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verty hasahugeimpact on theability of
PA ichigan’seconomy to recover. When people

havelessdisposableincome, consumer
spending goesdown, forcing businessesto lay of f
workersor shut down entirely. Poverty in Michigan
was 16.8 percent in 2010 and child poverty was23.5
percent. Total poverty and child poverty havegrown
by over 50 percent over the past 10 yearsand
Michigan’sfamily poverty rateisthethird fastest
growinginthenation. Few have beenimmuneto the
economic downturn. Thenumber of Michigan
househol ds making | essthan $25,000 ayear has
grown by 17.5 percent whilethose making over
$100,000 or moreayear havedeclined by 16.1
percent.

Oneof themost darming statisticsistheincrease
inchild homel essness, which grew by 40 percent
between the 2009-2010 school year and the 2010—
2011 school year. Itisunfathomable, but morethan
31,000 childrenin Michigan arehomelessand more
than 700,000 are on food assistance. Onein every
282 housesinthestateisin foreclosurewhilethe cost
of rent hasincreased by morethan 25 percent.

Government assistance programs can play akey
rolein helping many of thefamiliesimpacted by the
recessionto sustain themsalvesuntil theeconomy

recoversand job growth issufficient to provide
employment for theamost 500,000 Michiganians
without jobs. Despitethe growing need, policieshave
been implemented to further limit accessto
government assi stance programsthat many
Michiganiansneed to survive. New |egidation passed
inthesummer of 2011 tightened thetimelimitsfor
cash ass stanceamid claimsthat peoplelived off the
program for many years. However, theaverage
number of monthsthat afamily receivescash
assistancein Michiganis14.9, and 65 percent of
recipientswill receive assistancefor 12 monthsor
less.

Though the state budget has struggled for severa
years, revenue has started trending up, providing an
opportunity for the stateto invest in the peoplethat
need hel p to weather the current dowdown until the
economy recovers. Programs such as cash ass stance,
food ass stance, unemployment insuranceand
homel essness prevention can hel p providethe
temporary relief needed by so many familiesin
Michigan. Investmentsin education and hedth care
will helpto grow astrong labor forcethat will be
ready to take on the pending growth inthe state’s
economy. Now isthetimefor Michiganto make
critical budget decisionsfocused on creating an
economy that worksfor everyone.
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Poverty in Michigan

In 2010, 16.8 percent of
Michiganianslivedinpoverty.! This
isthehighest poverty rate Michigan
hashad since 1984 (Figure 1).
Though poverty rateswere higher in

16.8 percent of
Michiganians
lived in poverty in
2010

Michiganintheearly 1980s, poverty
hasgrown 56.6 percentinthelast
decade, asignificant growth over
prior decades (Figure 2).? Poverty in
the United Statesis measured by the
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau Current Population Survey, 2010 Annual Social and
Economic Supplement.

Note: Trends are calculated using the Current Population Survey, 1 year estimates rely
on the American Community Society.

Chart created by the Michigan League for Human Services.

Figure?2
U.S. CensusBureau’sAnnud 9
Poverty Thresholds. In2010, a . . L
family of four with two children was Changes in Poverty in Michigan
considered to bein poverty if their by Decade 1980—2010
annual incomewaslessthan 80%
$22,113, or $1,843 amonth. 56.6%
0% |
Child Poverty 40%
In2010, 23.5 e 1ID'Q%I -30.3%
percent of 0% -
Michigan -20% u
childrenlivedin 23.5 percent of -40%
poverty and Michigan 1980s 1990s 2000s
Michigan's . .
: children were in
child poverty . Source: U.S. Census Bureau Current Population Survey,
rate has poverTy in 2010 2010 Annual Social and Economic Supplement.
incressed by CS:LRritcg;(.aated by the Michigan League for Human
morethan 50

percent since 2000 (Figure 3).2 Child
poverty in Michigan hasgrown

1U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 American Community Survey.
2U.S. Census Bureau, Current Population Survey, 2010 Annual Social and Economic Supplement.
31d.; U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 American Community Survey.
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Figure3 Figure4
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Chart created by the Michigan League for Human Services. e - = = = F
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faster than the national averageandisthe highestinthe *statistically significant from Michigan

Midwest (Figure4).* Source: Macartney, Suzanne. Child Poverty in the United States
2009 and 2010: Selected Groups and Hispanic Origin. American

B : : Community Survey Briefs, November 2011, ACSBR/10-05.
F_ourtegn MIChIgan cgu_nthﬁhad morethan one-third Chart created by the Michigan League for Human Services.
of childreninthe county livingin poverty (Figure5).®In

Lake County, 45 percent of children werein poverty in

2010. Livingston County’schild poverty rate of Figure7
8.4 percent wasthe only county with achild
poverty rateunder 10 percentt. Charlevoix, Poverty in Michigan by Race and Ethnicity
Macomb, Monroe, Oakland and Ottawa 2010
counties have had their child poverty rate grow
by at least 50 percent since 2006 (Figure 6).° White
African American
Race and Ethnicity American Indian/Alaska Native
African American Michiganiansweremore Asian
likely tolivein poverty in 2010 than people of OtherRace alone
other races (Figure 7).” Almost all racesand Twoor More Races

ethnicitiesin Michigan experienced an
increasein poverty between 2006 and 2010.
Poverty grew 27.6 percent for white White alone, not Hispanic or Latino
Michiganians, 34 percent for African HispanicorLating
Americans, 58.9 percent for Michiganianswith
two or moreraces and approximately 37
percent for both Latino and non-L atino people
(Figure8).2

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 American Community Survey.
Chart created by the Michigan League for Human Services.

4Macartney, Suzanne. Child Poverty in the United States 2009 and 2010: Selected Groups and Hispanic Origin. American Community
Survey Briefs, November 2011, ACSBR/10-05.

5U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Small Arealncome and Poverty Estimates.

61d.

"U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 American Community Survey.

81d.
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Figure 5

Percent of Children in Michigan, Under Age 18, in
Poverty (2010)
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Figure 6

Five Year Percent Change in Child Poverty in Michigan,
2006 - 2010
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Figure8

Change in Poverty by Race and Ethnicity in Michigan,

2006-2010
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 American Community Survey.

Chart created by the Michigan League for Human Services.

Regional Poverty

Figure1l

Fourteen of Michigan’s counties had more than 20
percent of their population livingin poverty in 2010
(Figure9). IsabellaCounty had the highest poverty
rate at 32.5 percent and Livingston County hada7.2
percent poverty rate, thelowest in the state. More
than half of Michigan’s counties had poverty rates
of at least 15 percent.®

Allegan, Clinton, Macomb, Monroeand Ottawa
counties experienced more than a50 percent growth
in poverty between 2006 and 2010 (Figure 10).%°
Thegrowthin poverty in Clinton and Ottawa
countieswas approximately 80 percent. An
additional 28 countieshad poverty ratesincrease 25
percent or more over the sametime period.

Increase in Poverty Rate, 2006-2010
Top 10 States

Mevada
Alaska
Georgia
Arizona
Hawaii
Indiana
Michigan
Delaware
ldaho
Arkansas®

0% 2% 4% 6%

Michigan had the seventh-highest growthin
poverty nationally aspoverty inthe stategrew 2.9
percent over the past two years (Figure 11).*
Regiondly, Michigan’spoverty rate of 16.8 percent
wasthe highest in the Midwest and has grown more
rapidly than other Midwestern states (Figure 12).%2

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Current Population Survey, 2008-2010
Annual Social and Economic Supplements; the change in poverty in
Arkansas is not statistically significant at the 90 percent confidence
interval.

Chart created by the Michigan League for Human Services.

9 U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Small AreaIncome and Poverty Estimates.

10

Id.
U.S. Census Bureau, Current Population Survey, 2008 to 2010 A
Id.

11
12

nnual Social and Economic Supplements
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Percent of Population in Poverty, 2010
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Figure 10

5 Year Change in Poverty, 2006 - 2010
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Figure12

Figure13

Poverty in Midwest States, 2010
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau Current Population Survey, 2010
Annual Social and Economic Supplement.
Chart created by the Michigan League for Human Services.

Family Poverty
Almost 45 percent of female-headed

Family Poverty in Michigan, 2010

15% -pumiillo— —
30%

15%

—o1

headed Marned
household couple All families
families

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 American Community Survey.
Chart created by the Michigan League for Human Services.

Figure 14

householdslivedin poverty in 2010, as
compared with a20 percent poverty ratefor
al familieswith children (Figure 13).%3
Michigan had thefourth-highest growthin

Increase in Family Poverty, 2006—2010,

Top Ten States

family poverty inthe nation over thelast five
years, asthe poverty ratefor familieswith
children hasincreased in the state by 32
percent (Figure 14).*

Mevada : i
Florida : y
Marvland - ¥
Michigan

Mew Jersey J
Arizona - s
Morth Carolina - ¥
Idaho E ¥
Almost 45 Wisconsin —F
Georgia | —F ) .
percen’r of D:H: Ed% 40.% EUI%
female-headed
households lived

in poverty in 2010

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 American Community Survey.
Chart created by the Michigan League for Human Services.

1% U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 American Community Survey.
4 d.
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Figure 15

10 percent of Percent of Population Living at 50 Percent
children lived in or Less of the Poverty Level, 2010
households of 12%
extreme poverty Lt
: 8%
in 2010 6%
4%
2% -
0% - : : :
Extreme Poverty Go+ 18-G4 Uqu:aler Fermnale Male Total
A personisconsidered tolivein extreme Age Gender

poverty if thelirincomeislessthan 50
percent of the poverty threshold. A family
of four with two children

would bein extreme poverty

if they had an annua income Figure 16
of lessthan $11,057, or $921 a
month. Some 7.6 percent of

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 American Community Survey.
Chart created by the Michigan League for Human Services.

Michiganiansand morethan Percent of Population Living at 50 Percent or Less of
10 percent of children livedin the Poverty Level by Race and Ethnicity, 2010
householdsof extreme
poverty in2010 (Figure 15).% White :::5 | |
Morethan 15 percent of African American | | | J
AfricanAmerican American Indian and Alaska Mative | ’
s . . Asian
M'Ch'gm'answa_em extreme Native Hawaiian/Pacificlslander |
poverty in 2010 (Figure 16). Some otherrace | | 3
Two or more races d
Supplemental Poverty . 1 ——1T—1—F
Hispanicor Latino origin (of anvrace) J
Measure White alone, not Hispanic or Latinp |
Thefederal poverty 0% 5%  10%  15%  20%
thresnoldshavereceived alot
of criticismover theyears e U @ 5 2010 Americen G S
- urce: U.S. Census cureau, merican Community survey.
a;:d Zﬁlgmarkstheflrsthyear Chart created by the Michigan League for Human Services.
that the Census Bureau has
published anofficia
Supplemental poverty measure.** Thisnew | - gifferencesin housing costs and countsfamily resourcesother than
measure triesto account for much of the justincome—such asin-kind benefitslike nutritional and utility
criticismof theoriginal by developing assistance. The measure al so excludes expenses such asincome
threshol dsthat takeinto account the dollar tax, child support, and work-rel ated expenses aswell asthe cost of
amount spent on basic costs such asfood medical careand health insurance.
and shelter, adjustsfor geographic

% d.
16 Fisher, Gordon. The Development and History of the U.S. Poverty Thresholds: A Brief Overview. Department of Health and Human
Services (http://aspe.hhs.gov/poverty/papers/hptgssiv.htm).
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The Supplementa Poverty Measurereportsahigher
monetary threshold under which peoplewould be
considered tobelivingin poverty. In 2010, theofficia
poverty threshold for afamily of four (two children,
two adults) was $22,113. The Supplement Measure
would set the threshold at $24,343 and result in another
2.5million peopleconsidered to beliving in poverty
nationally (Figure17)." Individual state poverty
numberswere not cal cul ated as part of the new
measure.

Figure17
2010 Poverty Rates
Percentage of People in Poverty
OFFICIAL SUPPLEMENTAL
Threshold $22,113 $24,343
All People 16.2 16.0
Under 18 22.5 18.2
18-64 13.7 15.2
65+ 9.0 15.9
Urban 16.0 16.6
Rural 16.6 12.8

Source: Short, Kathleen. The Research Supplemental
Poverty Measure: 2010, Consumer Income, U.S. Census
Bureau, November 2011. P60-241

The Supplemental Poverty Measurenot only gives
amoreredistic view of whoislivingin poverty, but it
also providesdatato seeif programsaimed at helping
low-income people actually work. One of the most
interesting resultswasthe affirmation of the
effectiveness of the Earned Income Tax Credit. When
the EITC wasremoved from the cal cul ation of family
resources, the poverty ratejumped from 16to 18
percent. Food assi stance, the school lunch program,

Figure 18

Percentage of People in Poverty
Excluding Various Assistance Programs

ALL UNDER
PEOPLE AGE 18
Supplemental

Poverty Rate 16.0 18.2
EITC 18.0 224
Food Assistance 17.7 21.2
Housing Subsidy 16.9 19.5
School Lunch 16.4 19.0

Source: Short, Kathleen. The Research Supplemental Poverty
Measure: 2010, Consumer Income, U.S. Census Bureau,
November 2011. P60-241

housing subsidiesand WIC also hel ped keep families
out of poverty (Figure 18).1

Whilethe poverty thresholdsestablish theofficia
linefor determining if ahousehold livesin poverty, they
fail to capture the thousands of householdsthat still
struggle to make ends meet. Another way to measure
poverty istolook at ahousehold' s assets. Asset
poverty isthelack of economic resourcesavailableto
support ahouseholdin the absence of income. A
householdis considered asset poor if they do not have
sufficient assetsto live at thefedera poverty level for
three monthswithout income.

Asset Poverty

Asset poverty continually exceedsthe poverty rate.
Though Michigan’spoverty ratewas 16.8 percent in
2010, nearly 20 percent of Michiganianswere asset
poor (Figure 19).2

17 Short, Kathleen. The Research Supplemental Poverty Measure: 2010, Consumer Income, U.S. Census Bureau, November 2011. P60-

241.
8 d.

1% Helping Working FamiliesAchieve Financial Security: A Report of the Michigan Asset Building Coalition, 2nd Edition. Community

Economic Development Association of Michigan. 2010.

20 CFED 2009-2010 Assets and Opportunity Scorecard - Asset Poverty Profile: Michigan based on the Survey of Income and Program
Participation. (2004 Panel, Wave 6). Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Commerce, Census Bureau. Calculations by Beacon

Economics.

Michigan League for Human Services
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Figure19 Hunger

o Hunger ismeasured by the U.S. Department of
Income and Asset Poverty in Michigan Agriculture asfood security. A household isconsidered
2002-2006 food insecureif they lacked adequate resourcesto buy
50 food during thelast year. The USDA conductsan
s annual survey to monitor food security. Food insecure
u Asset househol dsreport being worried that food would run
15% - ey out, that they could not afford abalanced meal, that
10% - /Income they had to cut the size of ameal or skip it altogether
e Poverty and that they were hungry but did not eat. In 2010,
14.7 percent of Michiganiansreported being food
0% ; ; ! insecure.?* A similar measure by the Food Research
FOue il ol il andAction Center found that nearly one-quarter of

householdswith children experienced food hardshipin

Source: CFED Assets and Opportunity Scorecard-Asset Poverty Profile:

Michigan based on the Survey of Income and Program Participation. 2010 ascompared to 16.9 percent of households
Chart created by the Michigan League for Human Services. without children.? Two of Michigan’s Congressional
Figure 20 Districtshad amost one-third of peopleexperiencing

food hardshipin 2010 (Figure 20).
Michigan Food Hardship Rate by

Congressional District

14.7 percent of

Tst ]_y— Michigan house-

2nd
;r . | holds were food
i insecure between

4th
2008 and 2010

Sth |
6th |
7th |
ath
gth '_l_ Income

10th — Consumer spending playsakey rolein determining the
11th

| health of astate’seconomy. With highlong-term
12th 1—-—-—-ﬂ-—-—-— unemployment in Michigan, many Michiganianshave
13th | | had dropsintheir income, thusimpacting their ability to
14th 1_’_ spend. Between 2006 and 2010, the number of

15th , Michigan households making lessthan $25,000 ayear
0% 10% 20% 30% grew by 17.5 percent while those making over
$100,000 or moreayear havedeclined by 16.1
Source: Food Hardship in America - 2010: Data for the Nation, percent (Figure 21)- Almost half of the aggregate
States, 100 MSAs, and Every Congressional District, Food Research incomeinMichiganin 2010 washeld by thetop 20

and Action Center, March 2011.
Chart created by the Michigan League for Human Services.

percent of earnersinthe state (Figure 22).%

2L Coleman-Jensen, Alisha, et al. Household Food Security in the United Statesin 2010, U.S. Department of Agriculture, Economic
Research Report Number 125, September 2011.

2 Food Hardship in America - 2010: Data for the Nation, States, 100 MSAs, and Every Congressional District, Food Research and
Action Center, March 2011.

% U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 American Community Survey.
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Figure21

Changes in Percentage of People in Income

Categories in Michigan, 2006 and 2010

Dramatic decreasesare seenin all measures
of incomeinMichigan. Michigan’smedian
householdincome of $45,413 dropped by 11
percent over the past five years, the second-

| m2006 02010 |

highest dropinthe U.S. (Figure 23).%* Median
incomeisthemiddlevalue of incomein Michigan.
Itisjust aslikely that anindividual’sincomewould
be above or below themedian. Asian
Michiganianshad amedianincome of $70,081in
2010 ascompared with African American
Michiganianswith amedianincomeof $28,718
(Figure 24).»
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Figure

Aggregate Share of Income by Quintile
Michigan 2010

22

Michigan’s Median
Household Income

has decreased by

11 percent over

the past five years,

Lowest Second Third Fourth Highest Topb
Quintile Quintile Quintile Quintile Quintile Percent

the second highest
drop in the nation

Source for charts 21 and 22: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010
American Community Survey.
Chart created by the Michigan League for Human Services.

Figure23
Median Household Incomes in Michigan
2006—2010
$52,000
$50,000
$43,000
$46,000
$44,000 . |
$42,000 1 : . ; : i
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 American Community Survey—
table does not begin at zero.
Chart created by the Michigan League for Human Services.

2 1d.
% d.
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Figure24

Median Income by Race and Ethnicity in Michigan, 2010

Average J 545413
White ¥ 548125
African American 528718
American Indian and Alaska Mative ¥ 336,761
Asian J 570,081
Some otherrace } 540,932
Two OF more races ¥ $35776
Hispanic orLatino arigin (of anyrace) ¥ $36,355
White alone, not Hispanic or Latino J 548 476
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 American Community Survey.
Chart created by the Michigan League for Human Services.
Figure 25 Per-capitaincomeistheaverage
personal income per year divided by
Change in Per-Capita Income in Michigan the entire population. Per-capita
1980 — 2010 incomeinMichiganwas$34,691in
2010 and has decreased by 36.6
199 percent since 2000 (Figures 25).2
10% Whileincomehasbeenfaling, prices
8% 7 for goodsand services have continued
6% —— %7 i to climb, most notably inthe 20.5
4% —F—— g WV percent increasein the cost of motor
EE _____ fuel over the past year (Figure 26).7
ji 'R Homelessness
-6% For many peoplelivingin poverty,
P ¥ &P P P P b o P oD P PP PO homel essnessis aconstant threat.
e & & 2 R R )
o o" of o o0 a7 .o (N L
MNNMNNMNAEMMMMNNTYY YYD Individualswho movefrequently, have
Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis, Annual State ahistory of evictions, have
Personal Income and Employment. trangportation problems, experience

Chart created by the Michigan League for Human Services.

% U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis, Annual State Personal Income and Employment.
27 Midwest Consumer Price Index Summary, U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, U.S. Department of Labor.
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Figure 26

Increase in Consumer Price Index for Detroit-

Ann Arbor-Flint, Oct. 2010 — Oct. 2011

Alliterns

Food

Housing

Household energy
Apparel

Transportation

Motorfuel

Medical care

Other goods and services

T 1 1 1

0% 10%

Source:Midwest Consumer Price Index Summary, U.S. Bureau of Labor
Statistics, U.S. Department of Labor.
Chart created by the Michigan League for Human Services.

domestic violenceor areyoung parentsare at
the highest risk for becoming homeless (Figure
27).% In contrast to common stereotypes of
homeless people, almost half of thosethat were
homelessin 2010 were homelessfor thefirst
time (Figure 28).°

Almost half of
those that were
homeless in 2010
were homeless for
the first fime

Figure 27
Homelessness Risk Factors
| I
Moved two or more times ] | ] )
Transportation problems that affect work )
Experienced domestic violence in last 30 days
Prior episodes of homelessness ]
History of evictions - | | | )
Young head of household (<25 w/children or ) l |

pregnant) "_J_' ) L
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% G60% V0% 20% 90%

Source: Michigan's Campaign to End Homelessness, 2010 Annual Summary, 2010 Data Summary Table, Michigan State Housing

Development Authority.
Chart created by the Michigan League for Human Services.

% Michigan's Campaign to End Homelessness, 2010 Annual Summary, 2010 Data Summary Table, Michigan State Housing Devel opment

Authority.
2 d.
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Figure28

Frequency of Homelessness in Michigan
2010

Homeless
multiple
times andfar
long
duration
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First-time
_ Homeless
B 46%
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1or 2 times

homelessin
past
33%

Source: Michigan's Campaign to End Homelessness, 2010 Annual
Summary, 2010 Data Summary Table, Michigan State Housing
Development Authority.

Chart created by the Michigan League for Human Services.

Figure29

Change in Homeless Student
Enroliment by School Year

40% .
30% I
20% P
10% - ,
=
T 1 1

0%
5Y08-09 SY10-11

SY09-10

Source: Michigan's Campaign to End Homelessness, 2010 Annual
Summary, 2010 Data Summary Table, Michigan State Housing
Development Authority.

Chart created by the Michigan League for Human Services.

0 1d.

Moretroublingisthe hugeincreasein child
homel essness over the past school year. In school
year 20102011, 31,133 children werehomeless, a
40 percent increase over the prior school year
(Figure29). A child isconsidered to be homel essif
hisor her living situation isdoubled up and sharing
housing with another family, livinginashelter,
unsheltered or living in ahotel/motel. Some 70
percent of homeless children arein doubled up
housing situationsand 23 percent of homeless
childrenlivein shelters(Figure 30).*

Child homelessness
increased 40
percent in School
Year 2010-2011
over the prior
school year

Figure 30

Homelessness Situation of Children
in Michigan School Year
2009—2010

Hotels/Motels

Unsheltered

Shelter
Doubled Up .

-1 1

0%  20% 40% 60% 80%

Source: Michigan's Campaign to End Homelessness, 2010
Annual Summary, 2010 Data Summary Table, Michigan State
Housing Development Authority.

Chart created by the Michigan League for Human Services.
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Michigan’shomeless popul ation hasincreased by
28 percent over the past five years, despite aggressive
policiesdesigned to end homelessnessin the state
(Figure 31).2 Morethan 100,000 peoplewere
homelessin 2010, morethan half of whichwere
families. Homel essness can be aggressively combated
by good preventative programming. Michigan hasthe
third-highest number of permanent supportive housing
unitsinthenation, thoughit fallsfar behind thetwo
leaders (Figure 32).%2

Housing

Housing affordability ismeasured by fair market rent,
which defineshousing affordability asthe ability of a
tenant to have enough money for rent and utilities
without paying morethan 30 percent of their incomeon
these housing expenses. In Michigan, thefair market
rent for atwo-bedroom apartment was $745in 2010. A
household must earn $29,786 annually or $2,482 a
month to afford fair market rent. Assuming an
individua worksfull-timeyear round, thelevel of
income necessary to afford thislevel of housingis
$14.32 an hour. A family of four that livesin poverty
would need an additional $7,673 ayear to afford fair
market rent in the state. Statewide, and in 64 of
Michigan’s counties, morethan half of the population
cannot afford fair market rent (Figures 33 and 34).
The cost of renting an apartment has grown by over 25
percent over the past decade, even though jobsand
income havefalen (Figure 35).%

The fair market
rent for a
two-bedroom
apartment was
§745 in 2010

*d.

%2 2010 Annual Homeless Assessment Report to Congress, U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development.

3 Qut of Reach, 2010, National Low Income Housing Coalition.

Figure 31

Homeless Persons in Michigan,
Year-to-Year Comparison

120,000 4
100,000 4

40,000 +
20,000 1

80,000 | |
60,000 ¢+ |

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Source: Michigan's Campaign to End Homelessness, 2010
Annual Summary, 2010 Data Summary Table, Michigan State
Housing Development Authority.

Chart created by the Michigan League for Human Services.

Figure 32

Distribution of Permanent
Supportive Housing Beds

by State
STATE BEDS RANK
California 39,772 1
New York 35,514 2
Michigan 11,987 3
Ohio 11,489 4
lllinois 10,773 5

Source: 2010 Annual Homeless Assessment Report to
Congress, U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development.

Michigan League for Human Services
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Figure 33

Estimated percent of renters unable to afford two bedroom
(Fair Market Rent)
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Figure 34

Estimated Percent of Renters Unable to Afford Two-Bedroom
Home at Fair Market Rent

Statewide ¥
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Source: Out of Reach, 2010, National Low Income Housing Coalition.
Chart created by the Michigan League for Human Services.

Figure35

Percent Change in Fair Market Rent, 2000—2011

Statewide
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Source: Out of Reach, 2010, National Low Income Housing Coalition.
Chart created by the Michigan League for Human Services.
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Figure 36

Full-time Jobs at Minimum Wage
Needed to Afford a Two-Bedroom
Home at a Fair Market Rent

Statewide 1.9
Non-Metro Michigan 1.6
Ann Arbor 2.3
Battle Creek 1.8
Bay City 1.6
Detroit-Warren-Livonia 2.1
Flint 1.6
Grand Rapids-Wyoming 1.9
Hollond-Grand Haven 1.9
Jackson 1.8
Kalamazoo-Portage 1.8
Lansing-East Lansing 1.9
Monroe 20
Muskegon-Norton Shores 1.6
Niles-Benton Harbor 1.7
Saginaw-Saginaw Twp. North 1.8

Source: Out of Reach, 2010, National Low Income Housing
Coalition.

Figure37

For anindividua earning minimum wageto beable
to afford atwo-bedroom apartment at fair market rent
they must work 77 hours per week, 52 weeks per year
(Figure 36). The estimated mean (average) wagefor a
renter in the stateis$10.95 an hour. A worker making
the mean wage would need to work 52 hours per
week, 52 weeks per year to afford fair market rent.3

Michigan had thethird most forecl osures nationaly
in October 2011 (the most recent dataavailable at the
timeof publishing thisreport) and 16 percent of
Michigan’shousing stock wasvacant in 2010, a12
percent increase over fiveyearsago (Figure 37).%
Oneinevery 282 unitsinforeclosurein Michigan,
excessively higher than the national rate of onein
every 563 unitsin foreclosure (Figure 38). In October
2011, 3,735 houseswereforeclosed uponin Wayne
County and oneinevery 174 housesin Saginaw
County wasinforeclosure (Figure 39).%

Figure 38

Percent of Housing Vacant in Michigan
2006—2010

Top Foreclosure States (Highest amount of
new foreclosure activity), October 2011

r
-~

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 American Community Survey.
Chart created by the Michigan League for Human Services.

#d.
% U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 American Community Survey.

Number of

Foreclosure | Foreclosure
Rank State Filings Rate
1 California 55,312 243
2 Florida 33,073 268
3 Michigan 16,106 282
4 llinois 12,622 423
5 Arizona 10,626 259
6 Georgia 10,010 406
7 Texas 9,845 Q88
8 Ohio 8,691 586
9 Nevada 6,307 180
10 Colorado 4,729 458

National Average: 1in every 563

Source: RealtyTrac Foreclosure Data, National Real Estate Trends,
October 2011.

% RealtyTrac Foreclosure Data, National Real Estate Trends, October 2011.

Michigan League for Human Services
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Figure 39

County Foreclosure Activity Counts

October 2011
Number of
Foreclosure | Foreclosure
Rank County Filings Rate
1 Wayne 3,735 224
2 Oakland 2,511 209
3 Macomb 1,762 201
4 Genessee 891 222
5 Kent 755 324
6 Saginaw 511 174
7 Washtenaw 401 368
8 Muskegon 334 221
9 Saint Clair 330 222
10 Ottawa 309 329

Source: RealtyTrac Foreclosure Data, National Real Estate
Trends, October 2011.

Health Insurance Coverage

As people have beenlosing their jobsand businesses
are cutting costs, there hasbeen ashift in health
insurance coverage. Many Michiganianshave moved
to public coverage, if they qualify. Public health
insurance coverageincreased 12.2 percent between
2008 and 2010 and 12.7 percent of peoplelost health
insurance coverage altogether (Figure 40).% For those
with jobs, almost 13 percent lost their health insurance
coverage between 2008 and 2010 (Figure 41).%

Morethan 15 percent of Michigan households
with annual incomeslessthan $50,000 do not have
hedlthinsurance (Figure42). Michigan’suninsured
grew by 12.7 percent between 2008 and 2010. Some
good newsisthat health insurancefor children
actually increased by 14.6 percent over thissame
period. Michigan wasranked No. 6 nationally for

growthin healthinsurance coveragefor children. Of
Michiganiansbetween 18 and 64 yearsold, 18.6
percent lost their health insurance between 2008 and
2010 asdid 14.3 percent of males (Figure 43).*
Statewide, 41 counties had morethan 15 percent of
their population uninsured in 2009, thelatest data
available (Figure 44).4

Figure40
Changes in Health Insurance Coverage,
2008—2010
15%
10% - |
5%
0% - —
5% L
-10%
Public Private With Mo Health
Coverage Coverage Health Insurance

Insurance

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2008, 2009 and 2010 American
Community Survey, 1-year estimates.
Chart created by the Michigan League for Human Services.

12.4 percent of
Michiganians
were uninsured
in 2009

87 U.S. Census Bureau, 2008, 2009 and 2010 American Community Survey.

®1d.
*®1d.

40 2009 Small Area Health Insurance Estimates, U.S. Census Bureau.

Michigan League for Human Services

-

Ties That Bind




Figure4l

Change in Health Insurance Coverage
by Employment Status, 2008—2010

Figure43

Percent of Michigan Population
Without Health Insurance

by Age and Sex, 2010

Total 7 ! !
Population

| #lnemployed @ Employed |

Public Coverage* I

: Under 18
Private Coverage

18 to 64

65+
No Health Insurance I

With Health Insurance l

Male

-

0% -B% 0% E% 10% 15% Female

0% 5% 10% 15% 20%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2008, 2009 and 2010 American Community
Survey. Change in public coverage for unemployed is not statistically
significant.

Chart created by the Michigan League for Human Services.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 American
Community Survey.

Chart created by the Michigan League for Human
Services.

Figure 42

Percent of Population Without Health
Insurance by Household Income, 2010

13 percent of
employed

25% Michiganians lost
20% { their health care
15% coverage
0% £ between 2008
5% . | and 2010
U% ' T T T |’/

Under £25000 350,000 E75,000

525000 tod49999 toE74 999 toF99999

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 American Community Survey.
Chart created by the Michigan League for Human Services.
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Figure 44

Percent of Uninsured People in Michigan, 2009
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Figure45 | Employment
Forty-one percent of thoselivingin poverty worked during

Employment Status of Those in 2010 (Figure45). Poverty istightly linked with
Poverty in 2010 unemployment, asisevidenced by thelong-term trendsin
changesin poverty and unemployment (Figure46).* The
|\ Worked full. !oasofjobssi nce 1_998 hgsbeen dramatic. While Michigan
—— isstarting to experiencejob growth, it isexpected to take
_ ST at least adecade to havethe job market returntoitspre-
DV'VdOTEI 6.4% recession numbers (Figure47).4
59.0%
Worked
41
year percent of
34.6%

Michiganians in

poverty worked
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 American Community Survey. . 20] O
Chart created by the Michigan League for Human Services. N

Figure46
Changes in Unemployment and Poverty in Michigan
1981-2010
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau Current Population Survey, Annual Social and Economic Supplement, 2010; U.S.
Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Local Area Unemployment Statistics.
Chart created by the Michigan League for Human Services.

4 U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 American Community Survey.

42 U.S. Census Bureau Current Population Survey, 2010 Annual Social and Economic Supplement; U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of
Labor Statistics, Local Area Unemployment Statistics.

4 |nformation Packet, DHS Budget Division, Michigan Department of Human Services, DHS-PUB-0790, August 2011.
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Figure47

Michigan Labor Market Employment Trends and
Projections 1998-2013
(in thousands)
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Source: Information Packet, DHS Budget Division, Michigan Department of Human
Services, DHS-PUB-0790, August 2011.
Chart created by the Michigan League for Human Services.

Figure48

Michigan’s
unemployment
rate has grown by
more than 200
percent since
2000

Change in Employment by Industry
2008-2010

Total

Mining and Logging

Construction

Manufacturing

Trade, Transp, Utilities

Infarmation

Financial Activities

Professional and Business Senvices

Education and Health Services
Leisure and Hospitality

Other Senvices

Government

-25% -20% -15% -10% -B% 0% &%

Source: Establishment Data, State and Area Employment, Annual Averages, Quarterly Census
of Employment and Wages, Bureau of Labor Statistics.
Chart created by the Michigan League for Human Services.

Job losseswere experienced
by dl industry sectorsexcept
education and health services
between 2008 and 2010.
Construction and manufacturing
experienced the biggest losses at
20.7 percent and 17.3 percent

respectively (Figure48).#

Michiganledthenationin
unemployment between 2006—
2009. The state has not experi-
enced the current level of
unemployment sincetheearly
1980s (Figure49). A decade-by-
decade comparison of unemploy-
ment rates showsthat aggregate
unemployment decreasedinthe
prior two decades (Figure 50).
The changesover thelast
decade have been extreme, with
unemployment growing by more
than 200 percent (Figure 51).%*

A personisconsidered
unemployed if they arejobless,
looking for and availablefor
work.* The unemployment rate
failsto capture peoplethat are
underemployed or havejust

4 Establishment Data, State and Area Employment, Annual Averages, Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages, Bureau of Labor

Statistics.

4 U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Local Area Unemployment Statistics.

4 How the Government Measures Unemployment. U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, February 2009. (http://www.bls.gov/cps/

cps_htgm.pdf)
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Figure49 stopped looking for work dueto

Michigan Annual Unemployment Rate, 1980-2010

16%

thelack of jobs. Thosewho are
no longer looking for work are
not considered to be“inthelabor
force” when calculating the
unemployment rate. Information
about discouraged workerscan
be captured by looking at

changesin labor force participa-

T

tion. The number of Michiganians
not in thelabor force has

14%

12% -
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increased by almost 5 percent

and the states|abor force has

0% decreased by 2.7 percent over
&‘b & \ Q;b %o; .;_.F o}" & ,.53@ @ﬁ"‘wﬁa w@ w“‘@m@ the past fiveyears (Figure 52).4

WhileMichigan hasledthe

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

Unemployment Statistics.
Chart created by the Michigan League for Human Services.

Figure50

Changes in Unemployment in Michigan
by Decade
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nation in unemployment for most
of thisdecade, the state experi-
enced an 8.6 percent dropin
unemployment between October
2010 and October 2011. This

Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Local
Area Unemployment Statistics.
Chart created by the Michigan League for Human Services.

Figure51
Michigan Unemployment Rate,
2000-2011
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Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor
Statistics, Local Area Unemployment Statistics.
Chart created by the Michigan League for Human
Services.

47 U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Local Area Unemployment Statistics.
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resulted in Michigan ranking 14th nationally inthe
reduction of unemployment. Inlate2011, Michiganwas
ranked as having the fourth-highest unemployment rate
nationdly, takingit back toitsrank in 2005 (Figure
53).%

Seventeen countieshad unemployment ratesof 15
percent or greater in 2010. Baraga County had the
highest unemployment rate—23.3 percent of the
county wasjobless. Washtenaw County had the |lowest
unemployment rate at 8.1 percent in 2010 (Figure
54).% All but three counties had unemployment double
over the past decade. Allegan, Livingston, Oakland, and
Ottawacountiesall had unemployment ratesthat
tripled over the past decade. Forty Michigan counties
had at |east adoubling of unemployment since 2000.
(Figure55).

Figure52
Changes in Labor Force Participation
in Michigan, 2006-2010, Michigan
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4% e
Not in

505 Labor |
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Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics,
Local Area Unemployment Statistics.
Chart created by the Michigan League for Human Services.

% 1d.
4 1d.

%0 Sandoval, Daniel A, et. al., The Increasing Risk of Poverty Acrossthe American Life Course, Demography, Volume 46 - 4, November

2009.

5 1d.; Caroline Ratcliffe and Signe-Mary McKernan. Childhood Poverty Persistence: Facts and Consequences. Washington D.C.: The

Urban Institute. Brief 14. June 2010..
%2 U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 American Community Survey.

Figure53
Michigan Annual
Unemployment Rate
National Ranking
Year National Rank
2010 2
2009 1
2008 1
2007 1
2006 1
2005 4
2004 4
2003 4
2002 11
2001 13
2000 29
1=highest unemployment rate

Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor
Statistics, Local Area Unemployment Statistics.

In late 2011,
Michigan was
ranked as
having the
fourth-highest
unemployment
rate nationally
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Figure 54

County Unemployment Rates in Michigan, 2010
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Figure 55

Percentage Change Between 2000 and 2010
in Unemployment Rates in Michigan Counties
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Education

Most low-incomefamiliesare not in perpetua
poverty; rather they will cycleinand out of poverty
over the course of their lifetime.® Fifty-eight
percent of Americans between ages 20 and 75 will
experienceat least oneyear of poverty during their
lifeand 37 percent of al childrenwill livein poverty
at some point during their childhood.® Investingin
educationisakey way to reduce cyclical poverty.
Of thosein poverty, 61.3 percent either did not
graduate from high school or achieved only ahigh
school diploma (Figure 56). Twenty-seven percent
of Michiganianswith lessthan ahigh school
diplomalivedin poverty in 2010 (Figure57). About
20 percent of preschool and school-aged children
livedin poverty in 2010 (Figure 58).5

58 percent of

Figure 56

Educational Attainment of Those in

Poverty, 2010
Bachelor's
deqgree or
higher Lessthan
2.8% high school

graduate
24.5%

Some
college,
associate’s
degree High school
30.0% graduate
(includes
equivalency)
36.8%

Source:U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 American Community Survey.
Chart created by the Michigan League for Human Services.

Americans will Figure57
experience at
least one year of Percent of People Living in Poverty by
poverty during Educational Attainment, 2010
their life
Bachelor's degree arhigher
Some college, associate’s
deqgree
High school graduate )
(includes equivalency)
Lessthan highschool J
graduate |
otle *\ﬁuh 'll;fln J_@ulu
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 American Community Survey.
Chart created by the Michigan League for Human Services.
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Figure58

Mursery school, preschool

Kindergarten

Elementary school (grades 1-8)

High school (grades 9-12)

Percent of Children in Poverty by School Enroliment
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 American Community Survey.
Chart created by the Michigan League for Human Services.

Government Assistance

While many stereotypes abound about thosereceiving
government assistance, two-thirds of American adults
will rely on ameans-tested government safety net
program during their life and 40 percent of Americans
will usethe programfor at least five separate years
during their life.® Therecession hasforced many
Michiganianstolosetheir financia cushionand haveto
rely on government assistance until the economy
stabilizesand they are ableto find work.

While government assi stance programs are designed to
keep familiesout of poverty, they oftenfall short.
Householdsthat receive food assistance and cash
assistance still do not have enough money to pay for
average shelter costs (Figure 59).> Househol dsthat
have earnings and receive both food assistance and

cash assistance still are at about 90 percent of the
poverty threshold, making $1,314 amonth for afamily
of three (Figure 60).> A family of threeisconsidered
tobein poverty if they haveamonthly income of less
than $1,448.

Two-thirds of
American adults
will rely on a
mMmeans-tested
government safety
net program during
their life

58 Sandoval, Daniel A., et. a., The Increasing Risk of Poverty Acrossthe American Life Course, Demography, Volume 46 - 4, November

2000.

5 Information Packet, DHS Budget Division, Michigan Department of Human Services, DHS-PUB-0790, August 2011, table available

on page 22.
% 1d.
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Figure59

FIP Typical Monthly Budget For a Family of Three, Fiscal Year 2011

Expected to Work

Expected to Work
Earned | ncome

Deferred From Work

No Income ($7.40 x 24 x 4.3) No Income
GRANT AMOUNT - This amount is . )
intended to cover shelter costs (including $492 $ 41 (with $763 in $492
heat and utilities) and all personal needs. Earned Income)
FOOD ASSISTANCE BENEFITS $526 $510 $526
DISPOSABLE INCOME
Grant Amount $492 $41 $492
Earned Income $0 $763 $0
Less: Average Shelter Costs -$650 -$650 -$650
Disposable Income -$158 -$154 -$158

Source: Information Packet, DHS Budget Division, Michigan Department of Human Services, DHS-PUB-0790, August 2011, table

available on page 22. Households with earnings have their cash assistance and food assistance grant reduced.

Figure 60

Benefit Payments For a Family of Three as
a Percentage of Poverty Level, FY11
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FIF + FAP
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$1.018
!

$1,314 ‘
|

$1,681 ‘

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 120%

(Figure61).%

Source: Information Packet, DHS Budget Division, Michigan Department of Human

Services, DHS-PUB-0790, August 2011.

Chart created by the Michigan League for Human Services.
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Morethan 25 percent of Michiganians
werereceiving some sort of government
assistancein 2011. Thisincludescash
assistance, food assistance, state
emergency relief, Supplemental Security
Income, Medicaid, State Disability
Assistance and child care assistance

The Supplementa Nutrition Assistance
Program, called the Food Assistance
PrograminMichigan, isdesignedto
expand with unemployment so that families
are able to meet the most basic need of
sustenance. Unemployment istheNo. 1
predictor of caseload growthinfood
assistance programs (Figure 62).’

Michigan Leaguefor Human Services
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Figure61

Percent of Michigan Population Receiving Government
Assistance, Unduplicated Case Count, 1980 - 2011
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Source: Information Packet, DHS Budget Division, Michigan Department of Human
Services, DHS-PUB-0790, August 2011.
Chart created by the Michigan League for Human Services.

Figure 62

Comparison of Number of Unemployed and Food
Assistance Cases in Michigan, 1979-2010
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Source:Green Book Report of Key Program Statistics, Trend Report, Michigan
Department of Human Services; U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics,
Local Area Unemployment Statistics.

Chart created by the Michigan League for Human Services.
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Seventeen percent of
Michigan householdsreceived
food assi stancein 2010 though
only 58.5 percent of householdsin
poverty received food assistance
in2010.% Onaverage, 2 million
Michiganiansand morethan
700,000 kidsreceivedfood
assistancemonthly in 2011
(Figures63and 64).%°

Figure63

Food Assistance Cases in Michigan FY1980 - FY2011
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Source:Green Book Report of Key Program Statistics, Trend Report, Michigan
Department of Human Services.
Chart created by the Michigan League for Human Services.

Figure 64

Children Receiving Food Assistance
in Michigan by Age, July 2011
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Source:Green Book Report of Key Program Statistics, Trend Report,

Michigan Department of Human Services.
Chart created by the Michigan League for Human Services.

% U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 American Community Survey.
% Green Book Report of Key Program Statistics, Trend Report, Michigan Department of Human Services. Estimates of earned income
presumes monthly earnings of $763, which reduces the cash assistance grant to $41 a month.
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Figure 65

The Family Independence Programis

Michigan’sversion of thefederal Michigan Cash Assistance Caseload,

Temporary Assistance to Needy Families FY 1980 - 2011
program. Though 25 percent of

Michiganiansarereceiving some sort of 300,000

government assi stance, the number of 250,000

cash assistance cases has steadily declined 200,000 -
over the past four decades (Figure 65). In 150,000

fact, the cash assistance casel oad has 100,000
remained remarkably stable over thelast 50,000
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Although recent | egidlation was passed
to reduce the amount of timethat _
Michiganiansreceive cash assistance, the Figure66
average number of monthsthat a )
householdison cash assistance had Cash Assistance Caseload, FY 2000 - FY2011
already beenfalling consistently over the
past decade (Figure 67). Therehasbeena 100.000
42 percent drop in the average amount of 80 .mm
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Source for charts 65, 66, and 27: Green Book Report of Key Program
Statistics, Trend Report, Michigan Department of Human Services.
Chart created by the Michigan League for Human Services.

0 1d.
&1 Information Packet, DHS Budget Division, Michigan Department of Human Services, DHS-PUB-0790, August 2011.
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Sixty-five percent of Michiganiansgetting cash
assistance receive benefitsfor 12 monthsor less. One-
quarter of recipientsare on cash assistancefor 3
monthsor less. These numbersarefrom before the 48-
month timelimit changeswere made. In 2011, the
average number of monthsahousehold received cash
assistancewas 14.9 (Figure 68).5

Figure 68

Length of Time a Household Receives
Cash Assistance in Michigan
(Point-in-Time, June 2011)
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Source: Information Packet, DHS Budget Division, Michigan
Department of Human Services, DHS-PUB-0790, August 2011.
Chart created by the Michigan League for Human Services.

Policy Recommendations

In order for Michigan’seconomy to recover,
investments must be made in the peopl e of the state.
An economy that worksfor everyonewill help build a
competitiveand productive workforce, increase
consumer spending and support local businesses. Gov.
Snyder recognized thiswhen heused child poverty as
oneof hisMiDashboard indicators of economic
strength. Consumer spending playsan essential rolein
creating ahealthy economy. Policiesthat seek to
undermine programsthat keep families stableand
peopl e spending money into theeconomy will only ow
the state’srecovery.

€ 1d.

Government assistance programs help stabilize
consumer spending and speed up economic recovery.
Food ass stance programs support retail, agriculture
and food production businesses. Cash assistance pays
for rent and househol d goods. Education and job
training ensure higher pay and more disposableincome.
Homel essness prevention programs help peoplestay in
their homes. For businessesto hire, people need to buy
things. Recent policy decisionsreducing accessto cash
assistance and food assi stance should bereviewed.
Now isnot thetimeto remove theseimportant
economic supports. Furthermore, the L egid ature should
not put even more obstaclesin theway of familiesin
need.

Oneof the most effectivetoolsfor ending poverty
isthe Earned Income Tax Credit which providesa
refundabletax credit for working families. The
Michigan EITC should bereturned to 20 percent of the
federal EITC. Thecredit wasreduced 70 percent
resulting in an average $294 | ossfor the almost 800,000
familiesthat receivetherefundable credit annualy.
The EITC helpsfamiliesdevel op assetsthat can later
be used to pay for education, buy ahouse or purchase
acar that allowsthem to get to work. Assets can help
familiesweather thelossof ajob or along-termillness
and the state should invest in asset devel opment
programsto help people shelter themselvesfroma
fickleeconomy and reducethe need torely on
government assistance.

Quiality educationistheNo. 1 predictor of future
successfor Michigan’schildren. Investing in education
isinvesting in Michigan'sfutureworkforce and helps
build acitizenry and state that iseconomically secure.
Asmorechildren aremoving into poverty and
homelessness, now isthetimefor the statetoinvest in
educational and other support programsthat will help
guaranteethefuturesof our children and our economy.

A wdll-prepared workforcewill giveMichiganan
edge when the economy recovers and businesses start
expanding again. Businessesare moremotivated to
relocateto astate with a skilled workforce and good
structural supportsthan the businesstax structure of
thedate. Investmentsin skilledjobtraining and

Michigan Leaguefor Human Services
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financial supportswhileworkersbecomeready for
employment will pay off inthefuture.

Reducing theamount of time aperson can receive
unemployment benefitsruns counter to the goal of
recovery fromtherecession. The Legidature should
reverseitsdecisionto reduce unemployment benefits
from 26 weeksto 20 weeks. Unemployment | nsurance
isaninsurance program for the economy. It helpsto
stabilize consumer spending while supporting
unemployed workers so they will beready for the
economy to rebound. Michigan’sunemployment
remains high and there are smply not enough jobsfor
those who want them.

Instead of focusing on making government
assi stance programs more punitive, now isthetimeto
expand these short-term support programs. For
Michiganto betruly competitiveinthefuture, it must
havethe people and infrastructurethat will attract
investment in the state. For economic recovery to be
possibleinthe state, the state must invest inits people.
Michigan'sfinancia futurewill begreater if its
economy isdesigned to make sureall peopleinthe
state are ableto maintain stability and economic
balance. Michigan’seconomy must work for everyone,
and not just those at the top of theincome scale.

Michigan Leaguefor Human Services
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Appendix A

Poverty Thresholds for 2010 by Size of Family and Number of Related Children Under 18 Years

. . . | Weighted Related children under 18 years
Size of family unit A Saht
vas None One Two Three Four Five Six Seven 9
or more

One person(unrelated
individual) $ 11,139
Under 65 years $ 11,344
65 years and over $ 10,458
Tw o people $ 14,218
Householder under 65
years $ 14,676 | $14,602 | $15,030
Householder 65 years
and over $ 13,194 | $13,180 | $14,973
Three people $ 17,374 | $17,057 | $17,552 | $17,568
Four people $ 22,314 | $22,491 | $22,859 | $22,113 | $22,190
Five people $ 26,439 | $27,123 | $27,518 | $26,675 | $26,023 | $25,625
Six people $ 29,897 | $31,197 | $31,320 | $30,675 | $30,056 | $29,137 | $28,591
Seven people. $ 34,009 | $35,896 | $36,120 | $35,347 | $34,809 | $33,805 | $32,635 | $31,351
Eight people $ 37,934 | $40,146 | $40,501 | $39,772 | $39,133 | $38,227 | $37,076 | $35,879 | $35,575
Nine people or more $ 45,220 | $48,293 | $48,527 | $47,882 | $47,340 | $46,451 | $45,227 | $44,120 | $43,845 | $42,156

Source: U.S. Census Bureau
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Appendix B

Michigan Statistics

2010 2009 2009-2010 2006 2006-2010

Estimate Estimate Change Estimate Change
Poverty 16.8% 16.2% 3.7% 13.5% 24.4%
Family poverty (families with children) 20.0% 18.8% 6.4% 15.2% 31.6%
Child poverty 23.5% 22.5% 4.4% 18.3% 28.4%
18-64 years 16.1% 15.4% 4.5% 12.6% 27.8%
65 years + 8.0% 8.5% -5.9% 8.7% -8.0%
Male 15.6% 15.00% 4.0% 12.40% 25.8%
Female 17.9% 17.40% 2.9% 14.60% 22.6%
Median househ0|d income $45,413 $46,078 -1.4% $51,028 -11.0%
White 13.40% 12.50% 7.2% 10.30% 30.1%
African American 33.90% 34.60% -2.0% 29.90% 13.4%
American Indian and Alaska Native 24.50% 29.80% -17.8% 21.90% 11.9%
Asian 13.50% 16.30% -17.2% 11.20% 20.5%
Some other race 26.40% 28.60% -1.7% 23.20% 13.8%
Two or more races 26.70% 26.80% -0.4% 22 70% 17.6%
Hispanic or Latino origin (of any race) 29.40% 28.80% 2.1% 23.20% 26.7%
White alone, not Hispanic or Latino 12.80% 12.00% 6.7% 10.00% 28.0%
Unemployment rate 125 134 -6.6% 6.9 81.1%
Number unemployed 647,084 597,075 8.4% 349,220 85.3%
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Appendix C

County Data, 2010

Fair Market
Rent for
2006- | Child 2006- 2000- Two- Median
Poverty| 2010 | Poverty| 2010 |Unemployment| 2010 Bedroom |Household| Percent
County Rate |Change | Rate | Change Rate Change Home Income | Uninsured
Alcona 16.5% 12.2% 32.7% 20.7% 17.9% 163.2% $595 $33,853 16.4%
Alger 14.7% 24.6% 22.4% 31.0% 13.2% 144.4% $595 $36,749 16.0%
Allegan 14.8% 52.6% 17.6% 34.4% 11.9% 325.0% $700 $45,879 13.5%
Alpena 16.8% 20.0% 27.0% 25.0% 13.0% 136.4% $595 $36,289 14.4%
Antrim 15.2% 19.7% 26.7% 32.8% 15.4% 234.8% $608 $42,083 15.4%
Arenac 18.4% 3.4% 32.0% 19.4% 16.1% 177.6% $595 $34,116 15.9%
Baraga 14.1% -7.8% 22.5% 2.3% 23.3% 258.5% $595 $38,819 17.7%
Barry 11.0% 44.7% 15.9% 45.9% 9.8% 197.0% $671 $50,062 12.0%
Bay 15.9% 18.7% 23.0% 25.0% 11.7% 192.5% $608 $43,845 12.8%
Benzie 12.6% 26.0% 21.3% 34.8% 14.8% 228.9% $755 $43,136 15.4%
Berrien 17.5% 14.4% 28.5% 17.3% 12.3% 223.7% $649 $40,540 15.9%
Branch 19.6% 33.3% 28.3% 37.4% 12.2% 221.1% $677 $37,629 16.4%
Calhoun 17.0% 1.2% 25.3% 2.4% 10.9% 165.9% $681 $42,665 14.3%
Cass 15.6% 30.0% 23.7% 26.1% 10.9% 240.6% $614 $42,420 14.9%
Charlevoix 14.0% 40.0% 22.8% 57.2% 14.4% 220.0% $633 $43,530 13.8%
Cheboygan 17.0% 11.1% 27.7% 14.5% 12.6% 55.6% $595 $36,508 16.9%
Chippewa 19.6% 24.8% 25.6% 29.3% 13.0% 106.3% $595 $36,253 19.5%
Clare 27.9% 41.6% 42.5% 37.1% 15.6% 188.9% $595 $31,882 16.6%
Clinton 10.6% 79.7% 11.0% 39.2% 8.6% 230.8% $741 $58,790 10.3%
Crawford 16.5% -3.5% 27.8% 2.6% 13.1% 184.8% $595 $38,661 16.1%
Delta 15.0% 22.0% 20.7% 31.0% 11.9% 124.5% $595 $39,085 13.7%
Dickinson 13.1% 14.9% 18.0% 15.4% 10.9% 165.9% $595 $41,657 10.0%
Eaton 11.0% 34.1% 15.2% 35.7% 9.0% 221.4% $741 $52,300 11.3%
Emmet 12.1% 47.6% 17.0% 31.8% 14.6% 165.5% $678 $45,875 15.7%
Genesee 21.0% 25.0% 30.5% 20.1% 13.7% 211.4% $628 $39,271 12.1%
Gladwin 19.5% 21.9% 31.3% 17.7% 15.8% 198.1% $595 $36,064 15.2%
Gogebic 21.0% 8.2% 31.4% 26.6% 12.9% 104.8% $595 $31,998 17.3%
Cr. Traverse 12.0% 44.6% 15.6% 36.8% 11.7% 244.1% $800 $47,442 13.6%
Gratiot 18.3% 1.1% 25.6% 17.4% 12.4% 175.6% $595 $40,227 16.4%
Hillsdale 17.4% 39.2% 27.5% 49.5% 14.2% 283.8% $597 $41,360 15.5%
Houghton 19.7% -3.0% 21.2% 17.1% 10.9% 122.4% $595 $34,828 15.2%
Huron 15.8% 23.4% 22.8% 20.0% 13.0% 182.6% $595 $38,274 14.2%
Ingham 20.2% 2.0% 24.2% 12.6% 10.4% 258.6% $741 $43,414 14.2%
lonia 16.2% 32.8% 21.0% 31.3% 12.6% 250.0% $656 $42,719 14.9%
losco 19.9% 27.6% 36.8% 37.8% 16.4% 152.3% $595 $33,985 15.3%
Iron 15.2% 2.7% 27.0% 20.0% 11.7% 101.7% $595 $34,911 13.9%
Isabella 32.5% 45.1% 22.5% 25.0% 8.8% 166.7% $595 $35,644 15.5%
Jackson 19.2% 37.1% 29.6% 45.1% 12.6% 270.6% $674 $43,465 13.4%
Kalamazoo 20.0% 22.0% 25.0% 41.2% 10.2% 240.0% $678 $43,957 12.7%
Kalkaska 17.9% 20.9% 29.2% 19.7% 13.6% 195.7% $602 $38,810 16.2%
Kent 16.3% 27.3% 23.1% 40.9% 10.2% 229.0% $730 $47,897 13.8%
Keweenaw 13.7% 1.5% 22.8% 14.6% 13.6% 119.4% $595 $38,768 16.7%
Lake 25.2% 11.5% 45.1% 18.7% 15.5% 171.9% $595 $28,526 19.4%
Lapeer 12.7% 32.3% 18.1% 34.1% 15.3% 255.8% $809 $49,759 12.6%
Leelanau 9.3% 24.0% 14.7% 34.9% 10.1% 236.7% $755 $55,149 13.8%
Lenawee 14.2% 34.0% 19.3% 48.5% 14.0% 278.4% $693 $45,887 14.2%
Livingston 7.2% 44.0% 8.4% 47.4% 11.1% 326.9% $893 $65,729 9.6%
Luce 19.5% 2.1% 28.8% 12.1% 13.7% 128.3% $595 $35,813 21.2%
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Appendix C (cont’d.)

County Data, 2010

Fair Market
Rent for
2006- Child 2006- 2000- Two- Median
Poverty| 2010 |Poverty, 2010 |Unemployment; 2010 Bedroom |Household| Percent
County Rate Change| Rate | Change Rate Change Home Income | Uninsured
Mackinac 15.3% 2.7% 22.9% 10.6% 13.5% 80.0% $595 $37,072 17.2%
Macomb 12.7% 54.9% 17.1% 62.9% 13.7% 280.6% $809 $49,348 13.9%
Manistee 17.0% 14.1% 25.6% 16.9% 12.7% 139.6% $630 $37,479 15.3%
Marquette 14.2% 11.8% 15.8% 3.3% 9.8% 127.9% $595 $44,239 13.2%
Mason 15.8% 9.7% 27.6% 26.0% 12.3% 156.3% $595 $38,776 15.2%
Mecosta 21.8% 25.3% 28.8% 22.6% 12.1% 181.4% $611 $36,193 15.4%
Menominee 13.8% 29.0% 22.0% 30.2% 10.1% 146.3% $595 $40,253 13.4%
Midland 11.1% -5.1% 14.6% 8.1% 9.4% 193.8% $663 $50,430 10.8%
Missaukee 15.9% 16.1% 26.1% 20.8% 14.7% 234.1% $633 $36,931 16.4%
Monroe 12.1% 65.8% 17.1% 64.4% 12.4% 287.5% $776 $50,777 11.9%
Montcalm 20.4% 26.7% 29.8% 40.6% 15.2% 270.7% $595 $36,701 15.7%
Montmorency | 19.5% 31.8% 38.7% 38.7% 19.8% 144.4% $595 $33,294 16.2%
Muskegon 21.0% 25.7% 28.8% 28.0% 13.4% 226.8% $611 $39,075 14.0%
Newaygo 19.8% 25.3% 28.7% 34.1% 12.7% 176.1% $617 $38,846 15.7%
Oakland 10.3% 49.3% 13.3% 58.3% 12.1% 317.2% $809 $60,392 11.6%
Oceana 22.0% 24.3% 32.7% 27.2% 15.0% 154.2% $595 $37,629 18.1%
Ogemaw 19.4% 5.4% 30.6% 3.7% 13.0% 140.7% $595 $34,595 15.6%
Ontonagon 16.1% 22.0% 27.0% 39.9% 17.1% 167.2% $595 $36,566 14.6%
Osceola 20.2% 23.9% 29.0% 20.8% 14.3% 217.8% $595 $37,840 14.7%
Oscoda 21.0% 17.3% 36.0% 25.4% 19.3% 216.4% $595 $31,303 18.2%
Otsego 12.8% 25.5% 21.5% 38.7% 14.8% 261.0% $730 $43,601 13.1%
Ottawa 11.4% 81.0% 13.2% 76.0% 11.0% 323.1% $743 $53,454 11.5%
Presque Isle 14.9% 21.1% 26.4% 28.8% 17.6% 112.0% $595 $36,376 15.9%
Roscommon 22.2% 17.5% 39.4% 22.4% 14.9% 170.9% $595 $32,401 15.0%
Saginaw 17.8% -3.3% 26.7% 3.5% 11.8% 187.8% $676 $41,714 13.0%
Sanilac 17.2% 18.6% 26.1% 38.1% 15.0% 226.1% $595 $44,706 15.8%
Schoolcraft 15.9% -3.6% 25.9% 27.1% 13.8% 70.4% $595 $41,535 16.8%
Shiaw assee 15.0% 22.0% 21.6% 20.3% 13.0% 233.3% $635 $39,646 13.6%
St. Clair 15.4% 27.3% 22.1% 15.6% 14.9% 254.8% $809 $37,180 13.4%
St. Joseph 16.7% 24.6% 25.8% 27.1% 12.3% 261.8% $631 $45,444 16.1%
Tuscola 16.3% 20.7% 23.6% 26.9% 14.2% 208.7% $606 $40,808 14.7%
Van Buren 15.6% 3.3% 23.4% 6.4% 12.6% 215.0% $678 $43,659 16.4%
Washtenaw 13.0% -7.1% 13.4% 14.5% 8.1% 252.2% $882 $56,177 10.4%
Wayne 23.9% 21.3% 34.6% 24.9% 14.5% 237.2% $809 $39,421 16.8%
Wexford 17.0% 12.6% 27.2% 31.4% 15.7% 196.2% $625 $36,316 14.6%

Source: 2010 Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates, U.S. Census Bureau; 2009 Small Area Health Insurance
Estimates, U.S. Census Bureau; U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Local Area Unemployment
Statistics; Out of Reach, 2010, National Low Income Housing Coalition.
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