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I. INTRODUCTION

A. PURPOSE

The East Michigan Council of Governments retained Bowen National Research
in September 2024 for the purpose of conducting an eight-county regional
Housing Needs Assessment of Region G (East Central Michigan), as identified
in the State of Michigan Statewide Housing Plan.

With changing demographic and employment characteristics and trends expected
over the years ahead, it is important for the local government, stakeholders and
its citizens to understand the current market conditions and projected changes that
are anticipated to occur that will influence future housing needs. Toward that end,
this report intends to:

e Provide an overview of the present-day Region G.

e Present and evaluate past, current and projected detailed demographic
characteristics.

e Present and evaluate employment characteristics and trends, as well as the
economic drivers impacting the area.

e Determine current characteristics of major housing components within the
market (for-sale/ownership and rental housing alternatives).

e Evaluate ancillary factors that affect housing market conditions and
development, including an analysis of development opportunities and
residential blight (Midland County only). Additionally, potential
developer/investor partners were identified as a resource that could contribute
to the development and preservation of housing within the region.

e Provide housing gap estimates by tenure (renter or owner) and income
segment.

e Collect input from community members including area stakeholders,
employers, and residents/commuters in the form of online surveys.

e Provide an overview of the eight individual counties within Region G which
includes key demographic, economic, and housing data.

By accomplishing the study’s objectives, government officials, area stakeholders,
and area housing advocates can: (1) better understand the region’s evolving
housing market, (2) establish housing priorities, (3) modify, expand, or introduce
local government housing policies, and (4) enhance and/or expand the region’s
housing market to meet current and future housing needs.
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B. GEOGRAPHIC SCOPE

Study Area Delineation

The primary geographic scope of this study is the eight-county Region G in east
central Michigan. A map of the region is included in Section III. The eight
counties that comprise the region are listed below:

e Arenac County Gratiot County

e Bay County e [sabella County
e (Clare County e Midland County
e Gladwin County e Saginaw County

The subject region corresponds to the boundaries of the East Central Michigan
Housing Partnership Region.
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II. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The purpose of this report is to conduct a Housing Needs Assessment of Region G in
the state of Michigan (as referenced in Michigan’s Statewide Housing Plan), which
encompasses eight contiguous counties in the central portion of the state west of
Saginaw Bay. This evaluation takes into account the demographics, economics and
housing supply of the region, along with the input of area stakeholders and major
employers, and estimates the housing gaps of the region between 2024 and 2029. The
research and analysis, which includes a collection of primary data, analysis of secondary
data and on-site market research, was conducted primarily between January and May of
2025. This executive summary addresses key highlights from the full Housing Needs
Assessment.

The individual study areas (counties) within the overall Primary Study Area (Region G)
are listed below.

e Arenac County e (ratiot County
e Bay County e Isabella County
e (lare County e Midland County
e Gladwin County e Saginaw County

REGION STUDY AREA

While this analysis provides data and analysis of the overall region, including
comparisons between individual counties, individual county overview chapters are
provided in Addendums C through J of this report.
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Scope of Work

Work elements of this assessment include a survey of 186 multifamily apartments with
over 16,300 units, an online survey of available non-conventional rentals (e.g., houses,
duplexes, mobile homes, etc.), sales data for nearly 16,500 homes sold between January
of 2022 and March of 2025, and listings of 876 homes currently available to purchase
as of March 19, 2025 within the region. A total of 33 residential properties in the
development pipeline were identified, of which 14 are multifamily rental housing
properties and 19 are for-sale housing developments. Detailed demographics, mobility
patterns, commuting patterns and economic data are also included. Community input in
the form of online surveys from 600 area stakeholders, employers and residents within
the region was collected. Housing gap/needs estimates for each study area are provided
for both rental and for-sale housing at various income/affordability levels. We provide
our opinion on the housing priorities of the region and provide recommendations for
general strategies for meeting the overall housing needs of area residents. Individual
county overview chapters are also provided.

Demographics

The overall region experienced household growth between 2010 and 2024 and growth
is projected to continue through 2029, adding nearly 2,100 households between 2024
and 2029. Between 2010 and 2020, the number of households within the PSA (Region
G) increased by 0.3%, or 697 households. This is less than the 4.4% increase in the
number of households for the state of Michigan during this time period. In 2024, there
are approximately 229,862 total households in the PSA, which represent an increase of
0.5% in the number of households compared to 2020. Between 2024 and 2029, the
number of households in the PSA is projected to increase by 2,078, or an increase of
0.9%. While this is less than the 1.4% increase projected for the state over the next five
years, five counties in the PSA (Arenac, Bay, Gladwin, Isabella, and Midland) are
projected to have household increases of 1.0% or higher during this time period. Among
all PSA counties, Isabella County has the largest projected household increase (2.3%)
in the region and is the only PSA county with projected household growth that exceeds
the state projection. Although Gratiot County is the only PSA county that is projected
to experience household decline, the projected decline is marginal (less than 0.1%). As
a result, housing demand will likely increase throughout the vast majority of Region G
over the next five years.

P
Projected Household Percent Change by County (2024-2029)

2.5%
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The following table and map illustrate key household metrics by area. Note that positive
household changes between time periods are illustrated in green text, while decreases
are in red text.

Total Households Household Change
2010 2020 2024 2029 2010-2020 2020-2024 \ 2024-2029
Census Census  Estimated Projected Number Percent Number Percent \ Number Percent

Arenac 6,701 6,631 6,665 6,740 -70 -1.0% 34 0.5% 75 1.1%
Bay 44,603 45,005 45,008 45,440 402 0.9% 3 0.0% 432 1.0%
Clare 12,966 13,279 13,494 13,533 313 2.4% 215 1.6% 39 0.3%
Gladwin 10,753 11,006 11,220 11,347 253 2.4% 214 1.9% 127 1.1%

Gratiot 14,852 14,764 14,677 14,670 -88 -0.6% -87 -0.6% -7 <0.1%
Isabella 25,586 25,191 25,637 26,222 -395 -1.5% 446 1.8% 585 2.3%
Midland 33,437 34,288 34,682 35,062 851 2.5% 394 1.1% 380 1.1%
Saginaw 79,011 78,442 78,479 78,926 -569 -0.7% 37 0.0% 447 0.6%
Region 227,909 | 228,606 229,862 231,940 697 0.3% 1,256 0.5% 2,078 0.9%
Michigan | 3,872,509 | 4,041,761 4,095,144 4,151,690 169,252 4.4% 53,383 1.3% 56,546 1.4%

Source: 2010, 2020 Census; ESRI; Bowen National Research

Domestic and international migration have contributed positively to population
change in the region between 2020 and 2024. While the region has experienced natural
decrease (more deaths than births) within the population between 2020 and 2024,
domestic and international migration contributed positively to population change,
accounting for total net migration of 6,415 between the two components of population
change, combined.
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Senior households (ages 55 and older) comprise the majority of households in the
region in 2024, and this share and number of such households is projected to increase
between 2024 and 2029. In 2024, household heads aged 55 and older comprise 52.6%
of all households in the region, which is a slightly larger share of such households
compared to the 49.7% share of the state. While 2.4% growth is projected for households
between the ages of 35 and 44 in the region over the next five years, the most substantial
growth is projected to occur among households between the ages of 65 and 74 (3.4%)
and aged 75 and older (17.0%). This growth is primarily the result of seniors aging in
place. Regardless, this will result in an increase of 7,343 households aged 65 and older
in the region and will likely increase demand for a variety of senior-oriented housing
options. This substantial growth among households aged 65 and older is consistent
across all counties within the region. However, it is also important to note that some
counties within the region are projected to experience notable growth among younger
households (ages 25 to 54), and this growth will also have an influence on housing
demand in the region, as well.

4 ™\
Region Change in Household Heads by Age (2024-2029)

<25 674 -
25-34 9 |
35-44 -
45-54 384 l
=

N -6,000 -4,500 -3,000 -1,500 0 1,500 3,000 4,500 6,000/

Owner-occupied households comprise slightly over three-quarters of all households
in Region G in 2024, and this share is projected to increase between 2024 and 2029.
In 2024, 75.4% of all households in the region are owner households, which is larger
than the 72.8% share for the state share. The number of owner households is projected
to increase in both the region (3.2%) and state (3.5%) over the next five years. This trend
is reflective of the larger national demographic projections between 2024 and 2029, but
these tenure projections can be influenced by a number of factors such as home interest
rates, construction costs, and external market support, which can favor renter household
growth in some instances. Regardless, the projected increase in owner households will
likely have a notable influence on the for-sale housing market, which currently exhibits
strong demand and limited availability.

BOWEN NATIONAL RESEARCH

-4




Region Households by Tenure (2020-2029)
B Owner-Occupied B Renter-Occupied
100.0%
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In 2024, over one-half of the region’s renter households earn less than $35,000
annually, though renter household growth by income is expected to be concentrated
among households earning $75,000 or more between 2024 and 2029. 1n 2024, 54.1%
of renter households within Region G earn less than $35,000 annually. By comparison,
29.0% of renter households in the region earn between $35,000 and $74,999 and 16.9%
earn $75,000 or more. As such, the distribution of renter households by income in the
region is much more heavily weighted toward households earning less than $35,000
compared to the state share 0f 43.0%. Between 2024 and 2029, renter household growth
of 14.3% is projected to occur in the region among renter households earning $75,000
or more, while renter households earning less than $75,000 are projected to decline in
number. Despite the significant increase in the higher-income renter households, it is
important to note that over one-half (50.1%) of renter households in the region are
projected to continue earning less than $35,000 annually. As such, demand will likely
increase for moderate and higher-priced rentals, but substantial demand will persist for
affordably priced rentals in Region G.

While owner household growth is expected to be among households earning $75,000
or more annually, which will drive demand for higher-priced for-sale housing
product, there is very limited overall for-sale availability throughout the region.
Between 2024 and 2029, owner household growth is projected to occur in each county
in the region, and this growth will primarily be concentrated among owner households
earning $75,000 or more in each county. Overall, owner households earning $75,000 or
more are projected to increase by 14,176 households in Region G over the next five
years, or an increase of 16.9%. While this increase is due in large part to existing
households earning additional income, and many of these households will remain in
their current home, these changes will likely increase demand for for-sale housing
product priced above $200,000. Despite the increase in higher-income owner
households, it is important to note that 31.7% of owner households in the region will
continue to earn less than $50,000 annually. In addition, the available for-sale housing
inventory is very limited as currently only 0.5% of the owner-occupied homes are
available for purchase (healthy markets typically have availability rates between 2.0%
and 3.0%) and many are older housing units. This lack of available options can result
in rapid increases in pricing and also constrain household growth within an area.
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Economics

While some modest economic challenges related to employment persist following the
2020 pandemic-induced economic decline, there are significant economic
investments currently underway or planned within the region. Through year-end 2024,
total employment within Region G was at 99.8% of the 2019 (pre-pandemic) level,
while the 2024 annual unemployment rate of 5.6% in the region was notably higher than
the state (4.7%) and national (4.0%) unemployment rates. Additionally, at-place
employment (individuals employed in an area regardless of residence) in the region
through September 2024 was 97.2% of the 2019 level. While these metrics indicate
some softness in the regional economy, 25 notable economic development projects were
identified during our research. These projects have a total valuation of roughly $3.8
billion and an associated job impact of nearly 2,200 direct jobs. As such, the region is
well-positioned to experience positive economic growth, which will likely induce
housing demand in the future.

Approximately 40% of surveyed employers in the region indicated that they have
experienced difficulties attracting or retaining employees due to housing issues. A
total of 47 representatives from some of the region’s largest employers participated in
an online survey that inquired about employee composition, housing situations and
housing needs. Overall, 40.4% of respondents indicated their company had experienced
issues attracting or retaining employees due to housing related issues. Employer
respondents noted that the most common issues experienced by their respective
employees were the general lack of available housing and unaffordable rentals and for-
sale housing. As evidenced by over one-half (56.5%) of employer respondents
indicating that they would be at least somewhat more likely to hire additional employees
if housing issues were resolved, it is apparent that housing issues and economic growth
are very much interrelated.

Single-income households with workers employed in some of the most common
occupations in the region likely struggle to afford rental and/or for-sale housing.
Among the top 35 occupations by share of the labor force in Region G, less than one-
half (47.1%) of the occupations, on average, can afford a two-bedroom rental at Fair
Market Rent on a single income at the median wage for their occupation. When
considering for-sale housing, only 19.7% of these workers, on average, can afford the
typical for-sale home in the region on a single income at the respective median wage of
their occupation. This mismatch of wages and housing costs illustrates the significant
challenge that many unmarried individuals and/or single-parent households likely face
with housing affordability. This also stresses the importance of affordable workforce
housing in the region.

BOWEN NATIONAL RESEARCH
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Typical Housing Costs, Incomes, and Housing Affordability

PSA (Region G)
Rent Own \
Fair Market Share of Top 35 Median Share of Top 35
Rent Income Occupations That Available Income  Occupations That
(FMR)* Needed** Can Afford” For-Sale Price Needed** Can Afford”
Arenac $933 $37,320 51.4% $191,250 $57,375 22.9%
Bay $976 $39,040 48.6% $199,900 $59,970 22.9%
Clare $933 $37,320 51.4% $174,000 $52,200 25.7%
Gladwin $933 $37,320 51.4% $221,900 $66,570 11.4%
Gratiot $933 $37,320 51.4% $176,750 $53,025 25.7%
Isabella $951 $38,040 48.6% $224,000 $67,200 11.4%
Midland $1,137 $45,480 34.3% $235,000 $70,500 11.4%
Saginaw $1,038 $41,520 40.0% $187,450 $56,235 25.7%
Region Median $942 $37,680 47.1% $199,700 $59,910 19.7%

Source: Novogradac; Redfin.com; Bowen National Research
*Two-bedroom Fair Market Rent; **Paying no more than 30% of income toward housing costs
~Share of top 35 occupations (by share of labor force) that can afford stated housing cost in a single-income household

Housing Supply

The housing inventory in each of the counties within Region G varies considerably in
terms of typical age and by prevalence of substandard housing condition issues,
though the regionwide shares are generally comparable to shares at the state level.
Within the region, 42.6% of renter-occupied product and 48.6% of owner-occupied
product was built prior to 1970. This is generally comparable to the statewide shares of
44.8% and 47.3%, respectively. However, this varies considerably as shares within
individual counties are as high as 54.9% (renter-occupied) and 59.5%, (owner-
occupied). While housing condition issues such as overcrowding (1.01+ occupants per
room) and housing that lacks complete plumbing and/or complete indoor kitchens are
not widespread within the region, there are specific instances where these shares range
between 4.4% to 12.2% in certain counties. Overall, nearly 1,300 renter households and
2,000 owner households live in substandard housing conditions. As a result, many older
and lower-quality homes in the region may require costly repairs and/or modernization.
The county and region shares in the following table that exceed statewide shares are

highlighted in red text.
Housing Age and Conditions (2024)
Pre-1970 Product Overcrowded Incomplete Plumbing or Kitchen
Renter Owner Renter Owner Renter Owner
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Arenac 362 37.4% 1,972 35.6% 6 0.7% 62 1.1% 118 12.2% 30 0.5%
Bay 5,756 | 54.9% | 20,542 59.5% 85 0.8% 259 0.7% 182 1.7% 271 0.8%
Clare 590 27.8% 3,786 35.7% 102 4.8% 185 1.7% 62 2.9% 177 1.7%
Gladwin 619 42.1% 2,855 29.8% 41 2.8% 236 2.5% 92 6.2% 421 4.4%
Gratiot 1,391 41.9% 6,577 57.8% 57 1.7% 177 1.6% 62 1.9% 39 0.3%

Isabella 2,169 | 22.8% | 5,663 36.0% 158 1.7% 194 1.2% 224 2.4% 211 1.3%
Midland 2,952 | 39.7% | 10,761 | 39.7% 163 2.2% 285 1.1% 65 0.9% 148 0.5%
Saginaw | 10,235 | 48.2% | 31,093 | 54.6% 314 1.5% 546 1.0% 454 2.1% 159 0.3%
Region 24,075 | 42.6% | 83,249 | 48.6% 927 1.6% 1,944 1.1% 1,258 2.2% 1,456 0.8%
Michigan | 496,850 | 44.8% |1,392,778| 47.3% | 31,042 | 2.8% | 33,798 1.1% | 21,323 1.9% 19,540 | 0.7%

Source: American Community Survey; ESRI; Bowen National Research
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Among the 16,332 total multifamily rental units surveyed within the region, the
overall occupancy rate is 97.8% and the occupancy rates for units operating under an
affordable housing program (Tax Credit and government-subsidized) are even
higher, representative of limited availability. The overall occupancy rate of 97.8%
within the region is higher than the 94% to 96% occupancy rate range that is considered
typical of healthy, well-balanced multifamily markets. Among the individual program
types, occupancy rates range from 96.9% for market-rate units to 99.8% for
government-subsidized units. As such, the demand for multifamily rentals in the region
is very strong, and prospective renter households have limited options from which to
choose. In addition, there are substantial wait lists across a variety of affordability levels.
While this is positive in the sense that it likely indicates future residential development
opportunities exist within the region, this can result in households seeking rental options
from the inventory of non-conventional rentals, which typically have higher rents and
also have limited availability. This can lead to higher shares of cost-burdened
households and also significantly constrain household growth within an area. Vacancy
rates of 1.0% or less in the following table are highlighted in red text.

Surveyed Multifamily Rental Housing Supply by Area

Region G
Overall Vacancy Rate by Type Wait Lists by Property Type*
Projects Total Vacant Vacancy Market- Tax Government Market- Government
Surveyed Units Units Rate Rate  Credit Subsidy Rate Tax Credit  Subsidy
Arenac 7 153 2 1.3% 0.0% - 1.5% - - 71 HH
Bay 28 2,748 32 1.2% 1.9% 0.4% 0.0% 36 HH 98 HH 249 HH
Clare 16 559 5 0.9% 3.0% 0.0% 0.0% ok 127 HH 59 HH
Gladwin 9 259 3 1.2% 2.9% - 0.0% 18 HH - 167 HH
Gratiot 20 918 16 1.7% 2.2% 1.1% 1.0% 3 HH 62 HH 55 HH
Isabella 23 2,423 87 3.6% 3.7% 5.9% 0.2% - 91 HH 8 HH
Midland 25 2,506 76 3.0% 3.5% 2.1% 0.9% 5 HH 364 HH o
Saginaw 58 6,766 145 2.1% 3.3% 0.0% 0.0% - 152 HH 352 HH
Region 186 16,332 366 2.2% 3.1% 2.1% 0.2% 62 HH 894 HH 961 HH

Source: Bowen National Research
*Total number of households on wait lists; **Wait lists maintained, but specific data not available; HH - Households

Within Region G, non-conventional rentals (rental properties consisting of four units
or less or mobile homes) account for the majority of rental units, yet the vacancy rate
for these units is among the lowest of all rental unit types. In May 2025, online
research was conducted to identify the number of available non-conventional rental
units in the region. Overall, 161 available units were identified during this research.
Compared to the 33,320 total non-conventional rental units in the region, the available
units represent a vacancy rate of only 0.5%. While it is likely that some available units
were not identified due to the method of advertisement, we believe these units represent
a significant portion of the overall inventory of available units and are representative of
the common characteristics of the non-conventional units currently available in the
market. Within individual counties, the vacancy rates range between 0.2% (Gratiot) and
0.9% (Gladwin), all of which are below the 4.0% to 6.0% vacancy rate often seen in
healthy and well-balanced rental markets. The number of available units within
individual counties ranges between five units (Arenac, Clare, and Gratiot) and 64 units
(Saginaw), while the overall median rents range between $700 (one-bedroom) and
$1,499 (four-bedroom or larger) within the region. However, it should be noted that the
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median rents for each bedroom type vary significantly among the different counties in
the region. For further information on the rates in each county, refer to Section VI
(Housing Supply Analysis) or the individual county addendums included within this
Housing Needs Assessment. The following graph illustrates non-conventional vacancy
rates by county and for the region.

Non-Conventional Rental Vacancy Rates by County/Region
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While the region’s volume of homes sold each year has remained relatively stable for
the past three years, the annual median sales price of for-sale homes in the region has
increased since 2022. Between January 2, 2022 and March 19, 2025, a total of 16,468
homes were sold in Region G. The number of homes sold annually over the past three
full years has ranged between 4,970 and 5,333, representing a relatively stable number
of homes sold on an annual basis. Among the individual counties, Saginaw (35.4%),
Bay (19.3%), and Isabella (10.6%) account for the largest shares of the total sales in the
region. The overall median sales price of the homes sold in the region during this time
period was $162,000, which is relatively affordable compared to pricing in many
markets within the state. However, the median sales price of homes in the region steadily
increased each year, with annual increase of 5.3% in 2023 and 7.8% in 2024. The homes
sold within the region in 2024 had a median sales price of $172,500, representing an
overall increase of 13.5% in the median sales price compared to 2022. Among the
individual counties in the region, the percentage increase of the median sales price
between 2022 and 2024 was highest in Isabella (18.0%), Saginaw (17.2%), and Arenac
(16.4%) counties. By contrast, the lowest percentage increases were within Gratiot
(7.4%) and Gladwin (9.8%) counties.
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Region Annual Sales/Median Price (2022-2024)
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The number of available for-sale homes within the region is very limited compared to
the overall number of owner-occupied units, and the median list price throughout the
region is considerably higher than the median list price of recent historical sales. As
of March 19, 2025, there were 876 for-sale homes available in Region G. Of these, the
largest share of the available homes is within Saginaw County (32.0%), followed by
Bay (14.4%), Clare (13.6%), and Isabella (12.0%) counties. The homes equate to an
overall availability rate of 0.5% compared to the 173,318 owner-occupied homes in the
region. Based on recent historical sales from 2022 and 2025, the available for-sale
homes represent approximately 2.0 months of available sales inventory. Typically,
healthy and well-balanced markets have between 2.0% and 3.0% of the total owner-
occupied homes available to purchase and have an available supply that should take
about four to six months to absorb (if no other units are added to the market). As such,
the region’s available for-sale supply is considered very limited. Limited availability in
markets with strong demand can experience rapid increases in pricing, and the lack of
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available options can also restrict inner-market mobility and household growth. While
likely attributable to a number of other factors concurrently acting with limited
availability, the median list price of $199,700 is an increase of 15.8% over the median
sales price of the homes sold during 2024. This may indicate the rate at which home
prices are increasing may be accelerating in 2025. Note that availability rates below 1%
and Months Supply of Inventory (MSI) less than two months in the following table are

highlighted in red text.
Available For-Sale Housing — Region G ‘
(As of March 19, 2025)
% Share of Availability Median Average Average Year Average Days
Region Rate / MSI List Price ~ Square Feet Built on Market
Arenac 42 4.8% 0.7% /3.2 $191,250 1,532 1973 135
Bay 126 14.4% 0.4% /1.5 $199,900 1,581 1953 71
Clare 119 13.6% 1.1%/3.0 $174,000 1,297 1974 121
Gladwin 87 9.9% 0.9% /2.9 $221,900 1,462 1977 96
Gratiot 64 7.3% 0.6% /2.3 $176,750 1,670 1951 71
Isabella 105 12.0% 0.7% /2.3 $224,000 1,628 1969 112
Midland 53 6.0% 0.2% /1.4 $235,000 1,973 1970 74
Saginaw 280 32.0% 0.5% /1.8 $187,450 1,663 1956 76
Region 876 100.0% 0.5% /2.0 $199,700 1,590 1963 90
Source: Redfin.com & Bowen National Research
4 )
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Over one-half (50.7%) of the available for-sale homes in the region are priced below
$200,000, but these homes are typically much older than the higher-priced product.
There is a total of 444 available for-sale homes in Region G priced less than $200,000,
which represents 50.7% of the total available for-sale inventory in the region. While this
means the slight majority of the available supply is priced rather affordably, the median
age of these homes is, on average, 20.5 years older in each county than the median age
for the homes priced at $200,000 or higher. Among all counties in the region, this
disparity is most apparent in Bay and Saginaw counties. In Bay County, homes priced
below $200,000 have a median year built of 1931, while homes priced at $200,000 or
higher have a median year built of 1977. Within Saginaw County, the year built for the
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two price cohorts is 1937 and 1978. Older homes typically have higher maintenance
costs compared to newer homes, and these homes may also require costly repairs and/or
modernization. As such, lower-income households may be able to afford the initial
purchase but likely face financial challenges when it comes to maintenance and major
repairs. This can contribute to housing cost burden situations and also influence the
prevalence of housing condition issues. The following table and graph illustrate the
distribution of the available for-sale homes by price point and the median year built for
homes priced above and below $200,000 for each of the region’s counties. Note that the
highest share of homes by price range for each county is shown in red text.

Available For-Sale Housing Units by List Price — Region G
(As of March 19, 2025)

<$200,000 $200,000 - $299,999 @ $300,000 - $399,999  $400,000-$499,999 $500,000+
Number Share Number Share Number \ Share Number Share Number Share
Arenac 22 52.4% 10 23.8% 6 14.3% 1 2.4% 3 7.1%
Bay 64 50.8% 33 26.2% 14 11.1% 10 7.9% 5 4.0%
Clare 73 61.3% 24 20.2% 14 11.8% 4 3.4% 4 3.4%
Gladwin 40 46.0% 19 21.8% 17 19.5% 6 6.9% 5 5.8%
Gratiot 34 53.1% 13 20.3% 13 20.3% 4 6.3% 0 0.0%
Isabella 47 44.8% 31 29.5% 15 14.3% 4 3.8% 8 7.6%
Midland 17 32.1% 20 37.7% 10 18.9% 1 1.9% 5 9.4%
Saginaw 147 52.5% 53 18.9% 41 14.6% 10 3.6% 29 10.4%
Region 444 50.7% 203 23.2% 130 14.8% 40 4.6% 59 6.7%
Source: Redfin.com & Bowen National Research
4 I
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Development Opportunities

The region has a significant number of potential sites for a variety of development
opportunities, including residential, commercial, and mixed-use. As part of this
Housing Needs Assessment, a review of a variety of resources was conducted to identify
potential development opportunity sites throughout the region. During this process, a
total of 163 development sites were identified. Saginaw County accounted for the largest
share (31.3%) of the total sites, followed by Bay (25.2%) and Midland (20.9%) counties.
Each county within the region has at least one potential development opportunity site
identified. A total of 51 sites are currently zoned for commercial purposes, 45 are zoned
for residential, and 39 are zoned for mixed-use. The remainder of the sites are zoned
either industrial or agricultural or currently do not have a zoning designation. Overall,
these 163 sites encompass a total of approximately 3,041 acres, and 41 sites have
existing structures present that could potentially be repurposed. While this likely does
not represent all potential sites within the region, these sites indicate that there are
numerous opportunities to support future residential developments throughout Region
G. For additional details related to the aforementioned development opportunities and
for an extensive list of developers and investors active within Michigan, see Section VII
of this report.

Housing Gap Estimates

Five-year housing gap estimates were determined for both rental and for-sale housing
within each of the eight counties of the study region using a variety of demand factors.
We evaluated the market’s ability to support rental and for-sale housing based on four
levels of income/affordability. These include households earning up to 60% of Area
Median Household Income (AMHI), between 61% and 80% of AMHI, between 81%
and 120% of AMHI, and 121% of AMHI and higher. While there may be an overlap
among these levels due to program targeting and rent/price levels charged, we have
established specific income stratifications that are exclusive of each other in order to
eliminate double counting demand. We used HUD’s 2025 published income limits for
each county.

Overall, there is a rental housing gap of 7,554 rental units in the region over the
five-year projection period. The following graphs illustrate the overall rental housing
gaps by AMHI level for the region and for each county individually.
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Overall Rental Housing Gap by County (2024-2029)
Region G
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The region’s largest rental gap by affordability level is for product affordable to
households earning up to 60% of Area Median Household Income (AMHI), which are
households with annual incomes generally up to $50,000 and product with rents around
$1,256 or lower (Note: Income and rents may vary between counties). The housing gap
of 3,809 units at this level is more than double the next closest gap of 1,790 units for
households earning between 61% and 80% of AMHI, which are households with
incomes generally between $50,000 and $67,000 a year that can afford rents generally
between $1,257 and $1,674. Regardless, there are rental housing gaps for all household
income levels across the region. It should be noted that the actual income limits and
corresponding rents for each county by AMHI level, along with the renter and owner
housing gaps, are included in the individual county chapters that are provided as
addendums to this report. Among the individual counties, the largest rental housing gaps
are within the counties of Saginaw (2,877 units) and Isabella (1,936 units). Combined,
the two counties represent nearly two-thirds (63.7%) of the overall region’s total rental
housing gap. Regardless, without a notable addition of new rental product, the region
and individual counties will likely be unable to meet the housing needs of its current
residents or the growing and changing housing needs of the market.
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There is an overall regional for-sale housing gap of approximately 23,577 units
over the five-year projection period. The following graphs illustrate the overall for-
sale housing gaps by AMHI level for the region and for each individual county.
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The largest for-sale housing gap by income segment is for product affordable to
households earning between 81% and 120% of AMHI, which equates to annual
household incomes generally between $65,000 and $100,000, that can afford product
generally priced between $218,000 and $335,000. This particular affordability level has
a for-sale housing gap of 12,554 units, which represents over one-half (53.2%) of the
overall region’s for-sale housing gap. The next largest housing gaps are 6,698 (28.4%)
units affordable to households earning 121% or more of AMHI (incomes generally
above $100,000 that can afford homes priced above $335,000) and 3,936 (16.7%) units
affordable to households earning between 61% and 80% of AMHI (generally earning
between $49,000 and $65,000 and able to afford homes priced between $163,000 and
$223,000). Among the individual counties, the largest for-sale housing gaps are within
the counties of Saginaw (8,217 units) and Bay (4,410 units). No county has a for-sale
housing gap below 608.
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Recommendations

Refine the Existing Regional Housing Plan based on Findings of this Housing Needs
Assessment — The East Michigan Council of Governments (EMCOG) created East
Central Michigan Housing Partnership’s Regional Housing Partnership Plan in 2023.
This plan was developed primarily through a series of public meetings held in the region
and from surveys soliciting public input on goals and priorities as they relate to housing.
In short, the plan concluded with an outline of goals associated with communication and
education, increasing homeownership and increasing the full spectrum of housing
supply. Using data from this Housing Needs Assessment, particularly the housing gap
estimates provided for both rental and for-sale housing, EMCOG and/or the Regional
Housing Partnership should re-evaluate its stated goals from its previously completed
Housing Plan. This may include establishing residential development and preservation
priorities and goals for the number and type (rental, for-sale, senior, etc.) and geographic
location (urban vs. rural) of housing units that advocates want to see built. Using these
housing production goals and priorities as guides, an analysis should be done to broadly
estimate the overall funding requirements to meet such goals. From this, advocates
should determine the level of financial resources that could be provided by government,
nonprofits/foundations, philanthropists, employers and other stakeholders to help offset
private sector costs of developing affordable housing. It is important that advocates
establish benchmark data (e.g., median rents’/home prices, vacancies, shares of
affordable housing, cost burdened households, etc.) that they believe are key metrics to
help understand the health and trends of the local housing market. These metrics should
be updated periodically (annually or every couple of years) and evaluated to understand
the level of progress in housing efforts and to identify new or ongoing housing issues.
Such data collection can be done internally by housing advocates/partners or by housing
professionals.

Establish/Reassess Entity Responsible for Leading Long-Term Housing Efforts in the
Region _and _Within _Individual Counties/Municipalities and Expand Local
Organizational Capacity to Assist the Area’s Housing Efforts — The East Michigan
Council of Governments (EMCOG) is the organization that initiated this Housing Needs
Assessment and currently serves as the East Central Michigan Housing Partnership’s
lead organization in MSHDA'’s Region G. While EMCOG may continue to serve as the
lead for the region’s housing efforts, consideration should be given to
establishing/designating a single group or organization that would serve as the long-
term housing champion for the region and facilitates collaboration between local
governments, developers, nonprofit groups, employers and others to address housing.
Consideration should also be given to evaluating the current structure of the East Central
Michigan Housing Partnership and whether it could be modified or expanded to include
some of the development partnership groups identified in this report. The subject region
and local communities may benefit from adding a housing consultant to EMCOG and/or
to the East Central Michigan Housing Partnership and/or creating a long-term housing
organization similar to or modeled after Housing North
(https://www.housingnorth.org/) that could specifically spearhead the subject region’s
housing efforts. This could be particularly beneficial for the individual counties and/or
municipalities in the region, as many counties likely do not have the staff capacity or
expertise to lead local housing efforts.
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Identify and Leverage Resources to Increase Housing Production and Impact of
Housing Initiatives — One of the primary findings from this regional Housing Needs
Assessment is that there is a shortage or housing gap of rental and for-sale housing, and
that the shortage is most significant among rental housing that is affordable to the lowest
income households earning up to 60% of Area Median Household Income (AMHI) and
for-sale housing product that is affordable to households earning between 81% and
120% of AMHI. Given the housing needs of the region likely far exceed any single
organization’s capacity to resolve them, housing advocates will want to maximize the
impact of investment dollars by leveraging its resources with the resources available
through the government (local, state and federal), other foundations,
philanthropists/investors, financial/lending institutions, employers, and other interested
stakeholders. While a goal of the region’s housing advocates should be to conduct
outreach and networking efforts to build relationships with these particular groups
(including some of the more than 90 organizations identified in this report), area
advocates may want to explore stakeholders involved with Qualified Opportunity
Zones, Community Reinvestment Act, Low-Income Housing Tax Credits and other
programs/initiatives. Every study area included in this report is eligible for at least some
level of state and federal housing programs and therefore, such resources could be
leveraged in the region, depending upon the program.

Utilize Resources to Help Stabilize Housing Situations and Secure Housing for the
Most Vulnerable Households — As shown in this report, many households within the
region are living in substandard housing, experiencing housing cost burden situations,
or are having great difficulty simply finding available housing. While this Housing
Needs Assessment did not identify or evaluate existing housing programs offered in the
subject region, the continuation, expansion or creation of various home repair and
weatherization loans or grants should be part of the region’s plans to help stabilize
current housing situations in which the household is living in substandard housing
conditions, particularly among lower income homeowners and seniors who often do not
have the financial or physical capacity to remedy their housing challenges. Eviction and
foreclosure prevention initiatives to further stabilize the housing market could be other
areas of consideration. Additionally, given that common obstacles preventing some
households from securing housing is the lack of financial resources required for security
deposits or down payments, housing advocates may want to explore ways to provide
rental security deposit assistance (in the form of a direct payment to the landlord or a
guarantee to the landlord) for certain households and/or first-time homebuyer down
payment assistance that requires the resident to remain in the unit for a selected period
of time (e.g., two to five years) before the down payment is fully forgivable. Lastly,
another obstacle that often limits households from securing adequate housing is the
inability to pass a background check due to challenges with credit history, criminal
records or employment history. Housing advocates may want to support credit repair
initiatives or provide financial assistance to households to secure services from a credit
repair provider.
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Develop Education and Qutreach Campaign to Help Support Housing Initiatives —
Using both existing and newly created housing education initiatives, develop an
education and outreach program that corresponds to specific housing advocacy
objectives. Given some of the stated goals included in the EMCOG Regional Housing
Partnership Plan include supporting homeownership efforts, consideration should be
given to developing or expanding an education and outreach plan that involves
informing potential homebuyers about homebuying requirements and assistance (credit
repair, down payments, etc.) and advising existing homeowners on home repair
assistance. Additional outreach efforts should involve both informing and engaging the
overall community, elected officials, area employers and other stakeholders on the
benefits of developing affordable housing and, as an example, educate local property
owners on the processes and benefits of the Housing Voucher Program. Such efforts
could help to mitigate stigmas associated with affordable housing, illustrate the benefits
such housing has on the local economy, and help to get the community to “buy in” on
housing initiatives. Annual or other periodic housing forums or workshops, annual
reports or other approaches could be used to help communicate housing advocate
messaging. Efforts such as EMCOG’s February 2025 Housing Review/Workshop
should be repeated or used as a model to develop future housing outreach and education
efforts. Development of data-based education materials (printed and/or online) such as
flyers, brochures or booklets that cover key housing issues should be considered for
public or targeted distribution. Housing advocates should determine whether such
education and outreach efforts should be made for the region overall and/or for each of
the eight subject counties.

Market _the Region’s Residential Development Opportunities _to _Encourage
Residential Development, including Leveraging Data Related to Potential Residential
Development Sites and Potential Development Partners Qutlined in_this Report —
Using data from this study, housing advocates should consider developing a marketing
plan to promote the subject region’s residential development opportunities. Key data
from the Housing Needs Assessment that should be promoted includes key demographic
growth areas, planned or current economic investment, current housing market
performance and housing gap estimates. Additionally, marketing efforts should include
information related to the more than 140 potential residential development sites
identified in the region as part of this report with targeted outreach efforts focused on
many of the more than 90 potential development partners listed in this report. Marketing
efforts should consider creating marketing materials (e.g., press releases, brochures,
developer packets, etc.), developing an online presence, hosting webinars, attending
housing conferences and trade shows, hosting a housing forum/summit or a
“developers’ day” event, and contributing to or advertising in real estate housing
publications. Taking a proactive approach in promoting residential development
opportunities and expanding the region’s potential development partnership network
will increase the likelihood that housing issues will get addressed.
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Create Housing Services Resource Center or Build Upon Existing Tools — The ability
to find housing and to identify housing assistance resources likely remain obstacles for
many households in the region. Meanwhile, it is also likely that the development
community experiences challenges of identifying buildable and affordable land,
identifying market opportunities, and finding local resources and contacts to discuss
residential development opportunities. Area stakeholders may want to establish a
housing resource center, as an online service and/or as a physical location with staff,
which serves as the primary resource for housing information. While various
organizations in the area have an online presence and provide a variety of services and
assistance, the region or individual communities may benefit from a more
comprehensive online resource center that can inform citizens, prospective developers,
and investors of housing. In addition to or in lieu of establishing a resource center and
corresponding staff, stakeholders may want to identify and possibly support existing
organizations (e.g., EMCOG) that have the infrastructure to serve as a housing resource
center. Local housing advocates may want to model their online presence after the
website developed by Housing North (https://www.housingnorth.org/).
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I1I. REGIONAL OVERVIEW AND STUDY AREAS

A. REGION G (EAST CENTRAL MICHIGAN REGION)

The focus of this report is Region G (referred to as the Primary Study Area or
PSA) which is comprised of eight counties. Region G is located in the central
portion of the Lower Peninsula of Michigan and Saginaw Bay serves as part of
the eastern boundary of the region. This region is home to several cities
including Saginaw, Bay City, Midland, Mount Pleasant, Alma, Clare, Gladwin,
Standish, and Frankenmuth. The region contains approximately 4,331.5 square
miles and in 2024 has an estimated population of 549,913. Major arterials that
serve the region include Interstates 75 and 675, U.S. Highways 10, 23 and 127,
and State Routes 13, 18, 20, 30, 47, 52, 57, 61, and 83.

The eight counties within the PSA (Region G) are listed in the following table.
Key metrics for demographics and housing data serve as an introduction for
each study area, giving a sense of size and household types that comprise each
area.

Region G - Study Areas Overview

2024 2024 Estimated 2024 Estimated | 2024 Estimated 2024 Estimated
Square Estimated Population Median Household Renter Owner
Miles Population Density* Income Households Households
Arenac County 363.2 14,910 41.1 $55,600 985 5,680
Bay County 442 .4 102,125 230.8 $58,477 10,013 34,995
Clare County 564.4 31,355 55.6 $46,900 2,450 11,044
Gladwin County 501.8 25,600 51.0 $58,700 1,607 9,613
Gratiot County 568.4 41,053 72.2 $59,822 3,428 11,249
Isabella County 572.7 63,435 110.8 $55,304 9,515 16,122
Midland County 517.9 83,486 161.2 $80,852 7,305 27,377
Saginaw County 800.8 187,949 2347 $56,804 21,241 57,238
Region 4,331.5 549,913 127.0 $59,224 56,544 173,318
Michigan 56,610.3 10,070,149 177.9 $71,476 1,115,725 2,979,419

Source: 2010, 2020 Census; ESRI; Bowen National Research
*Estimated population density reflects persons per square mile

Region G includes a mix of urban and rural counties. The three largest counties
in region by population (Saginaw, Bay, and Midland) are part of the Saginaw-
Bay City-Midland Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) and are considered to
be urban counties. The remaining five counties (Arenac, Clare, Gladwin,
Gratiot, and Isabella) are considered to be rural counties. Saginaw County has
the largest population among the eight counties with 187,949 people and
represents over one-third (34.2%) of the overall region’s population, while
Arenac County has the smallest population of 14,910 and represents 2.7% of
the region’s population. Midland County has the highest median household
income in 2024 of $80,852, while the seven other counties have median
household incomes below $60,000. Region G has an employment base of over
253,000 people within a broad range of employment sectors. The largest
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employment sectors are health care and social assistance, retail trade, and
manufacturing. The mix of urban and rural counties within the region presents
distinct challenges and opportunities that are addressed within this report.
Additional information regarding the region’s demographic characteristics and
trends, economic conditions, and housing supply are included throughout this
report.

B. STUDY AREA DELINEATIONS

This report addresses the residential housing needs of Region G. To this end,
we focused our evaluation of the demographic and economic characteristics, as
well as the existing housing stock, on Region G and the eight counties that
comprise the overall area. Because of the unique characteristics that exist within
the eight counties, it is important to understand trends and attributes that impact
these designated areas. The following summarizes the various study areas used
in this analysis.

Primary Study Area — The Primary Study Area (PSA) includes the entirety of
Region G which is comprised of eight counties. This region corresponds to the
boundaries of the East Central Michigan Housing Partnership Region.

Submarkets — The Primary Study Area has been divided into eight submarkets
(counties). Note that an overview analysis of each individual county is included
in this study as a separate section (Addendum C through Addendum J). These
submarkets are as follows:

Arenac County (Addendum C)
Bay County (Addendum D)
Clare County (Addendum E)
Gladwin County (Addendum F)

Gratiot County (Addendum G)
Isabella County (Addendum H)
Midland County (Addendum I)
Saginaw County (Addendum J)

Maps delineating the locations and boundaries of the various study areas within
the region are shown on the following pages.
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IV. DEMOGRAPHIC ANALYSIS

A. INTRODUCTION

This section of the report evaluates key demographic characteristics for the
Primary Study Area (PSA, Region G) and the eight individual counties within
the region. Through this analysis, unfolding trends and unique conditions are
often revealed regarding populations and households residing in the selected
geographic areas. Demographic comparisons between these geographies and
the state of Michigan provide insights into the human composition of housing
markets. Critical questions, such as the following, can be answered with this
information:

Who lives in Region G and what are these people like?

In what kinds of household groupings do Region G residents live?

What share of people rent or own their Region G residence?

Are the number of people and households living in Region G increasing or

decreasing over time?

e How has migration contributed to the population changes within Region G
and what are these in-migrants like?

e How do Region G residents, residents of each county, and residents of the

state compare with each other?

This section is comprised of population characteristics and household
characteristics. Population characteristics describe the qualities of individual
people, while household characteristics describe the qualities of people living
together in one residence. Demographic theme maps are included throughout
this section and graphically show varying levels (low to high concentrations) of
a demographic characteristic across a geographic region.

The 2010 and 2020 demographics are based on U.S. Census data (actual count),
while 2024 and 2029 data are based on calculated estimates provided by ESRI,
a nationally recognized demographic firm. The accuracy of these estimates
depends on the realization of certain assumptions:

e Economic projections made by secondary sources materialize.

e (Governmental policies with respect to residential development remain
consistent.

e Availability and general terms of financing for residential development (i.e.,
mortgages, commercial loans, subsidies, Tax Credits, etc.) remain
consistent.

e Sufficient housing and infrastructure are provided to support projected
population and household growth.

Significant unforeseen changes or fluctuations among any of the preceding
assumptions could have an impact on demographic estimates/projections.
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B.

POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS

Population by numbers and percent change (growth or decline) for selected
years is shown in the following table. It should be noted that some total numbers
and percentages may not match the totals within or between tables in this
section due to rounding. Note that positive population changes between time
periods are illustrated in green text, while decreases are in red text. It is
important to point out that some population demographic metrics in Isabella
County are influenced by the presence of college students at Central Michigan
University.

Total Population Population Change

2020 2024 2029 2010-2020 2020-2024 2024-2029
Census Estimated = Projected Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Arenac 15,899 15,002 14,910 14,815 897 | -5.6% 92 -0.6% 95 -0.6%
Bay 107,771 | 103,856 102,125 100,422 | -3915 | -3.6% | -1,731 | -1.7% | -1,703 | -1.7%
Clare 30,926 30,856 31,355 31,473 70 -0.2% 499 1.6% 118 0.4%
Gladwin | 25,692 25,386 25,600 25,461 306 | -1.2% 214 0.8% 139 | -0.5%
Gratiot | 42,476 41,761 41,053 40,465 15 | -17% | 708 | -1.7% | -588 | -1.4%
Isabella | 70311 64,394 63,435 62,975 5917 | -84% | -959 | -15% | -460 | -0.7%
Midland | 83,629 83,494 83,486 82,911 135 | -02% -8 <01% | -575 | -0.7%
Saginaw | 200,169 | 190,124 187,949 185443 | -10,045 | -5.0% | 2,175 | -1.1% | -2,506 | -1.3%
Region | 576,873 | 554,873 549,913 543,965 | -22,000 | -3.8% | -4960 | -0.9% | -5948 | -1.1%
Michigan | 9,883,653 | 10,077,344 | 10,070,149 | 10,025,722 | 193,691 | 2.0% | -7,195 | -0.1% | -44,.427 | -0.4%

Source: 2010, 2020 Census; ESRI; Bowen National Research

Between 2010 and 2020, the population within the PSA (Region G) declined
by 22,000 (3.8%). Conversely, the population base within the state of Michigan
increased by 2.0% during this time period. In 2024, the estimated total
population of the PSA is 549,913, which represents a 0.9% decrease in
population from 2020. Between 2024 and 2029, the population of the PSA is
projected to decline by 1.1%, at which time the estimated total population of
the PSA will be 543,965. The projected population decline within the PSA over
the next five years is a larger decline compared to the 0.4% decline projected
for the state during this time period. However, it is critical to point out that
household changes, as opposed to population, are more material in assessing
housing needs and opportunities. Historical and projected household changes
for the PSA and the individual counties are analyzed later in this section,
starting on page IV-25. It is worth pointing out that seven of the eight subject
counties are projected to have positive household growth. Additionally, other
factors such as lack of available housing, the prevalence of substandard
housing, severe cost burdened households, and others contribute to the housing
needs of a market. These factors are discussed throughout this report.

Between 2010 and 2020, all eight PSA counties experienced population decline.
The largest percentage declines were within Isabella (8.4%), Arenac (5.6%),
and Saginaw (5.0%) counties, while Clare (0.2%) and Midland (0.2%) counties
had the smallest declines. In 2024, Saginaw and Bay counties comprise the
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largest shares (34.2% and 18.6%, respectively) of the total PSA population.
Between 2020 and 2024, Clare and Gladwin counties experienced population
increases (1.6% and 0.8%), while all other counties experienced population
declines. It should be noted that the declines in Midland (less than 0.1%) and
Arenac (0.6%) counties were minimal. Between 2024 and 2029, Clare County
is the only county within the PSA that is projected to experience a population
increase (0.4%). Although a population decline is projected to occur in the state
over the next five years, the percentage decline for each of the PSA counties is
larger than the 0.4% decline projected for the state. Among the seven PSA
counties with projected population declines, the 1.7% projected decline for Bay
County is the largest.

The following graphs illustrate the change in population since 2010 and

projected through 2029.
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The following graphs illustrate the population percent change for each county
in the PSA (Region G) between 2020 and 2024 and the projected population
percent change between 2024 and 2029.

Population Percent Change by County
(2020-2024)

3.0%
2.0% 1.6%
1.0%
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Projected Population Percent Change by County
(2024-2029)
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The following maps illustrate the total population in 2024 and the projected
percent change in population between 2024 and 2029 for each county in the
PSA (Region G).
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Population densities for selected years are shown in the following table.

Population Density

Population Area Persons per Square Mile
2010 2020 \ 2024 2029 (Sq. Mi.) 2010 2020 2024 2029
Arenac County 15,899 15,002 14,910 14,815 363.2 43.8 413 41.1 40.8
Bay County 107,771 103,856 102,125 100,422 442.4 243.6 234.8 230.8 227.0
Clare County 30,926 30,856 31,355 31,473 564.4 54.8 54.7 55.6 55.8
Gladwin County 25,692 25,386 25,600 25,461 501.8 51.2 50.6 51.0 50.7
Gratiot County 42,476 41,761 41,053 40,465 568.4 74.7 73.5 72.2 71.2
Isabella County 70,311 64,394 63,435 62,975 572.7 122.8 112.4 110.8 110.0
Midland County 83,629 83,494 83,486 82,911 517.9 161.5 161.2 161.2 160.1
Saginaw County 200,169 190,124 187,949 185,443 800.8 250.0 237.4 234.7 231.6
Region 576,873 554,873 549,913 543,965 4,331.5 133.2 128.1 127.0 125.6
State of Michigan | 9,883,653 | 10,077,344 | 10,070,149 | 10,025,722 56,610.3 174.6 178.0 177.9 177.1

Source: 2010, 2020 Census; ESRI; Bowen National Research
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With a population density of 127.0 persons per square mile in 2024, the PSA
(Region G) is less densely populated than the state (177.9 persons per square
mile). Among the individual counties in the region, Saginaw County (234.7
persons per square mile) has the highest population density in the PSA in 2024,
followed by Bay County (230.8 persons per square mile) and Midland County
(161.2 persons per square mile). Four PSA counties (Arenac, Clare, Gladwin,
and Gratiot) have population densities of 72.2 persons per square mile or less,
which is less than one-half the population density of the state.

The following map illustrates the 2024 population density for each of the
counties within the PSA (Region G).

v-7







Noteworthy population characteristics for each area are illustrated in the
following table. Note that data included within this table is derived from
multiple sources (Decennial Census, ESRI, and American Community Survey)
and is provided for the most recent time period available for the given source.
Percentages for each county are highlighted by a color gradient scale, with the
highest percentages in bold green and the lowest percentages in bold red.

Select Demographic Characteristics

<18 Years Overall
No High Below Below
Minority | Unmarried School College Poverty Poverty Movership

Population Population  Diploma Degree Level Level Rate
(2020) (2022) (2022) (2022) (2022) (2022) (2022)

Arenac 985 6,088 1,203 3,016 439 2,019 1,378
(6.6%) (47.5%) (10.6%) (26.7%) (16.1%) (13.6%) (9:2%)

Bay 10,551 44,925 6,785 24,271 4,549 15,715 10,649
(10.2%) (51.5%) (9.0%) (32.3%) (22.3%) (15.3%) (10.4%)

Clare 1,976 13,154 2,935 5,129 2,009 6,765 3,788
(6.4%) (50.7%) (12.9%) (22.5%) (33.5%) (22.1%) (12.3%)

Gladwin 1,337 9,182 2,077 4,652 884 3,574 2,514
(5.3%) (42.6%) (11.0%) (24.5%) (18.9%) (14.2%) (10.0%)

Gratiot 5,753 18,594 2,315 7,685 1,667 5,007 5,274
(13.9%) (53.1%) (8.1%) (26.9%) (21.7%) (14.1%) (12.8%)

Isabella 10,235 34,889 2,655 14,267 2,200 13,998 15,146
(15.8%) (62.6%) (7.4%) (39.6%) (20.2%) (23.6%) (23.6%)

Midland 8,703 29,850 2,974 28,075 2,172 8,337 9,547
(10.4%) (43.2%) (5.0%) (47.3%) (12.6%) (10.1%) (11.6%)

Saginaw 56,209 84,842 12,387 45,083 10,875 33,469 19,926
(29.6%) (54.2%) (9.5%) (34.4%) (27.3%) (18.2%) (10.6%)

ReETon 95,749 241,524 33,331 132,178 24,795 88,884 68,222
(17.3%) (52.1%) (8.7%) (34.5%) (22.6%) (16.6%) (12.4%)

Michigan 2,632,358 4,260,768 572,402 2,834,104 377,584 1,293,164 1,212,435

(26.2%) (51.4%) (8.2%) (40.8%) (17.8%) (13.1%) (12.2%)

Source: U.S. Census Bureau; 2020 Census; 2018-2022 American Community Survey; ESRI; Bowen National Research

Within the PSA (Region G), minorities comprise 17.3% of the population,
52.1% of the population is unmarried, 8.7% of the population lacks a high
school diploma, and 34.5% of the population has obtained a college degree. The
PSA has a slightly larger share of unmarried population, a higher share of
individuals without a high school diploma, and a lower share of the population
with a college degree compared to the state. These three factors can influence
household earning potential, which affects housing affordability. The PSA has
higher overall poverty rate (16.6%) and poverty rate for children less than 18
years of age (22.6%) when compared to the shares for the state. The annual
movership rate (population moving within a county or from a different county)
in the PSA (12.4%) is very comparable to the state (12.2%).
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Noteworthy population characteristics for individual counties include:

e The highest minority population share among the eight counties in the
region is within Saginaw County (29.6%), while the lowest share is within
Gladwin County (5.3%).

e Isabella County has the largest share (62.6%) of the population that is
unmarried in the region. This is influenced, at least in part, by the presence
of Central Michigan University within the county.

e The most significant shares of the population lacking a high school diploma
are within Clare (12.9%), Gladwin (11.0%), and Arenac (10.6%) counties.

e The highest shares of the respective populations with a college degree in the
region are within Midland (47.3%) and Isabella (39.6%) counties, while the
lowest share is within Clare County (22.5%).

e Isabella and Clare counties have the highest overall poverty rates (23.6%
and 22.1%, respectively) in the region, both of which are likely influenced
by college students at the institutions of higher learning in these counties.
Conversely, the 10.1% overall poverty rate in Midland County ranks as the
lowest in the region.

e The highest poverty rate among the population under 18 years of age is
within Clare County (33.5%), followed by Saginaw County (27.3%). As s
the case with the overall poverty rate, Midland County has the lowest
poverty rate (12.6%) for children less than 18 years of age.

e The annual movership rates in the eight counties of the region range from
9.2% (Arenac County) to 23.6% (Isabella County). The high movership
rate in Isabella County is likely influenced by college students. Among the
remaining seven counties, only Gratiot (12.8%) and Clare (12.3%) counties
have movership rates above the statewide share (12.2%).

It is important to understand that demographic data for areas with large colleges
and universities can be skewed due to the proportionally high share of the total
population that students comprise within the area. This is particularly true for
topics related to age, income, and poverty.

In an effort to assess the extent to which this factor influences each of the study
areas, the following table provides the share of the population that is enrolled
in college or graduate school and compares the overall household poverty rate,
non-family household poverty rate, and family household poverty rate for the
PSA (Region G). Family households are defined as households in which at
least one individual is related by birth, marriage or adoption to the head of
household. Conversely, a non-family household is one in which a person lives
alone or lives with non-relatives only (i.e., college students living together off-
campus). Note that students living in school-sponsored dormitories (group
quarters) are not considered households by the U.S. Census Bureau and do not
influence household metrics, which includes poverty calculations.
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College Student Share of Total Population / Household Poverty Rates

PSA (Region G)
Difference
% Population Overall Non-Family Family Family
Enrolled in Household Household Household versus
College Poverty Rate Poverty Rate Poverty Rate Non-Family*

Arenac 2.5% 13.0% 19.8% 8.8% -11.0
Bay 3.8% 14.6% 22.5% 9.5% -13.0
Clare 3.7% 18.6% 23.1% 15.8% -7.3
Gladwin 2.4% 14.5% 25.4% 8.5% -16.9
Gratiot 7.8% 12.7% 20.8% 8.8% -12.0
Isabella 20.6% 23.3% 34.4% 14.1% -20.3
Midland 5.1% 12.0% 19.3% 8.2% -11.1
Saginaw 6.0% 17.5% 24.3% 13.2% -11.1
Region 6.9% 16.2% 24.2% 11.2% -13.0
Michigan 6.2% 13.0% 20.2% 8.8% -11.4

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2019-2023 American Community Survey (S1401, B17017); Bowen National Research
*Percentage point difference between family and non-family household poverty rates

Within the PSA (Region G), 6.9% of the total population is enrolled in college
or a graduate school, which is larger than the statewide share of 6.2%. This
share is most notable in Isabella County, where 20.6% of the population are
college students. This factor influences the 23.3% overall household poverty
rate in Isabella County, which is the highest in the PSA. However, the data
illustrates that the family household poverty rate of 14.1%, which removes the
college student influence, is significantly lower than the overall poverty rate in
the county and is much more comparable to the 11.2% family household
poverty rate for the PSA. The differences in family and non-family poverty
rates in the remaining PSA counties are also noteworthy. However, this is likely
influenced more by single-person households, which do not count as family
households, rather than college students.

The college student influence on median household income is also analyzed
later in this section, starting on page 1V-42.

Maps illustrating the various population characteristics for each county in the
region are presented on the following pages.
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Migration Patterns

While the analysis on the preceding pages illustrates recent population changes,
future population projections, and population characteristics such as race,
marital status, and educational attainment, the following data addresses where
people move to and from, referred to as migration patterns. For the purposes of
this analysis, the Census Bureau’s Population Estimates Program (PEP) is
considered the most reliable source for the components of population change,
which includes natural change, domestic migration, and international
migration. To evaluate mobility patterns by age and income, we use the U.S.
Census Bureau’s migration estimates published by the American Community
Survey for 2023 (latest year available), while we utilize data from the Internal
Revenue Service (IRS) to analyze county-to-county flows. It is important to note
that while county administrative boundaries are likely imperfect reflections of
commuter sheds, moving across a county boundary is often an acceptable
distance to make a meaningful difference in a person’s local housing and labor
market environment. The migration data within this section is intended to
provide general insight regarding the contributing factors of population change,
and as such, gross population changes within this data should not be compared
to other tables which may be derived from alternate data sources such as the
Decennial Census or American Community Survey. It is worth noting that some
migration patterns may have temporarily been impacted from COVID-19.

The following table illustrates the components of population change for the
counties of the PSA (Region G) between April 2020 and July 2024. The
estimate for each geography includes a residual value, which is the change that
cannot be attributed to any specific component. The residual value adjusts the
total population change for the given geography so that the sum of each county
equals the state, and each state equals the total national population change.

Estimated Components of Population Change by County for the PSA (Region G)
April 1, 2020 to July 1, 2024

Components of Change

Domestic  International Net
Migration Migration Migration Residual*
Arenac 78 0.5% -448 518 0 518 8
Bay -1,205 -1.2% -2,155 771 160 931 19
Clare 544 1.8% -838 1,358 17 1,375 7
Gladwin 617 2.4% -854 1,418 40 1,458 13
Gratiot -392 -0.9% -638 158 96 254 -8
Isabella 670 1.0% -124 105 687 792 2
Midland 525 0.6% -421 378 564 942 4
Saginaw -2,408 -1.3% -2,599 -597 742 145 46
Region -1,571 -0.3% -8,077 4,109 2,306 6,415 91
Michigan 61,121 0.6% -38,340 -67,785 164,465 96,680 2,781
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Population Division, March 2025
*Each geography includes residual representing the change that cannot be attributed to any specific demographic component
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Based on the preceding data, the population decline within the PSA (Region G)
from 2020 to 2024 was primarily driven by natural decrease (more deaths than
births). However, this decline was partially mitigated by migration into the
PSA. Specifically, while natural decrease had a negative influence of 8,077 on
the PSA’s population base overall, domestic migration (4,109) and international
migration (2,306) were both positive. This indicates that natural decrease in the
region is likely the primary factor in the 0.9% estimated population decrease
that has occurred since 2020 in the region (see Page IV-2).

Among the eight individual counties of the PSA, all eight were impacted by
natural decrease. Natural decrease was highest within Bay (2,155) and Saginaw
(2,599) counties, while Isabella County had the smallest decline (124) attributed
to natural decrease. Between 2020 and 2024, seven of the eight PSA counties
had positive domestic migration. Saginaw County was the lone PSA county
which had negative domestic migration (597), while Gladwin and Clare
counties had the largest domestic migration numbers (1,418 and 1,358,
respectively). Regarding international migration, the largest inflow of people
within this migration category was within Saginaw (742), Isabella (687), and
Midland (564) counties. In order for Region G to continue benefitting from
positive net migration, it is critical that an adequate supply of income-
appropriate housing is available to accommodate future in-migrants. This may
also influence the retention of young families in the PSA, which can improve
natural change within the region.

The following table details the shares of domestic in-migration by three select

age cohorts for each county of the PSA (Region G) from 2019 to 2023.

PSA (Region G) by County
Domestic In-Migrant Population by Age, 2019 to 2023
Share by Age Median Age in Years
1to 34 35 to 54 In-State Out-of-State Existing

Years Years 55+ Years Migrants Migrants Population
Arenac County 63.6% 15.1% 21.2% 26.6 30.2 50.5
Bay County 56.9% 23.6% 19.5% 29.1 40.8 44.1
Clare County 46.0% 18.5% 35.5% 40.9 36.0 48.7
Gladwin County 41.1% 16.7% 42.2% 49.0 40.5 51.1
Gratiot County 63.9% 24.8% 11.3% 29.7 31.0 40.0
Isabella County 86.0% 5.6% 8.3% 20.8 21.6 30.3
Midland County 62.0% 18.5% 19.5% 28.1 31.5 42.3
Saginaw County 67.6% 20.4% 12.0% 25.0 26.0 41.5
Region Average* 60.9% 17.9% 21.2% 31.2 32.2 43.6
Michigan 65.0% 19.0% 16.0% 27.1 29.1 40.5

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2023 5-Year ACS Estimates (S0701); Bowen National Research
*Average (mean) of shares and medians for individual counties, does not represent actual regional data

The preceding table illustrates that, on average, 60.9% of in-migrants to the
PSA (Region G) counties were less than 35 years of age, while 17.9% were
between the ages of 35 and 54, and 21.2% were aged 55 and older. Overall, the
share of in-migrants aged 55 and older in the PSA is larger than the
corresponding statewide share (16.0%) of senior in-migrants. While the
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majority of counties in the PSA have shares of in-migrants aged 55 and older
that range between 8.3% and 21.2%, the shares within Clare (35.5%) and
Gladwin (42.2%) are substantially higher, which is reflected in the higher
median ages (40.9 years and 49.0 years, respectively) of in-state migrants.
Conversely, the largest share (86.0%) of in-migrants that are less than 35 years
of age is within Isabella County, which has a median age of 20.8 years for in-
state migrants and 21.6 years for out-of-state migrants. This is likely due to the
influence of Central Michigan University, which is located in Mount Pleasant
and has a total enrollment of over 14,000 students. Although the typical age of
in-migrants varies considerably among the PSA counties, the data illustrates
that in-migrants are usually younger than the median age for the existing
population in each county.

The following table provides the top five migration inflow counties by share of
total migration for each of the counties within the PSA (Region G), illustrating
the counties with the greatest positive impact on population growth within the
counties of the region. The data is based on 2021-2022 Internal Revenue
Service Statistics of Income (SOI) data, which compares changes of home
address on income tax returns between the two years. Note that inflow counties
located within the PSA are illustrated in red text.

Region G - County-to-County Migration Inflow (2021-2022)
Top Five Migration Inflow Counties

Arenac Count Bay Count

County \ Number \ Percent County Number Percent
Bay County, MI 173 20.0% Saginaw County, MI 760 20.3%
Ogemaw County, MI 68 7.9% Midland County, MI 504 13.5%
losco County, MI 62 7.2% Tuscola County, MI 183 4.9%
Saginaw County, MI 61 7.0% Genesee County, MI 145 3.9%
Genesee County, MI 46 5.3% Arenac County, MI 133 3.6%
All Other Counties 456 52.7% All Other Counties 2014 53.9%

Total Inflow 866 100.0% Total Inflow 3,739 100.0%

Clare Count Gladwin Count
County \ Number \ Percent County Number Percent

Isabella County, MI 266 14.6% Midland County, MI 218 13.8%
Gladwin County, MI 124 6.8% Clare County, MI 130 8.2%
Midland County, MI 89 4.9% Oakland County, MI 106 6.7%
Genesee County, MI 71 3.9% Wayne County, MI 99 6.3%
Oakland County, MI 70 3.8% Bay County, MI 98 6.2%
All Other Counties 1,203 66.0% All Other Counties 925 58.7%

Total Inflow 1,823 100.0% Total Inflow 1,576 100.0%

Gratiot Count Isabella Count
County \ Number \ Percent County Number Percent

Isabella County, MI 275 15.7% Clare County, MI 328 9.8%
Montcalm County, MI 226 12.9% Gratiot County, MI 309 9.3%
Clinton County, MI 156 8.9% Midland County, MI 236 7.1%
Saginaw County, MI 105 6.0% Mecosta County, MI 178 5.3%
Midland County, MI 66 3.8% Montcalm County, MI 153 4.6%
All Other Counties 924 52.7% All Other Counties 2,129 63.9%
Total Inflow 1,752 100.0% Total Inflow 3,333 100.0%
Source: Internal Revenue Service, SOI Tax Statistics — Migration Data (2021-2022); Bowen National Research
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Continued

Region G - County-to-County Migration Inflow (2021-2022)
Top Five Migration Inflow Counties

County \ Number \ Percent County Number Percent
Bay County, MI 528 12.8% Bay County, MI 815 12.8%
Saginaw County, MI 500 12.1% Genesee County, MI 794 12.5%
Isabella County, MI 277 6.7% Midland County, MI 548 8.6%
Gladwin County, MI 249 6.0% Tuscola County, MI 304 4.8%
Oakland County, MI 114 2.8% Oakland County, MI 209 3.3%
All Other Counties 2,457 59.6% All Other Counties 3,688 58.0%

Total Inflow 4,125 100.0% Total Inflow 6,358 100.0%

Source: Internal Revenue Service, SOI Tax Statistics — Migration Data (2021-2022); Bowen National Research

Among the eight PSA (Region G) counties, Arenac and Gratiot counties had
the largest shares (47.3%, each) of inflow migration attributed to their
respective top five counties between 2021 and 2022. Conversely, Clare County
had the smallest share (34.0%) of in-migrants among the top five inflow
counties. Among the counties in the region, Midland County received the
largest number (1,554) of in-migrants from other PSA counties between 2021
and 2022, followed by Bay County (1,397) and Saginaw County (1,363). For
Midland County, the in-migrants from other PSA counties account for 37.6%
of the total inflow, while this share is 37.4% for Bay County and 21.4% for
Saginaw County. Overall, the data illustrates that a significant share of inflow
migration for Region G originates from counties within the PSA, counties
immediately outside the region (Clinton, Genessee, losco, Mecosta, Montcalm,
Ogemaw, and Tuscola), or counties associated with the metropolitan area in and
around Detroit (Oakland and Wayne).

The following graph illustrates the concentration of inflow migration that the
respective top five counties comprise for each of the counties in the PSA

(Region G).
4 I
Top Five Inflow Counties Share of Total In-Migration
Arenac County 47.3%
Gratiot County 47.3%
Bay County 46.1%
Saginaw County 42.0%
Gladwin County 41.3%
Midland County 40.4%
Isabella County 36.1%
Clare County 34.0%
0.0% 5.0% 10.0% 15.0% 20.0% 25.0% 30.0% 35.0% 40.0% 45.0% 50.0% )
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Area Mobility Status

While the data contained in the previous pages illustrates the overall net
migration trends of the counties of the PSA (Region G) and gives perspective
about the general location where these individuals migrate to and from, it is also
important to understand the income levels of in-migrants as they directly relate
to affordability of housing.

Geographic mobility by per-person income is distributed as follows (Note that
this data was provided for population, not households, ages 15 and above):

Income Distribution by Mobility Status for Population Age 15+ Years*
PSA (Region G
<$25,000 $25,000 to $49,999

Number Percent

$50,000 +
Number

Percent

Aiare Sy In-Migrants 288 46.7% 203 32.9% 126 20.4%
Current Residents 4,476 40.4% 3,601 32.5% 2,995 27.1%

Bay County In-Migrants 1,076 31.8% 1,104 32.6% 1,204 35.6%
Current Residents 27,173 36.0% 23,429 31.0% 24,880 33.0%

e Catity In-Migrants 851 53.0% 329 20.5% 427 26.6%
Current Residents 10,359 48.6% 6,344 29.8% 4,614 21.6%

Gladwin County In-Migrants 536 46.1% 286 24.6% 341 29.3%
Current Residents 7,782 42.7% 5,242 28.8% 5,203 28.5%

Eetfiot Clonitly In-Migrants 1,075 56.6% 531 27.9% 294 15.5%
Current Residents 10,507 39.9% 8,054 30.6% 7,758 29.5%

Isabella County In-Migrants 4,848 68.6% 1,262 17.9% 954 13.5%
Current Residents 19,736 46.6% 11,105 26.2% 11,544 27.2%

Midland County In-Migrants 1,401 37.4% 1,062 28.4% 1,280 34.2%
Current Residents 19,498 33.3% 14,415 24.6% 24,702 42.1%

Saginaw County In-Migrants 3,402 54.0% 1,321 21.0% 1,578 25.0%
Current Residents 51,752 39.6% 38,989 29.8% 40,016 30.6%

Region In-Migrants 13,477 52.3% 6,098 23.7% 6,204 24.1%
Current Residents 151,283 39.4% 111,179 28.9% 121,712 31.7%

Michigan In-Migrants 172,674 43.0% 107,327 26.7% 121,395 30.2%
Current Residents | 2,449,315 35.1% 1,887,337 27.1% 2,634,518 37.8%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2023 5-Year American Community Survey (B07010); Bowen National Research
*Excludes population with no income

According to data provided by the American Community Survey, 52.3% of the
population that moved to one of the counties within the PSA (Region G) earned
less than $25,000 per year. This is a larger share of such individuals when
compared to the statewide share of 43.0%. In addition, the share of in-migrants
earning less than $25,000 per year is larger than the 39.4% share of existing
residents earning this amount. By comparison, 23.7% of PSA in-migrants earn
between $25,000 and $49,999, and 24.1% earn $50,000 or more annually.
Among the individual PSA counties, Isabella County has the largest share
(68.6%) of in-migrants earning less than $25,000, while Bay County and
Midland County have the largest shares (35.6% and 34.2%, respectively) of in-
migrants earning $50,000 or more annually. Although it is likely that a
significant share of the population earning less than $25,000 per year consists
of children and young adults considered to be dependents within a larger family,
this illustrates that affordable housing options are likely important for a
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significant portion of in-migrants to the region. Regardless, an adequate supply
of housing that is affordable for a range of income levels is necessary to
facilitate migration into the region.

In summary, based on our evaluation of the components of population change
between 2020 and 2024, the counties within the PSA (Region G) have
experienced a natural decrease of population (more deaths than births), while
both domestic and international migration have contributed positively to
population change in the vast majority of the counties. In-migrants to the region
are typically younger than the existing population, and between 2019 and 2023,
an average of 60.9% of in-migrants were less than 35 years of age. Migration
within the PSA is heavily regionally based as a large share of in-migrants to
eac