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The Community Research Institute 
 
The Community Research Institute (CRI) at Grand Valley State University, a partnership 
between the Dorothy A. Johnson Center for Philanthropy and Nonprofit Leadership and 
the Grand Rapids Community Foundation, serves the Greater Grand Rapids nonprofit and 
philanthropic community.   CRI’s mission is to assist nonprofit organizations with 
acquisition of information and technical skills that will help them to understand the 
evolving needs of the community, plan programs, solve problems, and measure 
outcomes. 
 
CRI engages in applied research and Geographic Information Systems (GIS) projects and 
is a clearinghouse for community data. The CRI web site provides a comprehensive 
overview of community indicators at www.cridata.org.  Research for this report was 
provided by: Korrie Ottenwess, Gustavo Rotondaro, Cori Scholtens, Nicole Notario-Risk, 
Mathias McCauley, and Patricia Teles.  Questions may be directed to Korrie Ottenwess at 
331-7585 or ottenwko@gvsu.edu, or to Gustavo Rotondaro at 331-7591 or 
rotondag@gvsu.edu. 

 
Introduction to the Emerging Trends Initiative 
 
Staff at the Community Research Institute (CRI) have developed a process for 
systematically scanning the Greater Grand Rapids Area for emerging trends and relevant 
data to inform the work of the Grand Rapids Community Foundation and the larger 
nonprofit and philanthropic community.  More specifically, this project intends to track 
data for each of the Foundation’s Leadership Agenda areas including: 

· Public Education 
· Healthy Youth/Healthy Seniors 
· Civic Engagement 
·     Community & Economic Development 
· Child Welfare 
 

This “working document” is a progress report on the Emerging Trends Initiative in the 
area of Community & Economic Development.  Included is a glimpse into the data being 
collected within the areas of Housing, Labor force, and Costs of Living.  Also included is 
a data glimpse on the tourism industry.  As a next step, a group of local experts in issues 
relating to community & economic development from both the public and nonprofit 
sectors will be involved in the initiative as Community Interpretive Partners (CIP).  These 
CIPs will be asked to provide feedback to refine the data collection system and provide 
insight to emerging trends.  At the completion of this project a full range of community 
and economic development data will be available on the Community Research Institute’s 
website at www.cridata.org.  In addition, insight provided by the Community Interpretive 
Partners and goals for future data collection will be available. 
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Variable 1: Affordability 
 
• As the largest expense of most households, housing costs are an important issue to 

Kent County residents.  This is even more true as rising utilities, health care and 
transportation costs strain budgets. 

 
• In 2004 HUD stated, “Families who pay more than 30 percent of their income for 

housing are considered cost burdened and may have difficulty affording necessities 
such as food, clothing, transportation and medical care. An estimated 12 million 
renter and homeowner households now pay more then 50 percent of their annual 
incomes for housing, and a family with one full-time worker earning the minimum 
wage cannot afford the local fair-market rent for a two-bedroom apartment anywhere 
in the United States.” 2 

 
• Between 1998 and 2003, the median sales price of a single family home in Grand 

Rapids MSA (Allegan, Kent, Muskegon, and Ottawa Counties) increased by 33.2%, 
from $73,000 during the first quarter of 1998 to $128,000 during the first quarter of 
2003.  During this same time period, median family income increased at a slower rate 
of 21.6%. (Exhibit 1)  3,4 

 
Exhibit 1 – Median Family Incomes vs. Median Home Sales Prices 

Grand Rapids MSA (Allegan, Kent, Muskegon, Ottawa Counties) 1998 - 2003 
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Source: National Association of Realtors 
US Department of Housing and Urban Development 

*40% of Median Sales Price 



• Grand Rapids MSA has long been considered an affordable place to buy a home for 
someone earning median income.  The Housing Opportunity Index created by the 
National Association of Home Builders shows that in 2002, 80.6% of homes sold in 
the Grand Rapids MSA were affordable to a family earning the median income. 5 

 
• Monthly owner costs are the sum of payments for mortgages or similar debts on the 

property (including payments for the first mortgage, second mortgage, and home 
equity loans); real estate taxes and insurance on the property; utilities; and fuels.  It 
also includes, where appropriate, the monthly condominium fees and mobile home 
costs (installment loan payments, personal property taxes, site rent, registration fees, 
and license fees).  In Grand Rapids MSA, the median monthly owner costs for 
someone with a mortgage was $1,030 in 2002.  In Kent County it was $1,037 during 
the same year.6 

 
• Looking closer at housing affordability for individual occupations, there is an 

affordability gap between the mean wages of certain occupations and the median 
home/rental price in Grand Rapids MSA.  For example, a single person living in 
Grand Rapids MSA and earning minimum wage would need to spend 65% of his 
monthly income to afford a median priced rental unit.  Financial advisors have long 
thought that people should typically spend no more than 28% of their income on 
housing debt or 30% of their income on rent. (Exhibit 2) 6 

 
 

Exhibit 2 – Housing Affordability by Occupation 
 Grand Rapids MSA (Allegan, Kent, Muskegon & Ottawa Counties), 2002 
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Source: US Census Bureau, 2002 American Community Survey (H088) 
*Monthly minimum wage earnings computed with $5.15 hourly wage and a 40 hour work week.  Amount 

available for housing debt or rent based on 28% and 30% of income respectively. 
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Variable 2 - Housing Burden 
 
• Research suggests that there are more benefits to good, affordable housing than just a 

place to live.  For example, studies have shown that children that live in quality 
housing are closer to good schools, stay in school longer, are more likely protected 
from violence and are unlikely to be displaced by frequent relocation.7 

 
• According to federal guidelines, households are considered to have a “Housing Cost 

Burden” if they spend more than 30% of their monthly pre-tax household income on 
housing expenses.  Spending upwards of 50% or more constitutes a “Severe Housing 
Cost Burden”. 

 
• At both national and local levels the housing cost burden for homeowners is rising.  

The national percentage of households considered to be burdened by housing costs 
climbed from 19.4% in 1989 to 23.6% in 2002.  Kent County households experienced 
increases from 13.6% in 1989 to 18.3% in 2002. 9, 10 (Exhibit 3) 

 
 

Exhibit 3 - Monthly Owner Costs as Percentage of Household Income  
United States, Kent County & Grand Rapids, 1989–2002 

 
  United States Kent County Grand Rapids 

 % of Income Spent  
on Housing Costs 1989 1999 2002 1989 1999 2002 1989 1999 2002 

Less than 20% 56.7% 54.0% 51.7% 61.1% 60.1% 56.1% 60.2% 61.1% na 
20 - 24% 13.8% 13.9% 14.3% 15.7% 14.5% 15.1% 14.4% 13.0% na 
25 - 29% 9.4% 9.4% 9.9% 9.3% 9.0% 10.3% 9.5% 8.7% na 
30 - 34% 5.9% 6.0% 6.5% 4.8% 4.7% 6.4% 5.2% 4.6% na 
35% or more 13.5% 15.8% 17.1% 8.8% 11.0% 11.9% 10.4% 11.5% na 
Not computed 0.7% 0.3% 0.7% 0.4% 0.2% 0.6% 0.4% 0.5% na 
 

Source: U. S. Census for Population and Housing 
1990 STF(3) H058 - Sample Data 

2000 SF(3) H94 - Sample Data 
2002 American Community Survey H088 

*na indicates the data was not available for the given year. 
 
 
 
 
• Examining housing costs for renters at the national and local level, we see that renters 

are also experiencing an upsurge in housing cost burden.  In 1989, 38.7% of renters 
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spent more than 30% of their monthly income on housing expenses at the national 
level.9  After a slight decrease in 1999 to 36.8%, this percentage rose to 41.3% in 
2002.10,7  Similarly, Kent County went from 36.4% in 1989, experienced a moderate 
decrease to 32.8% in 1999 and finally climbed to 39.8% in 2002. 7, 9, 10  (Exhibit 4) 

 
 

Exhibit 4 - Gross Rent as a Percentage of Household Income 
United States, Kent County & Grand Rapids, 1989 – 2002 

 
  United States Kent County Grand Rapids 

% of Income Spent 
on Housing Costs 1989 1999 2002 1989 1999 2002 1989 1999 2002 

Less than 20% 30.0% 32.4% 28.1% 34.1% 38.6% 27.5% 28.0% 34.2% na 
20 - 24% 13.8% 12.8% 12.6% 14.8% 13.5% 17.0% 13.3% 12.4% na 
25 - 29% 11.4% 10.4% 10.7% 11.7% 10.4% 11.3% 10.9% 9.8% na 
30 - 34% 8.0% 7.3% 7.9% 7.5% 6.7% 9.8% 8.1% 6.9% na 
35% or more 30.7% 29.5% 33.4% 28.9% 26.1% 30.0% 36.7% 30.9% na 
Not computed 6.1% 7.5% 7.3% 3.1% 4.8% 4.4% 3.0% 5.7% na 
 

Source: U. S. Census for Population and Housing 
1990 STF(3) H067 - Sample Data 

2000 SF(3) H69 - Sample Data 
2002 American Community Survey H050 

*na indicates the data was not available for the given year. 
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Variable 3: Housing Supply 
 
• A community’s housing supply is directly related to the overall health of the 

community.  Gaps between housing supplies and the number of households within a 
community create housing shortages.  A domino effect then triggers home sales and 
rental price increases.  The result is a crisis for low and middle-income community 
members. 1 

 
• Data shows that there is a trend toward smaller-sized households, so that fewer people 

need more housing units.  Between 1990 and 2000 in Michigan, Kent County and 
Grand Rapids the number of households grew faster than the population and the 
number of housing units (Exhibit 5). 9, 10 

 
 

Exhibit 5 - Percent Change in Population, Number of  
Households and Number of Housing Units 
Michigan, Kent, & Grand Rapids 1990-2000 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau for Population and Housing 
1990 STF (1) P001, P003 – 100% Count Data, STF(3) H001 – Sample Data 

2000 SF (1) P1, P15 – 100% Count Data, SF(3) H1 – Sample Data 
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Variable 4: Residential Vacancies 
 
• Traditionally, residential vacancy rates have been used as an indicator of equilibrium 

or balance between supply & demand in a houisng market.  More recently, 
communities across the United States have begun to document the relationship 
between low housing occupancy rates and crime rates.  As a result, reducing 
vacancies has become an important goal of community development activities. 

 
• Grand Rapids MSA, which is composed of Allegan, Kent, Muskegon, and Ottawa 

counties, had only a small percentage (6.7%) of residential properties vacant in 2003. 
(Exhibit 6)  According to HUD, the relative lack of change in vacancy levels between 
1990 and 2003 signifies a stable housing market. 11 

 
Exhibit 6 - Percent of Housing Inventory by Occupancy Status 

Grand Rapids MSA (Allegan, Kent, Muskegon, & Ottawa) 1990-2003* 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Sources: US Department of Housing & Urban Development 

* 2003 data based on estimates by the US Dept. of Housing & Urban Development 
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• Vacancy rates in the City of Grand Rapids are slightly higher than those in Grand 
Rapids MSA (Exhibit 7).  Although experts predicted that there would be an increase 
in vacant rental properties due to increased opportunities for homeownership created 
by low interest rates, this prediction has not yet come true in Grand Rapids. 11 

 
Exhibit 7 – Vacancy Rate by Property Type 

Grand Rapids 1990-2003* 
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Variable 5: Residential Investment 
 
• According to the Indiana Business Research Center at Indiana University, “ The 

housing market is generally seen as one of the first economic sectors to rise or fall 
when economic conditions improve or degrade. Housing permits and starts can be 
early indicators of activity in the housing market. New residential housing 
construction generally leads to other types of economic production.” 12 

  
• A decline in mortgage interest rates kept the construction industry booming in 2003. 

At the national level, construction of single-family homes exceeded 1999 pre-
recession levels and overall residential investment reached new highs. 13 

 
• From 2000 to 2003, 11,522 building permits were issued for single-family residences 

(new construction or remodeling) in Kent County (Exhibit 8). This represents 98.2% 
of the 11,736 total building permits given from 2000-2003. 10 

 
Exhibit 8 – Number of Single Family Building Permits (New Construction & 

Remodeling) Issued 
Kent County 2000-2003 
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau 
Manufacturing, Mining and Construction Statistics 
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• Between 2000-2003, there was a 29.4% increase in the total valuation of single-

family building permits issued in Kent County- increasing from $360.5 million to 
$466.5 million.  (Exhibit 9) 10 

 
 

Exhibit 9 - Total Valuation of Single-Family Building Permits (New 
Construction & Remodeling) Issued 

Kent County 2000–2003 
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Variable 6: Housing Tenure 
 
• Homeownership helps build wealth and long term financial security for families.  As 

a result, communities are strengthened. 
 

Exhibit 10A – Homeownership Rate 
Grand Rapids MSA (Kent, Muskegon, Ottawa & Allegan) 1994–2003 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source:  U.S. Census for Population and Housing 
 
 
• Homeownership rates in Grand Rapids decreased 0.1% from 1990 to 2000.  In Kent 

County they increased 0.7% (Exhibit 10B). 9, 10  
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• In Grand Rapids, Kent County, and the State of Michigan, disparities exist 

between the homeownership levels of various race and ethnicities. In 2000, White 
and Asian populations had the highest percentages of home ownership in Grand 
Rapids and Kent County (Exhibit 11). 10 

 
Exhibit 11 – Housing Tenure by Race    

Grand Rapids, Kent County, Michigan 2000 
 

 
White Black AIAN* Asian NHOPI* 

 
Hispanic 

 
City of Grand Rapids       
      Owner occupied 69.9% 47.7% 43.3% 58.5% 21.2% 44.7% 
      Renter occupied 30.2% 52.3% 56.7% 41.5% 78.8% 55.3% 
Kent County       
     Owner occupied 79.8% 45.6% 53.2% 65.9% 31.2% 47.3% 
      Renter occupied 20.2% 54.4% 46.8% 34.1% 68.8% 52.7% 
Michigan       
      Owner occupied 82.2% 53.6% 63.6% 59.3% 55.3% 56.8% 
      Renter occupied 17.8% 46.4% 36.4% 40.6% 44.7% 43.2% 

 
 
     

 

Source:  U.S. Census for Population and Housing 
2000 SF(3) H11A-E,H – 100% Count Data 

*AIAN (American Indian and Alaska Native)    *NHOPI (Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islanders)

 
• According to 2000 census data, the majority of people in Grand Rapids, Kent County, 

and Michigan who own their own homes have been living in them since 1994 or 
earlier.  The majority of those living in rental units have moved in since 1995 (Exhibit 
12). 10 

 
Exhibit 12 - Year Householder Moved Into Unit 

Grand Rapids, Kent County, Michigan 2000 
 

Owner occupied: Grand Rapids Kent County Michigan 
Moved in 1999 to March 2000 10.4% 10.9% 9.7% 
Moved in 1995 to 1998 26.4% 28.5% 24.8% 
Moved in 1990 to 1994 18.8% 18.9% 17.8% 
Moved in 1980 to 1989 16.7% 18.9% 19.2% 
Moved in 1970 to 1979 10.5% 10.5% 14.0% 
Moved in 1969 or earlier 17.1% 12.3% 14.6% 

Renter occupied: Grand Rapids Kent County Michigan 
Moved in 1999 to March 2000 42.6% 45.5% 39.5% 
Moved in 1995 to 1998 37.7% 37.1% 36.4% 
Moved in 1990 to 1994 11.2% 9.3% 12.0% 
Moved in 1980 to 1989 5.6% 5.4% 7.9% 
Moved in 1970 to 1979 1.7% 1.6% 2.6% 
Moved in 1969 or earlier 1.3% 1.0% 1.5% 

 

Source:  U.S. Census for Population and Housing 
2000 SF(3) H38 – Sample Data 
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•  The below map illustrates home ownership in Kent County.  The map below 
illustrates that the majority of Kent County has home ownership rates of 75% or 
greater. (Exhibit 13)  

 
Exhibit 13 – Density of Owner Occupied Housing Units 

Kent County 2000 
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Variable 7: Educational Attainment 
 
• The level of education achieved by the residents of a community is one indicator of 

the kinds of human resources that are available in a community and the level of 
workforce preparation. Communities with highly educated workforces are better 

 
• According to the 2000 U.S. Census, 25.6 % of Americans have completed 4 years or 

more of college.  Additionally, more than 17 million Americans were enrolled in 
undergraduate, graduate, or professional school programs across the nation.10 

 
• As a group, Kent County residents are highly educated. As of 2000, more than 33.5% 

of those age 25 or older held postsecondary degrees. This is significantly higher than 
the 28.7% figure for the state as a whole. At the other end of the educational 
spectrum, just 15.4% of Kent County residents had not graduated from high school, 
compared to 16.6% for the state. 10  (Exhibit 14) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
• 

the county’s population, 5.9%.   
 

 

prepared when it comes to attracting and retaining the increasingly technical jobs 
found in today's workplace. 14 

Exhibit 14 - Educational Attainment (Population Age 25+) 
Kent County 1990-2000 

In 1990, 34,355 Kent County residents were enrolled in college.  This represented 
6.9% of the population.  In 2000, 34,031 Kent County residents were enrolled in 
college or graduate school.  This represented number represented a smaller portion of 

10
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Variable 8: Labor Force Participatio
 

• Participation in the labor force is directly related to economic wellbeing.15  This 
means that providing job opportunities is a critical component of most econo
and community development programs. 16   

• The labor force participatio
 

participation rates between communities are thought to be the result of factors 
including the percentage of the population enrolled full-time in education, the 
number of people who have withdrawn from the labor force after being un

their families. 17 

Exhibit 16 - Employment Status by Sex for Workers 16+ Years of 
Michigan, Kent County, & Grand Rapids, 1990–2000 

 
 Michigan Kent County Grand Rapids 
 1990 2000 1990 2000 1990 2000 

Male:       
Employed 66.66% 66.69% 75.37% 74.32% 68.33% 66.91% 
Unemployed 6.34% 4.30% 4.32% 3.32% 5.76% 4.35% 
Not in labor force 26.65% 28.91% 20.14% 22.29% 25.75% 28.65% 
Female:       
Employed 51.36% 55.24% 58.76% 60.74% 54.29% 56.71% 
Unemployed 4.29% 3.20% 3.16% 2.92% 4.03% 4.01% 
Not in labor force 44.30% 41.54% 38.05% 36.33% 41.61% 39.27% 

 
Source:  US Census for Population and Housing 

1990 STF(3) P070 – 100% Count Data 

• In 2000, 70.9% o nty of residence, 
while 27.5% worked outside their county of residence.  In Kent County and 

re 

 

2000 SF(3) P43 – Sample Data 
 

f Michigan inhabitants worked within their cou

Grand Rapids, the numbers that worked outside of their county of residence we
8.5% and 6.7%, respectively. 10 

 
 

Workforce 
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0 Census, more than half of Michigan (54%), Kent County 
ids (55%) residents worked 35 hours or more per week in 
reported not having worked at all. 10  (Exhibit 17) 

     
Exhibit 17 – Hours Worked per Week 

Michigan, Kent County, Grand Rapids, 2000  

 

 

 

Source: US Census for Population and Housing 
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 Variable 9: Unemployment 
 

• Unemployment rates are one of the most widely cited and closely monitored 
economic statistics.18  According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics, as of 2003, the 

• Michigan, Kent County, and Grand Rapids have also seen an increasing 
unemployment rate over the last few years.  The City of Grand Rapids enjoyed a 
ten year low of 4.1% unemployment rate in 1998.  Since then, Grand Rapids’ 
unemployment rate has been steadily increasing.  The annual rate for 2003 was 
10.4%.19  (Exhibit 19) 

 

Grand Rap 997–2003 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  

 

 

 
Source:  U.S Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

national unemployment rate was 6.5%; the ten-year (1993-2003) low for the 
nation was 4.1% (in 2000). 19   (Exhibit 19) 
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s racial/ethnic populations, it is clear that unemployment 
ct, recent data suggests that the unemployment gap 
idening.  According to the US Census, between 2000 - 

2002, unemployment rates for Kent County’s white population increased by 2.5% 
(from 2.5% to 5%).  During the same time period, unemployment rates for Kent 
County’s Black or African American population increased by 8% (from 7.1% to 

10, 7   

Exhibit 20 - Unemployment by Race 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

e:  U.S. Census for Population and Housing 
2000 SF(3) P150A-H – Sample Data 

• When examining variou
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between races may be w

15%). (Exhibit 20) 
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Va ia 0 ment by Industry 
 
• According to t  the 

distribution and growth of jobs by industry are key economic indicators for states and 
regional labor markets because they shed light on the income potential and 

 In the Grand Rapids MSA between 2001 and 2003, the manufacturing industry had 
the largest employment decrease (-13.7%), followed by the natural resources, mining 
and construction industry (-4.9%).  The educational services industry displayed the 
largest employment growth (20%), followed by the health and social assistance 
industry (5.6%) and the leisure and hospitality industry at (1.1%).20   (Exhibit 21) 

Exhibit 21 - Employment by Industry 
Grand Rapids MSA 2001-2003 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: DLEG/Office of Labor Market Information, 
Current Employment Statistics Section  
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orecasts, employment in the service industry (which 
lth, education, trade, finance, transportation, 
pected to increase 16.2% from 2000 to 2010.  Employment 

in the goods producing industry (which includes mining, construction and 
manufacturing) is expected to increase 4.8% between 2000 and 2010. 20   (Exhibit 22) 

 
st Data 

 

 
 According to the US Census, "Nationally, businesses with no paid employees make 

up more than 70%  home-based 
businesses to corner sto ften are part-time 

entures with owners operating more than one business at a time." 10  Locally, there 
as growth in the number of nonemployers between 1998 and 2001. 10   (Exhibit 23) 

 
Exhibit 23 - Growth in Nonemployer Establishments by Type 

Grand Rapids MSA, Kent County 1998-2001 
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Exhibit 22 - Employment Foreca
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A rising median income is an indication of economic prosperity. This is a 
ounterpoint to measures of job and firm growth, which are often unable to measure 
e impact of the business activity on personal income. 

he national median household income in the United States rose at a steady rate from 
979 to 1999, reaching $41,994.  Between 1999 and 2002 the national median income 
creased by 1% to $42,409.  When examining median incomes (adjusted for 
flation) we see that the national median income actually began to decrease between 

999 and 2002.  Michigan and Kent County both followed this trend. 10  (Exhibit 25) 
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in Poverty 

children suffer most acutely from poverty.  Children from poor families are less 
ng 

from

Exhibit 26 – Poverty Rates for Families with Children Under Age 18 
Mic 02 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Sou ing 
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Variable 12 – Families Living 
 

• Nationally, poverty rates for families (with and without children) decreased .8% 
between 1990 and 2000.  Over the next two years (2000 – 2002), the poverty rate 
climbed .4%.  While a low poverty rate indicates that there are enough jobs 
paying wages that are sufficient to keep people above the poverty threshold, 
increasing poverty rates should provoke concern regarding national and regional 
economies. 1   

 
• Poverty has countless effects on those experiencing it.  It can be argued that 

likely to succeed later in life than other children because of problems resulti
antages.  poor nutrition, as well as social instability and educational disadv
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Variable 13: Economic Equity 
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Exhibit 27 - Median Household Income by Race/Ethnicity 

Kent County 1999 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: US Census for Population and Housing 
2000 SF(3) P152A-H – Sample Data 

 

• According to the Boston Foundation, “Income levels reflect
available to people to meet basic necessities of life and access resources for economic 
advancement and a good quality of life. Understanding the distribution of income 

vides a glimpse of relative opportunities for advancement in today's 
nomy…Put simply, when absolute income levels are low, or relative incomes 
ect high levels of inequality, a state of social as well as physical deprivation is 
ly to result, followed by capital flight, disinvestment and lack of new investments

eco

(that is, poor econom

Examining the incomes of various racial/ethnic populations provides an indication o
success of efforts to eliminate disparities in access to employment and education.
ording to the most recent Census figures, in Kent County there was more than a
,000 difference between the median incomes of Whites and Blacks and an 

ate $12,000 difference between Whites and Hispanics in 1999 (Exhibit 27).
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graphic areas is another way to examine 
rovements in neighborhood income over time 
ave improved, or that a neighborhood’s 

demographic composition has changed, with lower income residents moving out and 
higher income residents moving in.1  Looking at a map of Kent County, the areas with 

 
 
 

the greatest decrease in median incomes between 1990 and 2000 were generally first 
ring suburbs of Grand Rapids.  The areas with that saw the greatest increases in 
median incomes tended to be more rural areas (Exhibit 28). 
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Va

 In 2001, 67 million U.S citizens visited Michigan and 11.8 million visited Southwest 
Michigan.  When multiplying the number of visitors by their length of stay, the total 
volume of travelers in Michigan was 140.9 million “visitor-days.”   The total volume 

Kent, Montcalm, Muskegon, St. Joseph, and Van Buren Counties. 
 
• The most common purpose visitors to Michigan gave for leisure travel in the state 

was to visit friends or relatives. 21  (Exhibit 29) 
 

Exhibit 29 - Purpose of Tourist Visit 
Michigan & the Southwest Region, 2001 

Source: Travel Michigan, D. K. Shifflet & Associates, Ltd 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

riable 14 - Travel 
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Tourism 

of travelers in the Southwest Region was 22.5 million. 21  The Southwest Region 
includes Allegan, Barry, Berrien, Branch, Calhoun, Cass, Eaton, Ionia, Kalamazoo, 
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• The most common type of party to visit Michigan and the Southwest Region in 2001 
isting of one or more household adults with one or more children 
 age. 21 (Exhibit 30) 

Exhibit 30 - Composition of Travel Parties 
Michigan, 2001 

Source: Travel Michigan, D. K. Shifflet & Associates, Ltd 
 
• The most prevale as staying with 

friends and relatives followed by hotels or m
 

Exhibit 31 - Accommodation Type of Visitors 

Michigan and the Southwest Region, 2001 
 

Source: Travel Michigan, D. K. Shifflet & Associates, Ltd  
 
 
• In 2000, 1,627 persons owned second homes in Kent County.  There were 65 

commercial lodging establishments with a total of 6,036 guest rooms.  The majority 
of those establishments were hotels, motels, lodges, and historic inns (54 
establishments with 6,000 guest rooms) compared to 8 bed & breakfasts (33 guest 
rooms) and 3 cabins, cottages, condos, or rentals (3 guest rooms).  There were also 10 
commercial campgrounds in Kent County in 2000 with 971 campsites.21 

 
 

was families cons
under 18 years of
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Variable 15 - Economic Impact 
 
• Michigan experienced a decrease in various tourism economic impact indicators in 

2001 after an increase during the five years prior.  Direct and secondary effects of 

Exhibit 32 - Direct and Secondary Effect of Tourist Spending 
Michigan 1996-2001 

 

 
 
 

 
Source: Michigan State University, Dept. of Park, Recreation, and Tourism 

 
• Tourism payroll and the number of direct tourism jobs in Michigan also decreased 

from 2000 to 2001. Tourism payroll dropped from $3.8 billion in 2000 to $3.4 billion 
in 2001 (Exhibit 33) and direct tourism jobs fell 9%.22   (Exhibit 34) 

 

Exhibit 33 - Tourism Payroll 
Michigan, 1996-2001 
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Tourism 

spending by visitors in Michigan who had traveled 100 miles or more decreased 5.3% 
from 2000 to 2001 after increasing 33% from 1996 to 2000. 22   (Exhibit 32) 
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Exhibit 34 - Direct Tourism Jobs 
Michigan, 1996-2001 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Source urism 
 

Direct tourism spending in Michigan totaled $8,891 million in 2000, not including 
airfare and travel arrangements. Visitors staying in hotels, motels, cabins, or bed & 
breakfasts spent the largest proportion of total visitor spending, accounting for 42% 
of the total.  The direct value added to the Michigan state economy by tourism in 
2000 was approximately $4.4 billion.  (Exhibit 35) 
 

 Kent County was ranked third in the state in 2000 for tourism spending in a 
destination county behind Wayne County and Oakland County with a total of $452.7 
million.   

Exhibit 35 - Direct Tourism Spending 
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