in TBRA housing. 


 
Evaluation of Past Performance 


 
HOPWA: Housing Stability Outcomes – 2008 
The housing stability worksheet summarized below is to assess program results 
based on information provided in the annual CAPER.  HUD’s goal is to have 80% of 
persons living in ‘Stable’ housing.  The chart basically shows the housing status of 
the household either at the end of the program year (12-31-08) or when they left the 
program. 


 
# in Stable 
Housing 


# in Temporary 
Housing 


# in Unstable 
Arrangement 


# Life Event 
(death) 


% in Stable 
housing 


Tenant-based 
Rental 
Assistance 
(TBRA) 


25 1 3 0 86% 


 # Stable-
Permanent 
Housing 


# Temporarily 
Stable 
w/reduced risk 
of 
homelessness  


# in Unstable 
Arrangement 


# Life Event 
(death) 


 


Short-Term rent, 
mortgage, 
utilities 
(STRMU) 


116 117 5 3 48% 


Combined 141 118 8 3 52% 
Unduplicated total of 266 


 
Due to the rating system in place, households assisted with STRMU housing 
assistance are not considered stable if STRMU assistance is in current use or if it is 
likely to be needed in the next year.  There was an increase in the number of 
households assisted with STRMU vs. TBRA in 2008. 
 
MDCH Other Programs 
In 2008 MDCH provided assistance in increasing the availability of adequate 
affordable housing for homeless persons including those living with HIV/AIDS 
through:  


o Administering 5 HUD Supportive Housing Program Grants (a sixth is 
gearing up); 
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o Administering 10 HUD Shelter + Care Grants (with 2 additional grant 
programs gearing up); 


o Administering 24 Projects for Assistance in Transition from 
Homelessness (PATH); 


o Administers the Housing Assistance Fund.  A program that was derived 
from the PATH program, using state funds. It provides grants to assist 
persons with mental illness who are homeless or at risk of being 
homeless. It is available in areas not covered by a PATH Program.   


o Encouragement of local collaborations to increase production of 
supportive housing units; 


o Encouragement of local collaborations to assure the availability of the 
maximum number of Housing Choice Vouchers targeted to people with 
disabilities; 


o Encouragement of local collaborations on housing development that 
serves people with special service needs through the low income housing 
tax credit process; 


o Encouragement of local collaborations on HUD Section 811 units to 
ensure that adequate services are provided at those units; 


o Participation in the Michigan Affordable Housing Conference to increase 
the housing IQ of developers, bankers, local officials and service 
providers 


 
Activities 2009 
 
All regional Sponsors are implementing the Performance Measurement system as 
required and the revised data collection.  It is anticipated that this system will result in 
changes to how programs are operated and funds are expended.   
 
MDCH and sponsors are implementing changes to comply with a 2008 HUD 
monitoring visit.  Primarily changes are in the area of increased program monitoring 
and more detailed documentation. 
 
All Sponsors are nearing full implementation the HMIS system for the HOPWA 
program.  It is planned that most HOPWA data collected for the year end CAPER 
and for IDIS for 2009 will be done via the HMIS process.  Continued use of the 
current reporting system will be required until the accuracy and reliability of HMIS 
data is demonstrated. 
 
The MDCH HOPWA program sponsored one of two national HOPWA SOAR 
Technical Assistance Initiatives.  On May 28 and May 29, 2009, HOPWA SOAR 
training was attended by 19 HOPWA/HIV/AIDS staff from around the state.  This 
training was a Stepping Stones to SSI and SSDI training adapted for staff assisting 
people with HIV/AIDS.  
  
Method of Distribution 
 
The Department of Community Health has the belief that HOPWA services need to 
be integrated with the provision of CARE Act funded services.  Therefore the original 
choices for HOPWA Sponsors were required to be agencies that were also 
responsible for the distribution of CARE Act funds.  Other important considerations 
were the closeness to major population centers, being near hospitals or health care 
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centers providing needed services, availability of transportation services, etc.  In 
2008, one of the Region 5 sponsors discontinued its HOPWA functions.  This agency 
was and continues to be the major distributor of CARE Act funds in the county.  This 
meant there wasn’t another nearby agency providing CARE Act assistance that 
could also provide HOPWA assistance.  Therefore a Request for Proposal process 
was initiated to identify a replacement sponsor.  This process was open to all non-
profit agencies meeting the minimum requirements.  In addition to the items noted 
above, Sponsors had to assure that HOPWA services will be available to all persons 
living in their region.   
Note: Sponsors are to provide assistance to persons outside of their region that 
request assistance from that sponsor. 
 
Allocation Priorities and Geographic Distribution 
 
The State of Michigan HOPWA service area is the entire state excluding the Warren 
and Detroit EMSAs (see Michigan HOPWA Service Areas Map in the appendices). 
The allocations to Sponsors are primarily based on available statistics of people 
living with HIV/AIDS in each region.  Sources of data are mainly reports from the 
Centers for Disease Control, and the MDCH Quarterly HIV/AIDS Reports on the 
“Estimated Prevalence” and the “Reported Prevalence” of persons with HIV/AIDS.   
In addition, each Project Sponsor submits a plan of service annually outlining the 
characteristics and needs of their populations, how they coordinate with other 
housing, health care and community services, who they plan to serve and how they 
plan to spend their allocation.  Documentation of additional need by a Sponsor will 
also be considered.   


 
Region 2 serves Jackson, Lenawee, Monroe, and Washtenaw counties in 
southeastern Michigan.  DCH contracts with the HIV/AIDS Resource Center (HARC) 
to administer services in the region.  Region 2 with an estimated 2007 population of 
767,860 has an estimated 890 people living with HIV/AIDS, of which 675 are 
reported.   
 
Region 3 serves Allegan, Barry, Berrien, Branch, Calhoun, Cass, Eaton, Hillsdale, 
Kalamazoo, Saint Joseph and Van Buren counties in southwestern Michigan.  DCH 
contracts with the Community AIDS Resource and Education Services (CARES) to 
administer HOPWA services in the region.  Region 3 with an estimated 2007 
population of 1,104,782 has an estimated 1,150 people living with HIV/AIDS, of 
which 884 are reported. 
   
Region 4 serves Clinton, Gratiot, Ingham and Montcalm counties in the mid-Michigan 
area.  DCH contracts with the Lansing Area AIDS Network (LAAN) to provide 
services in the region. Region 4 with an estimated 2007 population of 454,141 has 
estimated 600 people are living with HIV/AIDS in Region 4, of which 466 are 
reported.   
 
Region 5 serves Ionia, Kent, Lake, Mason, Manistee, Mecosta, Muskegon, 
Newaygo, Oceana and Ottawa counties in western Lower Michigan.  DCH contracts 
with 3 Project Sponsors to administer services for this region: Community 
Rebuilders, Mercy health Partners-Hackley Campus-McClees Clinic, and District 
Health Department #10.  Region 5 with an estimated 2007 population of 1,285,742 
has an estimated 1,350 persons living with HIV/AIDS with 1,053 reported cases.   
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Region 6 serves Bay, Genesee, Huron, Midland, Saginaw, Sanilac, Shiawassee and 
Tuscola counties in eastern Lower Michigan.  DCH contracts with the Sacred Heart 
Rehabilitation Center to administer services in Region 6.  Region 6 with an estimated 
2007 population of 1,032,806 has an estimated 1,060 persons living with HIV/AIDS 
with 809 reported cases.   
 
Region 7 serves 25 counties in Northern Lower Michigan. DCH contracts with the 
Munson Medical Center to administer services for the region.  Region 7 with an 
estimated 2007 population of 649,162 has an estimated 370 persons living with 
HIV/AIDS of which 218 are reported.   
 
Region 8 serves all 15 counties in the Upper Peninsula of Michigan.  DCH contracts 
with the Marquette County Health Department to administer services in the region.  
Region 8 has an estimated 2007 population of 309,737 with an estimated 170 
persons are living with HIV/AIDS in the region, of which 67 are reported.   
  
NOTE: All HIV/AIDS estimates based on MDCH Quarterly HIV/AIDS Report – July 2009. 
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 I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The State of Michigan's Housing and Community Development Consolidated Plan is submitted 
pursuant to a U. S. Department of Housing and Urban Development rule (24 CFR Part 91, 
1/5/95) as a single submission covering the planning and application aspects of HUD's 
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG), Emergency Shelter Grant (ESG), HOME 
Investment Partnership (HOME) and Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS (HOPWA) 
formula programs. 
 
According to HUD, the Consolidated Plan creates the opportunity for strategic planning and 
citizen participation to take place in a comprehensive context; it allows local governments, 
community organizations and citizens to address the larger picture in which these programs 
operate, offering the State a better chance to shape the various programs into effective 
coordinated strategies. 
 
The Consolidated Plan addresses housing and community development needs in the State of 
Michigan, including homeless individuals and persons with AIDS.  The plan references 
strategies developed to address the following goals of the programs that it covers during the 
five-year period July 1, 2010 through June 30, 2015.  These include: 
 
1. Expand the availability and supply of safe, decent, affordable, and accessible rental 


housing for low and extremely low-income individuals and families; 
 
2. Improve and preserve the existing affordable housing stock and neighborhoods; 
 
3. Increase sustainable homeownership opportunities for individuals and families by 


reducing the costs of homeownership; 
 
4. Make homeless assistance more effective and responsive to local need through 


local autonomy and movement toward a continuum of care; 
 
5. Develop linkages between the housing and service sectors to provide greater 


housing opportunities for households special needs; and, 
 
6. Establish a suitable living environment and expand economic opportunities for 


low and moderate income people through economic and infrastructure 
development. 


 
 
This consolidated submission includes five action plans, which specify the use of federal funds 
by the State of Michigan to implement housing and community development activities under four 
HUD-funded formula programs.  The following table represents the projected FY10 allocation of 
funds for formula programs (i.e., CDBG, HOME, ESG, and HOPWA Programs): 
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 Fiscal Year 2010 Allocation  
 
Community Development Block Grant 
  Economic Development/Infrastructure $23,379,739 
  Housing & Neighborhood Grants $14,417,506 
  Administration and Technical Assistance     1,168,987 
Total Community Development Block Grant      $38,966,232 
HOME Investment Partnership       22,399,597 
Emergency Shelter Grants 2,800,924 
Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS    1,056,103 
Total  $ 65,222,856 
  
Objectives and Outcomes 
 
The objectives and outcomes for the programs funded under the 2010 Consolidated Plan 
formula funding are identified in Table 3A in the Appendices. 
  
Evaluation of Past Performance 
 
The State believes the activities and strategies funded through the Consolidated Plan are 
making an impact on identified needs.  The demand for the programs funded under CDBG, 
HOME, ESG and HOPWA remain greater than the funding available.  Commitment and 
disbursement of funds are proceeding on a timely basis.  As demonstrated by the 2009 
production numbers to date identified in Table 3A in the Appendix, federal funding is being used 
to accomplish the major goals cited in the State of Michigan Consolidated Plan.  The overall 
goals of providing affordable housing and a suitable living environment are being accomplished 
with our homeowner, homebuyer and rental housing development programs.  The overall goal 
of expanding economic opportunities for low and moderate-income persons is being met with 
the CDBG economic development program.  The State does not believe an adjustment to its 
strategies is needed at this time.  
 
The 2009 Program Year achievements to date (through December 31. 2009) are identified in 
Table 3A in the Appendices.  It should be noted that the HOPWA achievement data is not yet 
available and will be fully reported in the 2009 CAPER report.   
 
Through December 31, 2009 of the 2009 Program Year, the CDBG, HOME and ESG programs 
assisted a total of 40,939 households, homeless individuals and families with housing and 
supportive services.  Of these 40,939, a total of 270 renter households, 524 homeowner 
households, and 231 homebuyer households were assisted through the CDBG and HOME 
programs.   In addition, the ESG program assisted a total of 39,914 homeless individuals and 
families with emergency shelter, supportive services and/or homeless prevention assistance.  
The CDBG Downtown Development component awarded 6 planning grants, 3 Signature 
Building grants, 8 Downtown Infrastructure grants, and 6 Façade Improvement grants.  The 
CDBG Economic Development component awarded 14 Economic Development grants, 64 
Infrastructure Capacity Enhancement grants and 1 Slum and Blight Removal grant.    
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FY 2010 Consolidated Plan Program Summary 
 


Programs 
 


Federal 
CDBG 


 
Federal 
HOME 


 
Federal 


ESG 


 
Federal 
HOPWA 


Homeowner     
   County Allocation X X   
   Housing Resource Fund X X   
   Short term mortgage/utility assistance    X 
Homebuyer     
   County Allocation X X   
   Housing Resource Fund X X   
   Habitat for Humanity (ADDI)  X   
 Rental          
   Housing Resource Fund  X   
   Supportive Housing  X   
   Preservation (Multifamily)  X   
   Equity Enhancement   X   
   Leveraging Federal Projects  X   
   Tenant Based Rental Assistance  X  X 
   Short term rent/utility assistance    X 
   Rental Rehabilitation X X   
Emergency Solutions     
   Operating   X  
   Essential Services   X  
   Homeless Prevention   X  
Economic Development     
   Job Creation  X    
   Planning X    
   Incubator/Entrepreneurial 
Development. 


X    


   Elimination of Blight     
   Private & Nonprofit Businesses X    
   Infrastructure Capacity Enhancement X    
   Downtown Development  X    
   Business Development/Infrastructure X    
   Facade X    
   Signature Building X    
   Land Assembly X    
   Capacity/Enhancement X    
   Planning/Marketing X    
   Innovative/Unique Downtown Grants X    
 





		Homeowner

		   County Allocation

		X

		Homebuyer



		   County Allocation

		   Job Creation 
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 II.  CITIZEN PARTICIPATION 
 
A. THE PUBLIC HEARING AND CONSULTATION 


 
Housing programs authorized through FY2010 by the National Affordable Housing Act (NAHA) 
represent a significant source of funding through which states like Michigan may address their 
need for affordable housing.  These programs include the: 
 
• Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) program; 
 
• HOME program; 
 
• HOPE program; 
 
• Shelter Plus Care program 
 
• Supportive Housing for the Elderly (Section 211); 
 
• Emergency Shelter Grants program; 
 
• Safe Havens for Homeless Individuals Demonstration program; 
 
• Supportive Housing program; 
 
• Housing Opportunities for Persons With AIDS (HOPWA) program; 
 
• Technical Assistance; 
 
• Rural Homelessness Grant program; 
 
• Revitalization of Severely Distressed Public Housing program; and the 
 
• Low-Income Housing Preservation program. 
 
Prior to its submission for funding from HUD's Office of Community Planning and Development, 
however, Michigan is required to prepare a Consolidated Housing and Community Development 
Plan (the "Consolidated Plan").  The Consolidated Plan identifies housing and community 
development needs and proposes a strategy by which those needs will be addressed during the 
five-year period ending June 30, 2015. 
 
The Michigan State Housing Development Authority (MSHDA), which is lead agency 
responsible for preparing the Michigan Consolidated Plan, solicited comments from the public 
regarding the Fiscal Year 2010 plan during two minimum thirty-day public comment periods. 
 
The initial period for public comment on housing and community development needs 
commenced on August 26, 2009 and closed on September 28, 2009.  During this time, MSHDA 
also conducted one public hearing to gather comments on the citizen participation plan and  







II-2      
 


information for the Consolidated Plan.  Notices of the public hearing were published in six 
newspapers throughout the state, including: The Detroit Free Press, The Grand Rapids Press, 
The Lansing State Journal, Traverse City Record Eagle, The Marquette Mining Journal and The 
Alpena News. 
 
Although no persons attended the public hearing, held in Lansing on September 10, 2009, the 
State received written comments and verbal comments through program workshops.  As 
required by regulation, MSHDA consulted with other appropriate state agencies; the Michigan 
Department of Community Health including the Office of Services to the Aging, HOPWA and the 
Lead Hazard Remediation Program, the Michigan Economic Development Corporation, and the 
Family Independence Agency.  MSHDA is also a Public Housing Authority and staff coordinated 
content of the PHA annual and five-year plan with the Consolidated Plan.  Taking into account 
public comments received during the FY10 Consolidated Plan public comment period, and in 
consultation with other state and local agencies, the Authority prepared the draft FY10 
Consolidated Plan, and had copies available for public review during the second comment 
period, beginning April 1, 2010, publicized in the newspapers listed above.   
 
Copies of the Michigan Consolidated Plan were available to the public upon request and were 
accessible during normal business hours at MSHDA's Lansing and Detroit offices and on the 
Authority’s website at www.michigan.gov/mshda.  



http://www.michigan.gov/mshda
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B. CITIZEN PARTICIPATION PLAN 
 
Applicability and adoption of the citizen participation plan.  The State is required to adopt a 
citizen participation plan that sets forth the State's policies and procedures for citizen 
participation, which comply with the provisions of 24 CFR '91.115.  In accordance with these 
regulations, this plan amends Michigan's previous compliance with section 104(a)(3) of the 
Housing and Community Development Act of 1974.  This amendment took effect on or about 
January 1, 1996. 
 
Encouragement of citizen participation.  The Michigan State Housing Development Authority 
encourages participation in the development of the plan, any substantial amendments to the 
plan, and the performance report.  Participation of low and moderate income persons is 
encouraged, particularly those living in slum and blighted areas and in areas where CDBG 
funds are proposed to be used, and by residents of predominantly low and moderate income 
neighborhoods, through the following strategies: 
 
• Public hearing announcements have been made available to interested parties at 


MSHDA workshops and the Michigan Community Development Directors Association 
meetings.  Participants in the workshops includes local units of government, nonprofits 
organizations (including homeless providers), lenders, and individuals interested in 
affordable housing and community development.  


 
• A hearing is scheduled in a location accessible to low and moderate income persons 


and persons with disabilities. 
 
• Consultation sessions are scheduled, providing interested stakeholders an opportunity to 


give input on trend, needs, issues, and program designs.  
 
Citizen and local government comment on the citizen participation plan and 
amendments. 
 
All public hearing announcements and comment periods specifically reference the fact that 
comment is requested on both the consolidated plan and the citizen participation plan.  These 
plans will be made available in a format accessible to persons with disabilities upon request. 
 
Development of the consolidated plan. 
 
1. Before the state adopts its Consolidated Plan, the state will make available to citizens, 


public agencies, and other interested parties information that includes the amount of 
assistance the state expects to receive and the range of activities that may be 
undertaken, including the estimated amount that will benefit persons of low and 
moderate income and the plans to minimize displacement of persons and to assist any 
persons displaced.  This information will be available October 1, 2010. 


 
2. The state will publish the proposed Consolidated Plan in a manner that affords citizens, 


units of general local governments, public agencies, and other interested parties a 
reasonable opportunity to examine its contents and submit comments.  The plan has  
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been made available at the Lansing and Detroit offices of the Michigan State Housing 
Development Authority, the Michigan Economic Development Corporation, and its 
availability by mail was advertised in six newspapers of general circulation. Comments 
were solicited by mail through announcements in six newspapers of general circulation, 
and in person at program workshops and the Michigan Community Development 
Directors Association fall quarterly meeting. 


 
3. The Michigan State Housing Development Authority, the Michigan Economic 


Development Corporation and the Department of Community Health held a public 
hearing in order to solicit information on housing and community development needs.  
Advance notice was given for these hearings, in the form of announcements published in 
six newspapers of general circulation, at least two weeks prior to the public hearing.  
Such announcements provided information about the topic of the hearings, location, and 
how comments could be submitted by mail if the person(s) was unable to attend the 
public hearing in person.  The public hearing was held at a time and place convenient to 
potential and actual beneficiaries.  Locations were handicapper accessible.  Interpreters 
shall be provided in instances where there is reason to believe a significant number of 
non-English speaking residents can be reasonably expected to participate.  


 
4. The Citizen Participation plan provided for a period of not less than 30 days to receive 


comments from citizens and units of general local government on the consolidated plan.  
The dates of this period were April 1 through May 3, 2010. 


 
5. The State has received the comments and views of citizens and units of general local 


government received in writing, at program workshops and at the public hearing.  All 
comments were considered in the preparation of the Consolidated Plan and five year 
strategy. 


 
Amendments to the Consolidated Plan. 
 
Under the final Consolidated Plan regulations, the State is required to advise HUD of substantial 
changes in the state's Consolidated Plan.  The Michigan Consolidated Plan represents the best 
effort possible to incorporate citizen concerns in the entire planning process. 
 
1. Criteria for amending the Consolidated Plan and/or the disbursement or targeting of 


funding would include changes in activities or the method of distribution, either reported 
herein or unforeseen, and changes in beneficiaries or subscribers that could reasonably 
be expected to change the delivery of services described herein.  By definition, a 
substantial amendment to the Consolidated Plan would result from a change from 
eligible to ineligible activity, or vice versa, or a change from competitive award of funds 
to formula allocation, or vice versa, or from a change in the method of distribution of 
funds if said change will cause an increase or decrease in the original allocation mix 
over 35%.  Administrative transfers of funds to reflect actual program spending between 
and among programs identified in the plan will not constitute a substantial amendment to 
the plan if 1) such transfer does not result in the addition or elimination of the activities 
described herein and 2) such transfer does not cause a change in program priorities as 
described in this section.   
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2. The State will provide citizens and units of local government with reasonable notice and 
an opportunity to comment on substantial amendments.  Reasonable notice will be given 
through a public notice in a newspaper(s) with statewide circulation.  Opportunity to offer 
comments will be provided by a period of not less than 30 days, identified in the public 
notice, to receive comments on the substantial amendments before the amendment is 
implemented.  The notice will clearly provide the name and address of the person 
responsible for receiving these comments.  Reasonable notice will be given to the public 
for non-substantial amendments by a statewide mailing to current grantees and other 
interested parties. 


 
3. The State will consider any comments or views of citizens and units of general local 


government received in writing, if any, in preparing the substantial amendment to the 
consolidated plan.  A summary of these comments or views not accepted and the 
reasons therefore shall be attached to the substantial amendment to the consolidated 
plan. 
 


Performance Reports. 
 
1. Citizens shall be provided with a reasonable notice and opportunity to comment on any 


performance reports required on the Consolidated Plan.  A period of not less than 15 
days shall be provided to receive comments on the performance report prior to its 
submission to HUD.  Reasonable notice shall be given in the form of an announcement 
in one or more newspapers of general public circulation. 


 
2. The state shall consider any comments received in writing or orally at public hearings in 


preparing the performance report.  A summary of these comments shall be attached to 
the performance report. 


 
Citizen participation requirements for local governments. 
 
Units of general local government receiving CDBG funds from the State will hold a public 
hearing to receive comment on their proposed project(s) prior to submission to the State.  For 
housing projects, these hearings also include comment on program accomplishments from the 
preceding project(s).  Units of local government receiving CDBG funds from the State for non-
housing projects also hold a public hearing to receive public comment on program 
accomplishments after project completion but prior to final close out. 
 
Units of general local government receiving CDBG HUD Disaster Recovery funds from the State 
will furnish citizens with information regarding the amount of funds available, the range of 
activities, the estimated amount of the proposed activities that will benefit persons of low to 
moderate income; will publish the proposed Action Plan for Disaster Recovery for public 
comment; and will provide reasonable public notice and comment period on any substantial 
change to the Action Plan. 
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Availability to the public. 
 
The consolidated plan, as adopted, substantial amendments, and the performance report, shall 
be available to the public, including the availability of materials in a form accessible to persons 
with disabilities, upon request.  These documents shall be available at both the Lansing and 
Detroit offices of the Michigan State Housing Development Authority and available upon request 
to members of the general public through U.S. Mail. 
 
Access to records. 
 
The state shall provide citizens, public agencies, and other interested parties with reasonable 
and timely access to the state's consolidated plan and the state's use of assistance under the 
programs covered by this part during the preceding five years. 
 
Complaints. 
 
The state shall provide a timely, substantive written response to every written citizen complaint, 
within 15 working days where practicable, to complaints received from citizens on the 
consolidated plan, amendments, and performance report. 
 
Use of the Citizen Participation Plan. 
 
The state assures that it will follow its Citizen Participation Plan. 





		A. THE PUBLIC HEARING AND CONSULTATION






IV. Housing Market Analysis 


This section of the Consolidated Plan examines several important housing indicators.  These can 
be divided into two larger groups for analysis; those that indicate the state of housing demand 
in Michigan, and indicators involved more with supply issues.  Most of the data for this section 
comes from the 2008 American Community Survey, which is the most current information 
source available.  In a few instances, the 2005‐2007 American Community Survey results are 
used.  Comparisons will be made to the 2000 Census. 


Where possible, data will be presented at three levels of geography.  The first is the state level.  
Secondly, to provide context, national‐level figures will also be used.  Finally, to provide a more 
geographically‐enhanced view of trends in the state, data at the Public Use Microsample Area 
(PUMA) level will be utilized.  These 68 geographic entities are used to publish Public Use 
Microsample data from the Census.  With the advent of the American Community Survey, they 
provide the only level of geography that completely covers Michigan for which yearly estimates 
are available.    


As a further guide to analysis, the PUMAs will be divided into four groups, reflecting the broad 
differences in settlement patterns between them.  The first group, Urban, is comprised of 
PUMAs that are completely within the boundaries of the Census Bureau‐designated Urban 
Areas of the state.  The second group, Exurban, is located on the fringes of the state’s major 
urban areas.  It has a mixed settlement character.  The third, designated Regional Centers, are 
PUMAs dominated by smaller out‐state cities of between 25,000 and 50,000 in population.  
Finally, Rural PUMAs are outside the influence of either Regional Centers or Urban areas.   


The map on the next page shows the PUMA borders, as well as the settlement group each 
PUMA belongs to.  The urban PUMAs are located mainly in the Southeast where, even in the 
face of the population losses that it has endured, still houses the largest proportion of 
Michiganders.  Other urban centers include Flint, Ann Arbor, Lansing, Grand Rapids and 
Kalamazoo.   


For the most part, exurban PUMAs are located between the cities of Flint, Detroit, Ann Arbor 
and Lansing.  Grand Rapids and Kalamazoo also have exurban PUMAs nearby.  Regional centers 
are more dispersed, though they all occur in the southern portion of the Lower Peninsula.  
Cities included in this grouping are Muskegon, Holland, Bay City, Saginaw, Midland, Port Huron, 
Monroe, Jackson, Battle Creek and Benton Harbor.   


Even though there are numerically‐few rural PUMAs in the state, geographically they cover the 
most territory.  The whole of the Upper Peninsula, in addition to the northern Lower Peninsula, 
the Thumb, and regions of central and southern Michigan belong to this category.   
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A.  Introduction 


This section will expound upon the economic issues that have plagued the state since 2000; 
which is important to put into this report in that it is the largest factor in the course that our 
housing markets have taken over the last eight years.  In addition, issues related to this 
situation will affect our ability to serve our clients. 


B.  Supply 


While the physical supply of housing in Michigan has not changed significantly during the last 
eight years, the utilization of it has.  Most of these trends have their cause in the economic 
difficulties that the state has faced. 


Housing Units, Households and Vacancy Rates 


According to the 2008 ACS, Michigan had about 4.5 million housing units.  This reflects a growth 
of about seven percent since the 2000 census.  Growth in this figure is much slower than it was 
during the last census period (1990 to 2000), when it was measured at nearly 10 percent.  The 
state’s performance relative to the country as a whole was weak; during the 2000‐2008 period 
nationally, housing units increased in number by just over 11 percent.   


At the same time, households in the state numbered about 3.8 million.  Since 2000, the state’s 
household count grew by 0.6 percent, an increase far less robust than the country’s seven 
percent.   


At the most basic level, one can state plainly that Michigan now has a surplus of housing units 
(about 720,000) when compared to the state’s household count.  This mismatch has grown 
worse over the decade.  In 2000, about 450,000 units stood vacant; therefore, vacancies 
increased by about 60 percent by 2008.  There are a number of reasons for both the overhang 
of supply and the general increase in vacancy.   


First, Michigan has a high concentration of second homes, due to its important tourism 
industry.  This is the largest source of vacancy, at about 37 percent of the total.  However, it is 
not the primary cause of increased vacancy, since its share of all vacant units decreased since 
2000, when about 54 percent of vacant units were in this category.   


Second, the slow seller’s market in housing has impacted rates as well; about 16 percent of 
vacancies are for‐sale units that have not sold yet.  In 2000, nearly 10 percent of vacancies were 
comprised of units yet to sell.  The amount of growth in the number of vacant for‐sale units is 
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staggering; the 2008 figure (about 114,600) is 121 percent of the amount found in the 2000 
Census (about 52,000).   


Third, another category of vacant structures has grown strongly since 2000.  The Census 
Bureau’s “Other Vacant” group includes structures that do not fall into the other vacancy 
categories (for sale, for rent, sold or rented but not occupied yet, seasonal, or migrant worker 
use).  It is likely that the bulk of them are foreclosed structures, or those otherwise abandoned 
by their owners.   In 2008, about 181,000 units were included in this group, accounting for 
about 25 percent of all vacant units.  This number has increased by about 135,000 units since 
2000, or by about 292 percent. 


Fourth, rental vacancies increased strongly also, but at a slower rate than other categories.  
About 109,000 rental units were empty in 2008, accounting for about 15 percent of all 
vacancies in the state.  This number increased by about 46 percent since 2000, when the 
number was nearly 75,000.   


The maps on the next pages show the regional character of housing unit change.  Most areas of 
the state experienced a modest increase between the 2000 Census and 2008.  Moderate 
increases took place in relatively predictable locales:  the northwestern portion of the Lower 
Peninsula (tied to Traverse City and its tourism‐ and second‐home economy) and the exurban 
portions of the Grand Rapids, Detroit, Flint and Ann Arbor areas.  Only one urban center—
Kalamazoo—managed this level of increase, probably on the strength of its suburbs included in 
the PUMA. 


The largest increase occurred in three general areas that have a history of rapid population 
growth—Livingston County, northern Macomb County and the Plymouth‐Canton‐Northville 
region of Wayne County.  These zones were receivers of large numbers of migrants during the 
1990s up to recently.     


Conversely, modest declines in the number of housing units were relegated to just a few 
PUMAs in the Detroit area, notably the central and eastern portions of the city, and certain 
older suburbs to Detroit’s north and west.   
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The next set of maps show the changes in household counts around the state.  They are more 
“changeable” than the housing unit count changes, since households are mobile, and housing 
units (except for a few) are not.  Therefore, even in the face of decreasing household numbers, 
it takes decades for housing unit counts and household counts to come back into balance. 


The maps show that almost half of the state’s PUMAs witnessed a decline in household counts 
over the last eight years.  Losses occurred in every settlement type, but the steepest declines 
were concentrated in the urban centers, especially Detroit.  There, all of the city’s eight PUMAs 
had at least moderate declines, with five experiencing decreases of at least 20 percent over just 
eight years.  Flint was the only out‐state urban center to have a similar decline.  Household 
counts in most of the older suburbs surrounding Detroit fell by less than 10 percent.   


Moderate household growth occurred in the exurban zones west of the Detroit area, as well as 
in the Grand Rapids and Ann Arbor areas.  Finally, strong growth (in excess of 20 percent) 
characterized two areas in particular:  Livingston County and northeastern Macomb County.  
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Regionally, the dimensions of housing supply overhang show the following characteristics.  
Since seasonal vacancies comprise a large (but shrinking) proportion of all vacancies in the 
state, one would expect the large number of vacant units in the northern Lower Peninsula.   


Another node of heightened vacancy is in the City of Detroit.  Most PUMAs there have between 
10,000 and 19,999 vacant units, but one (which includes the central business district) has 
between 20,000 and 29,999.   


Areas with fewer vacancies include exurban areas, for the most part.  Many of these PUMAs 
had less than 5,000 vacant units in 2008.   
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Given this situation of greatly increased vacancies in both the for‐sale and rental markets, one 
could suppose that prices for housing have increased, and that affordability has increased.  
However, only one of these propositions has proven to be correct, and that one only partially.   


Tenure 


Owner‐occupation remains the preferred mode of habitation in the state.  In 2008, about 2.8 
million housing units were owned by their occupants (74 percent of the total).  This is a 
significantly higher percentage than in the country as a whole, in which about 67 percent of 
units are owner‐occupied.   


The number of owners in the state has grown slightly since 2000.  About 26,000 more 
households owned their shelter between 2000 and 2008, an increase of about 0.9 percent.   
The proportion of owners among all households increased slightly as well, moving from 73.8 
percent in 2000 to 74 percent in 2008.  Homeownership among all Americans was slightly more 
popular also, as the homeowner rate increased from 66. 1 percent to 66.6 percent during the 
same period.   


While the number of owners increased slightly between 2000 and 2008, the number of renters 
in Michigan decreased slightly.  About 991,000 renter households resided here in 2008‐‐1,000 
fewer than in 2000.  This differs from the national trend, where renter households gained in 
number by about five percent.   


The table below shows the prevalence of ownership and renting among the various settlement 
types in the state.  The highest rates of homeownership are located in Rural areas, where 
nearly 80 percent of households fall into this category.  Exurban and Regional Centers also have 
homeownership rates higher than the statewide figure of nearly 74 percent.  The lowest 
homeownership rate is found in Urban Centers, where about 67 percent of households own 
their shelter.   


Table 1:  Tenure Patterns by Settlement Type, 2000 and 2008 


 


 


 


 


 


Settlement Type
Owner‐
Occupied


Renter‐
Occupied


% Owner‐
Occupied


Owner‐
Occupied


Renter‐
Occupied


% Owner‐
Occupied


Rural 633,118 159,878 79.8% 649,055 168,093 79.4%
Exurban 673,991 199,655 77.1% 750,809 211,166 78.0%
RC 483,225 140,306 77.5% 497,615 148,252 77.0%
UC 1,002,790 492,698 67.1% 921,876 463,935 66.5%
State Total 2,793,124 992,537 73.8% 2,819,355 991,446 74.0%


20082000


Source:  U.S Bureau of the Census, 2008 American Community Survey 
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Units in Structure by Tenure 


Important differences exist between owner and renter units regarding structure type.  The 
2008 ACS found that about 87 percent of owner‐occupied units were included in single‐family 
detached structures.  The next‐largest type of structure was mobile homes, which accounted 
for only about six percent of the total.  Single‐family attached units comprised a further four 
percent, while the rest were scattered among many structure types.   


Conversely, the rental housing stock is much more varied in type.  The largest structure type 
here was comprised of mid‐sized structures with between 5 and 49 units; this group 
encompassed about 35 percent of all rental structures in the state.  Single‐family detached 
units made up about 29 percent of Michigan’s rental units, while another 22 percent were 
included in small‐scale rental developments of up to four units in size.  Large‐scale rental 
developments, with at least 50 units, were about 10 percent of the total.  Mobile homes for 
rent comprised about four percent of the total.  Compared with the country as a whole, 
Michigan’s housing stock is slightly more concentrated in single‐family detached housing units, 
and slightly less in large‐scale rental projects.   


Changes in the composition of housing units by structure type are interesting to note.  First, the 
importance of mobile homes as a rental housing alternative has grown strongly over the 
decade; an increase of about 17 percent in this type of housing was measured between 2000 
and 2008.  As rental mobile homes tend to be older than average, a growth in utilization among 
this rental sector can be cause for concern. 


Second, the number of single‐family detached structures in the rental portion of the market has 
increased moderately, by about six percent since 2000.  At the same time, the amount of 
growth among single‐family detached owner‐occupied units was only three percent.  Since few 
single‐family detached units are built to rent, it is probably safe to assume that much of the 
increase has occurred as a result of conversion from owner‐occupancy to rental due to financial 
and market pressures. 


At the same time, the number of rental units included in mid‐sized rental projects declined by 
about 0.7 percent, and the number built in small‐scale rental projects decreased strongly by 
about 10 percent.  Units in large‐scale structures also fell strongly, by about 12 percent.  


Patterns of change among owner structures are also interesting.  The largest growth has 
occurred among single‐family attached structures, which increased in number by about 31 
percent since 2000.  This category includes both row houses and townhouses, and probably 
represents a strong growth in the condominium sector during the period.   
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The number of mobile homes occupied by owners decreased strongly since 2000.  There were 
about 27,000 fewer units of this type by 2008.  A portion of these were converted to rentals; 
however, the gains in rental mobile homes were too small to account for all of them.  The 
closing of mobile home parks is likely a large part of the trend, as cities tend to see them as a 
less‐desirable land use. 


The regional dimensions of structure type are shown in Table Nine.  Two of the zones, Urban 
Centers and Exurban, have slightly more variety in their for‐sale stock than do Rural and 
Regional Centers, where nearly 90 percent of homeowner units are single‐family detached 
structures.  Renter structures in Urban Centers and Exurban areas tend to be less concentrated 
in single‐family detached structures, and more concentrated in multifamily buildings.  Large 
rental structures tend to be located in Urban Centers, where about 14 percent of the rental 
stock falls into that category.  Mobile homes are most common in rural areas, where 
approximately ten percent of all housing units are of that type. 


The increase in single‐family rentals has been most pronounced in Exurban areas.  There, nearly 
12,000 units were added to the inventory, which is an increase of 31 percent over 2000 levels.  
Conversely, Urban Centers saw their stock of single family detached rentals fall by about 6,700 
units, or roughly five percent over the eight year period.   


Increases in single‐family detached stock occurred in most settlement types among owner units 
as well.  Exurban regions gained the most (about 71,000 units, or 12 percent) since 2000.  The 
stock of single‐family detached units for sale fell dramatically in Urban Centers during the same 
period, losing about 129,000 units or 14 percent between 2000 and 2008.   


Age of Stock by Tenure  


The age of Michigan’s housing stock is older than the country’s as a whole.  Michigan did not 
have as large a construction boom as the rest of the country had during the 1990s or 2000s, as 
its household growth by then had slowed appreciably.  At the same time, older stock in the 
center cities and rural areas dates back to before the 1960s, and is now at least 49 years old.  
Housing stock of this age has distinct advantages and disadvantages; while it generally tends to 
cost less to purchase, it is also more in need of repair, and can be expensive to keep up.  In 
addition, a large supply of older units may not be attractive to current markets, as they 
generally are smaller, with outdated floorplans and fewer amenities than more recent 
construction. 


This situation is quite apparent when one compares the renter and owner stocks.  Rental 
housing is older than owner housing; about 16 percent of it dates to before 1940, while about 
15 percent of owner units are that old.  Nationally, the age of rental stock is similar to that of 
Michigan, but the owner stock is of a more recent vintage.   
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Table 2:  Structure Type by Settlement Type, 2000 and 2008 


# % # % # % # %
Single Family, Detached 544,200 86.0% 565,783 83.9% 425,297 88.0% 895,498 89.3%
Single Family Attached 6,906 1.1% 30,935 4.6% 8,598 1.8% 46,790 4.7%
2 Units 3,914 0.6% 2,671 0.4% 4,195 0.9% 18,604 1.9%
3 or 4 Units 1,519 0.2% 4,037 0.6% 1,922 0.4% 7,692 0.8%
5 to 9 Units 773 0.1% 3,350 0.5% 1,235 0.3% 8,327 0.8%
10 to 19 Units 501 0.1% 1,497 0.2% 805 0.2% 3,608 0.4%
20 to 49 Units 175 0.0% 609 0.1% 373 0.1% 2,258 0.2%
50 or More Units 134 0.0% 184 0.0% 583 0.1% 3,129 0.3%
Mobile Homes 74,605 11.8% 64,923 9.6% 40,165 8.3% 16,951 1.7%
Other Structures 266 0.0% 93 0.0% 127 0.0% 114 0.0%
Settlement Type Totals 632,993 22.7% 674,082 24.1% 483,300 17.3% 1,002,971 35.9%
Single Family, Detached 58,796 36.7% 36,944 18.5% 44,364 31.6% 128,143 26.0%
Single Family Attached 4,602 2.9% 9,930 5.0% 5,767 4.1% 35,045 7.1%
2 Units 16,620 10.4% 10,505 5.3% 17,720 12.6% 52,468 10.7%
3 or 4 Units 14,954 9.3% 16,722 8.4% 15,608 11.1% 41,310 8.4%
5 to 9 Units 16,729 10.5% 36,214 18.2% 16,805 12.0% 70,064 14.2%
10 to 19 Units 13,147 8.2% 42,968 21.5% 13,119 9.4% 53,695 10.9%
20 to 49 Units 9,351 5.8% 23,875 12.0% 8,299 5.9% 36,517 7.4%
50 or More Units 8,137 5.1% 16,806 8.4% 13,331 9.5% 71,686 14.6%
Mobile Homes 17,588 11.0% 5,440 2.7% 5,179 3.7% 3,455 0.7%
Other Structures 79 0.0% 97 0.0% 39 0.0% 197 0.0%
Settlement Type Totals 160,003 16.1% 199,501 20.1% 140,231 14.1% 492,580 49.6%
Single Family, Detached 572,581 88.2% 636,464 84.8% 443,315 89.1% 766,316 88.0%
Single Family Attached 8,697 1.3% 45,208 6.0% 11,150 2.2% 54,607 6.3%
2 Units 2,825 0.4% 2,021 0.3% 2,752 0.6% 11,268 1.3%
3 or 4 Units 1,454 0.2% 3,274 0.4% 2,157 0.4% 5,568 0.6%
5 to 9 Units 934 0.1% 4,035 0.5% 1,516 0.3% 8,880 1.0%
10 to 19 Units 461 0.1% 3,229 0.4% 955 0.2% 4,204 0.5%
20 to 49 Units 147 0.0% 771 0.1% 701 0.1% 2,142 0.2%
50 or More Units 111 0.0% 779 0.1% 569 0.1% 3,907 0.4%
Mobile Homes 61,641 9.5% 54,936 7.3% 34,445 6.9% 13,483 1.5%
Other Structures 204 0.0% 92 0.0% 55 0.0% 0 0.0%
Settlement Type Totals 649,055 23.4% 750,809 27.1% 497,615 18.0% 870,375 31.4%
Single Family, Detached 64,708 38.5% 48,663 23.0% 49,193 33.2% 121,455 28.5%
Single Family Attached 5,057 3.0% 12,759 6.0% 7,353 5.0% 32,836 7.7%
2 Units 12,005 7.1% 8,291 3.9% 17,286 11.7% 31,958 7.5%
3 or 4 Units 13,993 8.3% 16,859 8.0% 11,635 7.8% 32,505 7.6%
5 to 9 Units 21,770 13.0% 37,669 17.8% 18,407 12.4% 70,630 16.6%
10 to 19 Units 14,303 8.5% 41,075 19.5% 15,465 10.4% 48,443 11.4%
20 to 49 Units 9,294 5.5% 21,452 10.2% 10,359 7.0% 27,128 6.4%
50 or More Units 8,506 5.1% 15,299 7.2% 11,602 7.8% 58,970 13.8%
Mobile Homes 18,428 11.0% 9,099 4.3% 6,952 4.7% 1,933 0.5%
Other Structures 29 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 214 0.1%
Settlement Type Totals 168,093 17.6% 211,166 22.1% 148,252 15.5% 426,072 44.7%


Owner‐Occupied


Renter‐Occupied


Owner‐Occupied


Renter‐Occupied


2000


2008


Rural Exurban RC UC


 


Source:  U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2008 American Community Survey 
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The regional dimensions of structure age are shown in the table below.  The oldest housing 
stock is in Rural zones, where about 20 percent of owner‐occupied units were built before 
1940, and are now older than 70 years.  Regional and Urban Centers also have large shares of 
outdated housing, especially in their rental stocks.  After this cohort, the distribution of owner 
stock is bimodal, with peaks occurring in the 1990s and 1970s.  The exception to this pattern is 
Urban Centers, which lack the 1970s peak and instead have one mode, as a plurality of units in 
these places was built in the 1950s.   


The age of rental units around the state is older than the owner stock, since many older homes 
have been converted to rental use, and also because relatively few rental units were built after 
1990.  On a percentage basis, the oldest units of this type were concentrated in Regional 
Centers, although the differences between this group, Rural areas and Urban Centers is small.  
Exurban areas have few rental units that date from this period.  Outside of the older stock, the 
distribution in most places in unimodal—most construction occurred in the 1970s.  Urban 
Centers are again slightly different, in that they have another noticeable heavy construction 
period in the 1950s.   


Table 3:  Year Structure Built by Tenure and Settlement Type, 2008 


Tenure Year Structure Built # % # % # % # % # %
Built since 2005 17,377 2.7% 34,151 4.5% 13,661 2.7% 9,447 1.0% 74,636 2.6%
Built between 2000 and 2004 53,873 8.3% 95,791 12.8% 39,034 7.8% 30,960 3.4% 219,658 7.8%
Built between 1990 and 1999 105,174 16.2% 162,605 21.7% 77,556 15.6% 63,844 6.9% 409,179 14.5%
Built between 1980 and 1989 68,781 10.6% 86,689 11.5% 43,742 8.8% 55,747 6.0% 254,959 9.0%
Built between 1970 and 1979 114,195 17.6% 125,944 16.8% 73,972 14.9% 99,986 10.8% 414,097 14.7%
Built between 1960 and 0969 63,470 9.8% 77,511 10.3% 58,219 11.7% 136,510 14.8% 335,710 11.9%
Built between 1950 and 1959 60,060 9.3% 77,858 10.4% 73,169 14.7% 264,017 28.6% 475,104 16.9%
Built between 1940 and 1949 37,476 5.8% 29,866 4.0% 38,025 7.6% 118,876 12.9% 224,243 8.0%
Built before 1930 128,649 19.8% 60,394 8.0% 80,237 16.1% 142,489 15.5% 411,769 14.6%
Built since 2005 5,158 3.1% 6,212 2.9% 2,729 1.8% 5,929 1.3% 20,028 2.0%
Built between 2000 and 2004 9,460 5.6% 19,322 9.2% 10,367 7.0% 14,892 3.2% 54,041 5.5%
Built between 1990 and 1999 20,719 12.3% 33,658 15.9% 16,476 11.1% 35,097 7.6% 105,950 10.7%
Built between 1980 and 1989 24,669 14.7% 29,595 14.0% 17,898 12.1% 47,846 10.3% 120,008 12.1%
Built between 1970 and 1979 34,366 20.4% 50,534 23.9% 26,593 17.9% 81,371 17.5% 192,864 19.5%
Built between 1960 and 0969 16,549 9.8% 26,803 12.7% 18,260 12.3% 62,958 13.6% 124,570 12.6%
Built between 1950 and 1959 15,545 9.2% 19,525 9.2% 17,296 11.7% 69,487 15.0% 121,853 12.3%
Built between 1940 and 1949 10,309 6.1% 9,667 4.6% 9,420 6.4% 59,805 12.9% 89,201 9.0%
Built before 1930 31,318 18.6% 15,850 7.5% 29,213 19.7% 86,550 18.7% 162,931 16.4%


Renter‐Occupied 
Units


RC UC Grand Total


Owner‐Occupied 
Units


Rural Exurban


Source:  U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2008 American Community Survey 
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Substandard Housing 


For the purposes of this plan, substandard housing is defined as housing units that are 
overcrowded (more than one resident per room) or lack plumbing facilities.  The 2008 ACS 
found that about four percent of Michigan’s owner housing stock and 11 percent of its renter 
stock are in this situation.  Both of these indicators are above the national rates, and both 
reflect degrading conditions since the 2000 Census, when 2.2 percent of owners and 6.8 
percent of renters were living in substandard conditions.  Most of the increase is due to 
overcrowding issues; 93 percent of current substandard units are overcrowded, rather than 
lacking in plumbing facilities.  


Regionally, substandard housing is described in the table below.  Rural areas are 
overrepresented in both tenures by substandard housing conditions—about five percent of 
owner units and nearly 12 percent of renter units are either overcrowded or lack plumbing.  
Urban centers do well on this statistic, since their levels of substandard dwellings is less than 
the state’s percentages.  Exurban communities also have a smaller substandard percentage 
than the state overall.   


Table 4:  Substandard Dwelling Units by Tenure and Settlement Type, 2008 


# % of Type # % of Type # % of Type # % of Type # % of Type
Owner Substandard Units 30,028 4.6% 24,467 3.3% 20,081 4.0% 37,779 1.3% 112,355 4.0%
Renter Substandard Units 19,497 11.7% 18,829 8.9% 16,640 11.4% 56,837 5.8% 111,803 11.3%


Urban Centers Grand TotalRural Exurban Regional Centers


Source:  U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2008 American Community Survey 


Size of Stock 


The size of the housing stock (measured by the number of bedrooms it has) is an important 
selling point, as changes in household size and composition drive demand for certain types of 
housing.   


In Michigan, owner stock tends to be larger than renter units.  More than three‐quarters of 
owner‐occupied units in the state have at least three bedrooms, while only 30 percent of the 
rental stock is that large.  Michigan’s distribution of units by number of bedrooms is quite 
similar to the national picture, except that the state’s owner units are slightly more 
concentrated in three‐bedroom homes.   


Data on the number of bedrooms per unit is shown in the table below.  It shows that, among 
owner units, Exurban areas had the largest homes; about 32 percent of owner‐occupied units 
had at least four bedrooms.  Rural areas had relatively high percentages of smaller owner units; 
about 24 percent of its for‐sale stock had either one or two bedrooms, while the state’s figure 
was just over 20 percent.   


IV‐19 







Larger rental units were slightly concentrated in Rural areas, since about 34 percent of rentals 
there had at least three bedrooms.  Smaller rental units were relatively more common in Urban 
Centers, where about 32 percent of rental units had fewer than two bedrooms.   


Table 5:  Housing Unit Size in Bedrooms, by Tenure and Settlement Type, 2008 


Source:  U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2008 American Community Survey 


Tenure Bedrooms # % # % # % # % # %
0 4,374 0.7% 3,507 0.5% 4,344 0.9% 6,747 0.7% 18,972 0.7%
1 15,428 2.4% 9,122 1.2% 6,307 1.3% 12,384 1.3% 43,241 1.5%
2 145,774 22.4% 115,089 15.3% 92,827 18.6% 174,938 19.0% 528,628 18.7%
3 342,767 52.7% 384,538 51.2% 277,545 55.5% 510,296 55.3% 1,515,146 53.7%


4 or More 141,725 21.8% 239,305 31.8% 119,091 23.8% 217,853 23.6% 717,974 25.4%
0 3,670 2.2% 4,145 2.0% 4,649 3.2% 20,670 4.5% 33,134 3.4%
1 37,584 22.5% 59,108 28.1% 38,712 26.6% 129,059 27.8% 264,463 26.8%
2 67,512 40.4% 90,423 43.0% 58,910 40.4% 179,758 38.8% 396,603 40.2%
3 43,624 26.1% 41,920 19.9% 34,370 23.6% 100,178 21.6% 220,092 22.3%


4 or More 14,684 8.8% 14,821 7.0% 9,111 6.3% 33,930 7.3% 72,546 7.4%


Grand TotalRural Exurban Regional Centers Urban Centers


Owner‐
Occupied 
Units


Renter‐
Occupied 
Units


C.  Demand 


Demand in a housing market depends heavily on a few indicators, including household count, 
household income, economic conditions, and other indicators.  Point‐in‐time measurements 
can give a snapshot of how a market is faring currently in terms of demand, while trending can 
provide insight into how demand is likely to change.   


Household count information was presented earlier in this study.  On a statewide basis, the 
household count is staying steady, and given changes in the population, future change is likely 
to be small as well.   


Household Income 


Income is a vital component of housing demand.  Generally speaking, as incomes increase, 
demand for housing increases as well.  This heightened demand often takes the form of 
households buying into more wealthy neighborhoods, better‐apportioned homes, larger 
housing units, and sometimes second or vacation homes.  This can happen in both the rental 
and for‐sale markets.   


Due to the economic recession that has hit Michigan since 2001, real incomes have fallen 
drastically.  Statewide, the median household income in 2008 was $48,591.  While nominally 
this figure implies a growth of about eight percent since 1999, in real terms it reflects a 
decrease of 16 percent.  In addition, the US median household income in 2008 is about seven 
percent larger than Michigan’s, at just over $52,000.  At the 2000 Census, Michigan’s median 
household income was about six percent larger than the US median.   
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The table below shows the average median household income broken out by settlement type.  
The largest incomes occurred in Exurban areas; the average median level of income there is 
about 25 percent larger than the state’s average.  Regional and Urban Centers had income 
levels comparable to the state’s, while Rural zones had a figure that was 13 percent lower than 
Michigan’s.   


However, on average incomes in Urban Centers decreased the most between 1999 and 2008, 
losing about 20 percent.  Rural areas lost less income, but the 13 percent loss suffered in them 
is still significant. 


Table 6:  Average Median Income and Income Loss by Settlement Type, 1999‐2008 


Median Household Income 2008 $42,711 $61,302 $47,151 $46,775 $49,133
Change in Median Household Income, 1999‐2008 ‐13.0% ‐15.4% ‐16.4% ‐20.3% ‐17.1%


Regional 
Centers


Urban 
Centers


Grand 
TotalRural ExurbanStatistic


Source:  U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2008 American Community Survey 


Household Income by Area Median Income Limits and Race/Ethnicity 


The table below outlines FY 2008 State Income Limits according to the U.S. Department of 
Housing and Urban Development: 


Table 7:  State Median Income Limits, 2008 


1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
30% of AMI $13,050 $14,900 $16,800 $18,650 $20,150 $21,650 $23,150 $24,600
50% of AMI $21,750 $24,850 $27,950 $31,050 $33,550 $36,000 $38,500 $41,000
80% of AMI $34,800 $39,750 $44,750 $49,700 $53,700 $57,650 $61,650 $65,600
State AMI


Number of Persons


$60,900
Source:  Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2008 Income Limits 


Applying this information to the 2008 ACS show that approximately 506,400 households across 
the state (about 13 percent of the total) earn up to 30 percent of the state’s median income.  
Another 440,000 earn between the 30 percent and 50 percent level.  Combined, about one‐
quarter of the state’s households earn below half of the state’s median income.  Conversely, 
slightly more than 57 percent earn more than 80 percent of median.   


Differences in incomes between owner and renter households are shown in Table 15 on the 
next page.  The pattern is one of higher incomes among owner‐occupier households.  While 
about 39 percent of owner households earn below 30 percent of median, nearly 61 percent of 
renters do.  Higher incomes are more concentrated in owner‐occupied households.   
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Table 8:  Incomes by Tenure and State Median Income Limits, 2008 


 


 


 


 


 


Below 30% 199,670 39.4% 307,061 60.6% 506,731 13.3%
30% to 50% 254,611 58.1% 183,868 41.9% 438,479 11.5%
50% to 80% 477,547 69.5% 209,959 30.5% 687,506 18.0%
Over 80% 1,892,133 86.9% 285,950 13.1% 2,178,083 57.2%
Total 2,823,961 74.1% 986,838 25.9% 3,810,799 100.0%


Median 
Income Level


% of Income 
Group #


Owner‐Occupied Households
Renter‐Occupied 


Households Total Households


% of Total# #
% of Income 


Group


Source:  U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2008 American Community Survey 


Table 16 shows the distribution of income groups among settlement types.  Through this lens, 
Exurban areas seem to be the most affluent in the state, since three‐quarters of its owner 
households and 35 percent of its renters have incomes of at least 80 percent of median; these 
are the largest among the four settlement types.  Conversely, Rural locales have the lowest 
incomes in general; nearly 20 percent of that area’s owners and 56 percent of its renters have 
incomes below 50 percent of median.  Regional Centers also had a larger percentage of 
extremely‐low and very‐low income households, at 54 percent. 


Table 9:  Income by Tenure and Settlement Type, 2008 


Source:  U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2008 American Community Survey  


Tenure Income Group # %  # %  # %  # %  # % 
Below 30% 57,102 8.8% 40,069 5.3% 32,735 6.5% 69,764 7.6% 199,670 7.1%
30% to 50% 74,470 11.5% 49,586 6.6% 47,521 9.5% 83,034 9.0% 254,611 9.0%
50% to 80% 135,816 20.9% 100,061 13.3% 91,402 18.3% 150,268 16.3% 477,547 16.9%
Over 80% 382,680 58.9% 561,845 74.8% 328,456 65.7% 619,152 67.1% 1,892,133 67.0%
Below 30% 59,668 35.7% 48,814 23.2% 49,375 33.9% 149,204 32.2% 307,061 31.1%
30% to 50% 32,983 19.7% 37,033 17.6% 29,578 20.3% 84,274 18.2% 183,868 18.6%
50% to 80% 36,625 21.9% 49,924 23.7% 30,156 20.7% 93,254 20.1% 209,959 21.3%
Over 80% 37,798 22.6% 74,646 35.5% 36,643 25.1% 136,863 29.5% 285,950 29.0%


Regional Centers Urban Centers Grand Total


Owner‐Occupied 
Households


Renter‐Occupied 
Households


Rural Exurban


Table 17 shows the situation among the various major racial and ethnic groups within the state.  
It shows that lower incomes are more prevalent among minority groups, especially Black non‐
Hispanic, Multiracial non‐Hispanic, Hispanic, and American Indian non‐Hispanic.  Each of these 
groups had about 20 percent of their members earning less than 30 percent of AMI.  In 
addition, renters in these ethnic groups fared the worst.  Households earning less than 30 
percent of median included about 80 percent of Black non‐Hispanic renters, one of every three 
Hispanic renter households, and about one‐half of American Indian non‐Hispanic renter 
households. 
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Table 10:  Income by Tenure, Race/Ethnicity and Area Median Income Limits, 2008 


Below 30% 334,662 127,162 3,393 10,361 75 312 10,167 20,599 506,731


Owners 159,945 27,062 1,129 2,219 231 3,123 5,961 199,670
Renters 174,717 100,100 2,264 8,142 75 81 7,044 14,638 307,061


30% to 50% 330,278 72,249 2,365 8,314 436 5,897 18,940 438,479


Owners 212,980 25,253 1,135 2,680 436 3,086 9,041 254,611


Renters 117,298 46,996 1,230 5,634 2,811 9,899 183,868


50% to 80% 548,526 100,920 3,099 6,269 221 873 6,002 21,596 687,506


Owners 407,726 46,360 1,757 2,940 515 4,551 13,698 477,547


Renters 140,800 54,560 1,342 3,329 221 358 1,451 7,898 209,959


Over 80% 1,868,399 185,880 8,242 49,093 451 2,083 19,967 43,968 2,178,083


Owners 1,670,335 126,019 6,533 34,777 246 1,870 17,617 34,736 1,892,133
Renters 198,064 59,861 1,709 14,316 205 213 2,350 9,232 285,950


Grand Total 3,081,865 486,211 17,099 74,037 1,183 3,268 42,033 105,103 3,810,799


Below 30% 10.9% 26.2% 19.8% 14.0% 6.3% 9.5% 24.2% 19.6% 13.3%


Owners 5.2% 5.6% 6.6% 3.0% 0.0% 7.1% 7.4% 5.7% 5.2%


Renters 5.7% 20.6% 13.2% 11.0% 6.3% 2.5% 16.8% 13.9% 8.1%


30% to 50% 10.7% 14.9% 13.8% 11.2% 36.9% 0.0% 14.0% 18.0% 11.5%


Owners 6.9% 5.2% 6.6% 3.6% 36.9% 0.0% 7.3% 8.6% 6.7%


Renters 3.8% 9.7% 7.2% 7.6% 0.0% 0.0% 6.7% 9.4% 4.8%


50% to 80% 17.8% 20.8% 18.1% 8.5% 18.7% 26.7% 14.3% 20.5% 18.0%


Owners 13.2% 9.5% 10.3% 4.0% 0.0% 15.8% 10.8% 13.0% 12.5%


Renters 4.6% 11.2% 7.8% 4.5% 18.7% 11.0% 3.5% 7.5% 5.5%


Over 80% 60.6% 38.2% 48.2% 66.3% 38.1% 63.7% 47.5% 41.8% 57.2%


Owners 54.2% 25.9% 38.2% 47.0% 20.8% 57.2% 41.9% 33.0% 49.7%


Renters 6.4% 12.3% 10.0% 19.3% 17.3% 6.5% 5.6% 8.8% 7.5%


Grand Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%


White Non‐
Hispanic


Black Non‐
Hispanic


American 
Indian or 
Alaskan 


Native Non‐
Hispanic


Asian Non‐
Hispanic


Native 
Hawaiian Or 


Pacific 
Islander Non‐


Hispanic
Other Race 
Non‐Hispanic


Two or More 
Races Non‐
Hispanic


Other Race 
Non‐Hispanic


Two or More 
Races Non‐
Hispanic Hispanic Grand Total


Asian Non‐
Hispanic


Native 
Hawaiian Or 


Pacific 
Islander Non‐


Hispanic


Income Group and Tenure


Income Group and Tenure
White Non‐
Hispanic


Black Non‐
Hispanic


American 
Indian or 
Alaskan 


Native Non‐
Hispanic


Hispanic Grand Total
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Supply vs. Demand I:  Shelter Prices 


The interplay between supply and demand factors sets prices in the market.  In this analysis, 
gross rents will be considered the price for rental housing, and house value the price for the for‐
sale market.   


Gross rents in the state have increased slightly since the 2000 Census.  In 2008, the state’s 
median was $715.  In real terms, this represents an increase of about three percent over the 
last eight years.  During the same period, the national median increased by nine percent.   


The table below gives the breakdown of gross rents by settlement type, as well as each type’s 
median gross rent.  All of the various place types had modes in the $500 to $749 rent cohort, 
and the median rent in each varied from $629 (in Rural Michigan) to $754 (in the state’s Urban 
Centers).  However, the difference in rents between Exurban and Urban Centers was small 
(median gross rents of $745 in Exurban locales compared to $754 in Urban Centers).   


Table 11:  Gross Rent by Settlement Type, 2008 


# % # % # % # % # %
Under $250 12,523 8.2% 4,434 2.2% 6,576 4.8% 19,697 4.4% 43,230 4.6%
$250 to $499 34,341 22.6% 16,476 8.3% 24,272 17.6% 56,557 12.7% 131,646 14.1%
$500 to $749 56,128 36.9% 79,432 40.0% 59,132 42.8% 143,074 32.1% 337,766 36.1%
$750 to $999 32,617 21.4% 54,206 27.3% 29,952 21.7% 116,336 26.1% 233,111 24.9%
$1,000 and Over 16,633 10.9% 44,113 22.2% 18,342 13.3% 109,687 24.6% 188,775 20.2%
Median Gross Rent $715


Gross Rent


$629 $745 $661 $754


Rural Exurban Regional Centers Urban Centers Grand Total


Source:  U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2008 American Community Survey 


Housing values in the state have increased little since 2000.  In 2008, the median home in the 
state was worth $150,808, an increase of about four percent (in constant dollars) since the 
Census.  However, if a shorter time frame is used, values have actually decreased—the state’s 
median was 153,100 in 2007.  During the last eight years, the national median (again measured 
in constant dollars) increased by a very strong 32 percent, moving from $149,536 to $197,600.   


Home values broken out by settlement type are displayed in Table 19.  Exurban areas have the 
highest home values on average; about 500,000 units are valued at above $150,000; this 
accounts for about 35 percent of the state’s 1.4 million‐unit inventory of housing at this price 
point.  Conversely, Rural areas have more affordable housing stock.  Approximately 36 percent 
of homes in rural areas are valued at under $100,000.   


IV‐24 







Table 12:  Value of Owner‐Occupied Housing, 2008 


# % # % # % # % # %
Under $50,000 73,419 11.3% 56,987 7.6% 49,217 9.8% 68,114 7.4% 247,737 8.8%
$50,000 to $74,999 65,300 10.0% 24,200 3.2% 38,833 7.8% 75,781 8.2% 204,114 7.2%
$75,000 to $99,999 92,375 14.2% 46,170 6.1% 62,917 12.6% 114,234 12.4% 315,696 11.2%
$100,000 to $149,999 145,902 22.4% 128,643 17.1% 121,109 24.2% 238,525 25.9% 634,179 22.5%
$150,000 to $199,999 118,283 18.2% 157,029 20.9% 101,203 20.2% 181,923 19.7% 558,438 19.8%
$200,000 to $249,999 57,494 8.8% 116,022 15.4% 51,824 10.4% 90,911 9.9% 316,251 11.2%
$250,000 to $299,999 34,913 5.4% 78,186 10.4% 28,398 5.7% 50,208 5.4% 191,705 6.8%
$300,000 to $399,999 30,405 4.7% 72,519 9.6% 25,668 5.1% 48,467 5.3% 177,059 6.3%
$400,000 to $499,999 11,583 1.8% 32,593 4.3% 7,122 1.4% 19,175 2.1% 70,473 2.5%
$500,000 and Over 20,394 3.1% 39,212 5.2% 13,823 2.8% 34,880 3.8% 108,309 3.8%
Median Value


Urban Centers Grand Total


$132,192 $188,139 $140,909 $142,548 $150,808


Property Value
Rural Exurban Regional Centers


Source:  U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2008 American Community Survey 


 


Supply vs. Demand II:  Affordability Trends   


Given the fact that in real terms, both renter and owner costs have not grown much over the 
last eight years, one would expect that affordability would also increase.  However, this is not 
the case, since real incomes have decreased dramatically throughout the state during the same 
period.  The concept of overburden (households paying more than 30% of their income for 
shelter) is a good measure of affordability, since it takes into account both the cost of a unit as 
well as the income of its occupant.   


Data from the 2008 ACS corroborates this finding.  At that time, 49 percent of renters were 
overburdened in Michigan.  This compares with 46 percent in the United States as a whole.  In 
2000, 35 percent of renters in Michigan and 37 percent in the United States were 
overburdened.   


The largest increases in overburden were witnessed among homeowners with mortgages.  In 
2008, nearly 36 percent of them in Michigan were overburdened.  At the same time, 38 percent 
nationwide were in this situation.  This compares with 22 percent of the total in Michigan in 
2000, and 27 percent in the United States that same year.   


While overburden among households that owned their homes without mortgages was 
considerably lower than those with mortgages, it is true that the proportion of them finding 
themselves overburdened in 2008 increased greatly.  In that year, 17 percent were paying over 
30% of their incomes for shelter, while the United States figure was 15 percent.  This 
percentage has almost doubled in the state from 2000, when only nine percent were 
overburdened.   
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Severe overburden (households paying more than half of their income for shelter) is also an 
important statistic to investigate, since many researchers consider this level of spending for 
housing to be a measure of a household’s likelihood of slipping into homelessness.   


Among all three household groups studied (renters, owners with mortgages and owners 
without mortgages), the level of severe overburden in 2008 in Michigan is comparable to what 
was evidenced nationally.  Roughly 27 percent of renters, 13 percent of households with 
mortgages and seven percent of households without mortgages were in this category.  This 
compares with 23 percent, 16 percent and four percent, respectively, at the national level.   In 
Michigan, the 2008 figures represent a strong increase from 2000, when 17 percent of renters, 
seven percent of mortgaged households and four percent of households without mortgages 
were in the same position.   


The table below shows, by settlement type, the number and percentage of overburdened 
households in the state (households for which overburdened status was not computed are not 
included).   


Table 13:  Shelter Overburden by Settlement Type, 2008 


# % # % # % # % # %
None 268,020 65.7% 372,444 67.2% 237,542 69.0% 403,228 63.4% 1,281,234 65.9%
Moderate 89,900 22.0% 116,201 21.0% 67,299 19.6% 136,702 21.5% 410,102 21.1%
Severe 50,288 12.3% 65,544 11.8% 39,348 11.4% 96,492 15.2% 251,672 13.0%
None 200,064 84.3% 164,164 84.9% 130,804 84.8% 228,655 82.0% 723,687 83.8%
Moderate 22,186 9.3% 17,674 9.1% 13,839 9.0% 28,539 10.2% 82,238 9.5%
Severe 15,195 6.4% 11,605 6.0% 9,617 6.2% 21,719 7.8% 58,136 6.7%
None 71,380 47.7% 94,639 48.6% 62,525 45.9% 192,579 44.6% 421,123 46.2%
Moderate 35,811 23.9% 51,992 26.7% 29,601 21.7% 99,333 23.0% 216,737 23.8%
Severe 42,449 28.4% 47,924 24.6% 44,141 32.4% 139,763 32.4% 274,277 30.1%


Rented


Rural Exurban Regional Centers
Tenure Cost Burden


Owned with Mortgage


Owned without Mortgage


Urban Centers Grand Total


Source:  U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2008 American Community Survey 


In general, overburden was more common in Urban Centers than in other settlement types.  
However, levels in both the Urban and Regional Centers among renters were larger than in 
Exurban and Rural locations.   All told, the data suggest that about 580,000 households are in 
the state are severely overburdened, and therefore at heightened risk for homelessness.  About 
93,000 live in Regional Centers, 107,000 in Rural areas, 125,000 in Exurban locales and 258,000 
in Urban Centers.    
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When reviewing this information, it is important to keep in mind that the affordability of the 
state’s housing stock has likely declined further since the 2008 American Community Survey.  
This is due to two trends that continue currently.  First, unemployment surged in 2009, further 
slashing household incomes.  Second, in most state markets, the value of housing (both rents 
and values) either stayed relatively constant or declined, but not at the same pace as household 
income.  Both of these forces caused the gap between income and housing spending to be 
maintained, and even expanded.     


Matching Household Needs to Housing Units 


Using data from the 2005‐2007 American Community Survey, it is possible to match up 
affordable housing demand with existing supply.  The table below shows vacant rental units 
priced affordably for various income levels statewide.   


Table 14:  Affordable Available Rental Units in Michigan, 2005‐2007 


Bedrooms 30% AMI 50% AMI 80% AMI
Not Affordable 
at 80% AMI


Grand 
Total 30% AMI 50% AMI 80% AMI


Not Affordable 
at 80% AMI


0 or 1 4,290 20,725 8,235 2,015 35,265 12.2% 58.8% 23.4% 5.7%
2 5,925 27,155 11,440 1,825 46,345 12.8% 58.6% 24.7% 3.9%


3 or more 5,245 9,805 3,970 1,055 20,075 26.1% 48.8% 19.8% 5.3%
Total 15,460 57,685 23,645 4,895 101,685 15.2% 56.7% 23.3% 4.8%


Standard Units Affordable at: % of Standard Units Affordable at:


Source:  U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2005‐2007 American Community Survey 


To perform this analysis, a number of assumptions regarding household size and number of 
bedrooms need to be made.  For this purpose, units with 0 or 1 bedroom can appropriately 
accommodate elderly households. Small related households (2 to 4 persons) need two or more 
bedrooms.  Finally, large related households (more than 4 persons) require units with at least 
three bedrooms.  It is also assumed that the supply of affordable housing stayed relatively 
constant between 2005‐07 and 2008.   
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Information from Table 22 below compares the number of households of a given type and 
income level that suffer from a housing problem to the number of rental and for‐sale units that 
are vacant and affordable to them. 


Table 15:  Households by Tenure, Type and Availability of Housing 


Household 
Type Income Level


# with 
Housing 
Problems


Available and 
Affordable Units


Surplus or 
Deficit % Unserved


# with 
Housing 
Problems


Available and 
Affordable 


Units
Surplus or 
Deficit % Unserved


0% to 30% 35,401 4,290 ‐31,111 87.9%


30% to 50% 30,789 20,725 ‐10,064 32.7% 65,105 1,470 ‐63,635 97.7%


50% to 80% 17,562 8,235 ‐9,327 53.1% 50,557 1,300 ‐49,257 97.4%


0% to 30% 91,486 5,925 ‐85,561 93.5%


30% to 50% 55,935 27,155 ‐28,780 51.5% 70,893 11,935 ‐58,958 83.2%


50% to 80% 34,008 11,440 ‐22,568 66.4% 114,145 6,000 ‐108,145 94.7%


0% to 30% 23,590 5,245 ‐18,345 77.8%


30% to 50% 13,385 9,805 ‐3,580 26.7% 17,670 18,920 1,250 Surplus


50% to 80% 9,299 3,970 ‐5,329 57.3% 27,477 14,610 ‐12,867 46.8%


Small 
Related


Large 
Related


Senior


Rental Units For Sale Units


 Source:  U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2005‐2007 American Community Survey, 2008 American Community Survey 


The data show that the largest deficits of affordable vacancies available occur within the for‐
sale market, especially for seniors and small related households.  In addition, rental units 
affordable at the 30 percent median level are in short supply; the combined deficit at that 
income is approximately 134,000 units.  The only surplus of housing is the large related owner 
cohort; it has about 1,300 more units than were needed by households with housing problems.    


It is important to reiterate the fact that by 2008, affordability of housing units has decreased, 
due to declining incomes, increased unemployment levels and tighter credit restrictions 
(including more rigorous underwriting of home loans.   


Future Housing Trends 


Over the next five years, little in the way of major change in the state’s housing markets is 
expected.  Household counts should be relatively stable or decline by a small number, as 
population continues to move out due to economic conditions and little in the way of in‐
migration is expected.  As household change and other factors related to housing demand are 
closely related to economic trends, real changes in the trajectory of the housing market depend 
on positive economic conditions to return to the state.  This is forecast to take a number of 
years. 


One aspect of housing development not overly dependent upon economic performance is life‐
cycle changes.  As households age, their housing needs change.  New population projections 
from the U.S. Census Bureau are expected after 2010, but using Census 2000 figures, the elderly 
portion of the population is expected to increase by about 70 percent through 2030, according 
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to the U.S. Census Bureau.  At the same time, the overall population of the state should grow 
by about seven percent.  About 10.7 million residents are expected to live in Michigan by 2030.   


The supply of housing should also remain stable for the short to medium term, bearing out the 
trend apparent over the last few years in the state.  Affordable housing, however, should 
remain in relative short supply due to expiring Section 8 contracts, pre‐payments, problems in 
the syndication of Low Income Housing Tax Credits (LIHTCs) and other factors.  Finally, as more 
HAP contracts are renewed using yearly appropriations (rather than longer‐term agreements), 
the supply of project‐based subsidized units may not be as stable as it once was. 





