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Macomb County, Michigan 
 
Macomb is the state’s third most populous 
county. Geographically situated in Southeast 
Michigan, Macomb County is a thriving 
suburb of the City of Detroit. While located 
in the Upper-Great Lakes Region, the county 
is within 500-miles of one-half of the United 
States’ population and most of Southwestern 
Ontario. Within just 250 miles are the cities 
of Chicago, Cleveland and Toronto. The 
county is linked to these important 
destinations by an extensive transportation 
network of highway, rail and air services.  
Macomb’s southeastern boundary lies on the 
western shore of Lake St. Clair. This 430-
square-mile lake links lakes Huron and Erie, providing access to the St. Lawrence Seaway, 
which is among the world’s busiest international waterways.  
 
With approximately 34,000 acres of industrial and institutional land, Macomb County is well 
positioned for growth. It is significant to note that the county has sufficient sewer and water 
capacity in place to serve all of its largely undeveloped northern reaches. Today, new 
development of full-service industrial parks, manufacturing plants, office centers, R & D 
facilities, retail centers and residential construction continue to expand the county’s economic 
base. 
 
These locational advantages, coupled with the presence of a highly skilled labor force and a 
strong local economy all help to establish Macomb County as a location of choice for those 
businesses engaged in engineering, research and development, and advanced manufacturing. 
 
Macomb County’s labor force is its most valued resource. From those with college degrees and 
high-tech training, to skilled-trades persons, and others, hard-working, and possessing only 
practical experience, Macomb’s labor force of nearly 400,000 is smart and productive. The 
county has a rich tradition of manufacturing, and continues to be a major manufacturing center. 
However, a shift in the economy during the 1990s produced a significant increase in service 
sector employment. The percentage of county jobs in the manufacturing sector decreased from 
35 percent in 1980 to nearly 20 percent in 2010, with the service sector now employing 
approximately 45 percent. Adding definition to Macomb’s robust and diverse labor force is an 
agricultural heritage most evident in the northern portions of the county, where second-and-third-
generation farmers maximize nature’s wealth. 
 
Over the past forty years there has been substantial industrial development in Macomb County. 
A mile-wide industrial corridor, fully 12-miles in length, comprises large industrial 
establishments including the Chrysler Corporation’s Warren Truck Assembly Plant, Sterling 
Heights Stamping Plant, and Sterling Heights Assembly Plant; Ford Motor Company’s  Van 
Dyke and Sterling plants; General Motors’ Technical Center and Powertrain Plant; the Detroit 

 



News and Detroit Free Press Sterling Heights printing plant; The U.S. Army’s Tank- automotive 
and Armaments Command (TACOM) and Tank Automotive Research, Development and 
Engineering Center (TARDEC); and the headquarters of General Dynamics Land Systems, 
which designs, engineers, and supports armored weapons systems for the U.S. Army and NATO 
allies. 
 
Utility services are provided by DTE Energy, Consumers Energy, and the Southeast Michigan 
Gas Company.  All three have the capacity to supply large industrial customers.  
Telecommunications services are available from a host of providers, including AT&T, Comcast 
and Verizon. Municipal water and sanitary sewer service is available in Macomb County’s 
urbanized areas. Large tracts of vacant industrial and commercial land have access to these 
services. 
 
There are over 6,000 retail trade establishments conveniently located throughout Macomb 
County, offering the consumer a full range of products and services. The county is also home to 
several large, regional shopping centers, including the Lakeside Mall, located in Sterling 
Heights, and the Mall at Partridge Creek, located in Clinton Township.  
 
Lakeside Mall is the area’s largest shopping center, employing approximately 1,800 people.  
The multi-level, climate-controlled mall of 1.4 million square feet is located on 545 acres with 
51 acres of lakes, and parking for 8,000 vehicles. The mall’s anchor stores are Macy’s, J.C. 
Penney, Sears and Lord & Taylor. There are approximately 130 other stores, specialty shops, 
restaurants and miscellaneous retail spaces in the mall.   
 
The Mall at Partridge Creek, a 640,000 square foot open-air, “lifestyle” shopping center, opened 
in 2007. Department-store chains Nordstrom and Parisian serve as anchors, with over 90 shops 
and restaurants rounding out the variety of offerings. The center also features a 14-screen movie 
theater, heated sidewalks, two bocce courts, an outdoor play area with water amusements, plus a 
fireplace in the center court.  Customers are invited to bring their dogs and are accommodated 
with “Comfort Stations” that include water and sanitation supplies. Parking is available for 3,200 
vehicles. 
 
Higher education is a priority of Macomb County residents. This is directly reflected in the broad 
range of degree and technical certificate programs that are made available to them. Macomb 
Community College (MCC) is the county’s leading post-secondary educational institution. With 
a current enrollment of nearly 24,000 students, MCC has multiple locations throughout the 
county, offering nearly 200 options for degrees and certificates. The college also offers 
continuing education courses, career counseling, cultural activities and community services.  
 
MCC is accredited by 11 state, national and occupational training associations, including the 
North Central Association. The college is recognized for pioneering a concept that evolved into 
the University Partnership Program. It is a unique arrangement that joins MCC with four-year 
colleges and universities to provide Macomb County residents increased access to a broader 
choice of bachelor and master degree programs.  The program is an alternative to a residential 
college or attending a distant university-extension center.   
 

 



Partnership courses are taught at MCC’s University Center in Clinton Township by faculty from 
the partner colleges and universities, including: Central Michigan University, Ferris State 
University, Madonna College, Oakland University, Rochester College, University of Detroit-
Mercy, Walsh College and Wayne State University.  Nearly 50 bachelor’s degree completion 
and master’s degree programs are offered through the program.  
 
MCC also operates the 1,271-seat Macomb Center for the Performing Arts, which is one of the 
finest facilities of its kind in the state. The center brings a diversity of cultural arts experiences to 
nearly 200,000 patrons annually.   
 
Baker College, located in a quiet residential setting in Clinton Township, sits on 42 centrally 
located acres with easy access from I-94 and I-696.  Approximately 6,200 students are enrolled 
in a variety of academic specializations, including elementary and secondary teacher preparation, 
nursing, radiology, surgical, veterinary and computer technology programs.  Baker College is 
accredited by The Higher Learning Commission of the North Central Association.  The Baker 
Center for Graduate Studies is additionally accredited by the International Assembly of 
Collegiate Business Education. 
 
Michigan State University (MSU) has elevated the county’s profile by having located an 
expansion of their College of Osteopathic Medicine at the site of MCC’s University Center. 
Opened in 2010, a new building with lab and classroom space welcomed 50 of the school’s 300 
students enrolled in the program. The school’s College of Osteopathic Medicine is one of only 
24 in the nation, and is consistently ranked among the top-ten of all medical schools for its focus 
on primary care. MSU attributes the selection of the Macomb County site to the concentration of 
osteopathic physicians and partner hospitals in the area, and the responsive government and 
community leadership that worked to attract the program to the community. 
 
Both Oakland University (OU) and Wayne State University have, as well, extended their reach 
into Macomb County. OU has established a Macomb center in Mount Clemens. The university 
will offer regular courses from select programs at this site in an effort to accommodate those 
students who reside nearby. Wayne State University’s School of Business developed a new 
degree program that is offered at Macomb Community College’s South Campus in Warren. The 
Bachelor of Arts in Business Administration with a major in Global Supply Chain Management 
focuses on the discipline of logistics.  
 
The Macomb Intermediate School District serves the 137,000 K-12 students enrolled in 21 
public school districts and center-based schools in Macomb County. The MISD provides 
curricular and programmatic support to the staff, students and parents of 135 elementary schools, 
40 middle schools and 28 high schools county-wide. Approximately 20,000 students receive 
special education services. In addition to the standard curriculum, direct services for special 
education students are provided through three schools for the handicapped, a nursing home, the 
Macomb Regional Center, a special education work activities program, programs for the severely 
emotionally impaired, and the Continuing Education for Youth Program.  Macomb County’s 
public schools also provide a variety of vocational and job training programs through their high 
schools and vocational skill centers. 
 

 

http://www.macomb.edu/NR/rdonlyres/1FB70994-CBC2-4F5D-A6A0-07B34E059884/0/WSU_BABS_GlblSuppChMgmt10.pdf


 

The International Academy of Macomb, which opened in the Fall of 2008, is a public, tuition-
free, high school for students from 18 Macomb County School districts. Operated through the 
Macomb Intermediate School District, the Academy is located on the campus of Chippewa 
Valley High School in Clinton Township. The academy is designed to provide a blend of 
rigorous academic standards, practical career-related experiences and intercultural learning 
opportunities focused on a challenging curriculum.  
 
Health care services in Macomb County include five general hospitals with a capacity of over 
1,400 beds to serve the area. Henry Ford Health System operates three Henry Ford Macomb 
hospitals within the county, in Clinton Township, Warren and Mount Clemens. They offer 
several “Centers of Excellence,” including the Josephine Ford Cancer Center, and the Heart and 
Vascular Institute, which offers highly specialized robotic cardiac surgery. 
 
Mount Clemens Regional Medical Center, a subsidiary of McLaren Health Care, offers several 
well-regarded specialty centers within the hospital. Prominent among them are the Mat Gaberty 
Heart Center and the Ted B. Wahby Cancer Center, both of which offer comprehensive 
diagnostic and surgical services. 
 
St. John Providence Health System has established “Centers of Excellence” for a wide range of 
in-patient and out-patient services at St. John Macomb-Oakland Hospital in Warren. These 
include Behavioral Medicine Services, Cancer Care, Cardiology Services, Emergency Center, 
Physical Medicine and Rehabilitation Services, Surgical Services and Women’s Health Services 
and the state-of-the-art Webber Cancer Center. There are also numerous special care facilities 
and private nursing homes located across the county.  
 
There are 17,000 acres of land in Macomb County devoted to outdoor recreation including picnic 
areas, hiking trails, fishing sites, beaches, and boating facilities. Approximately thirty-miles of 
shoreline along Lake St. Clair provide access to fun and sports on the waters of the Great Lakes. 
With approximately 57,000 registered pleasure craft and over 100 public and private marinas, 
Macomb County hails as the state’s boating capital. 
 
A network of thoroughfares, state highways and interstates traverse Macomb County, providing 
the general public and commercial vehicles ease-of-travel regionally, statewide and to 
destinations coast-to-coast. Interstate 94 runs along the eastern border of the county and 
continues across southern Michigan to Chicago. Interstate 696 crosses the southern portion of the 
county providing a vital link between 1-94 and I-75. M-53 helps provide an important link to the 
“Thumb Area” of the state. M-59 provides an east-west link between I-94 and I-75 across the 
county’s midsection, paralleling I-696, and located nine-miles to the south. 
 
Heavy industry and related commerce in Macomb County are served by nearly 70 miles of main-
line rail. Conrail Shared Assets operates a line along the western portion of the county, serving 
the area’s primary industrial corridor, which is dominated by automotive OEM and Tier 1 
supplier facilities, and also includes the U.S. Army’s Tank-automotive and Armaments 
Command, and various defense contractors. A Canadian National rail-line serves the eastern 
portion of the county, connecting the intermodal hubs found at the Detroit-Windsor and Port 
Huron-Sarnia border crossings. 
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Introduction 
 
Community Action Agencies receiving Community Services Block Grant funding are required to 
complete a Community Needs Assessment every three years. Macomb County Community 
Services Agency (MCCSA) – the Community Action Agency for Macomb County – completed 
such an assessment in 2011. The results are detailed in this document. 
 
Process 
 
The process MCCSA used to complete this community needs assessment consisted of two major 
components: comprehensive demographic analysis and community input. 
 
Part I – Demographics. The demographics portion of the report provides a detailed look at the 
population of Macomb County with a special focus on people in poverty. The demographic 
information is gleaned from numerous sources to shed light on the complex issue of poverty, its 
causes, and effects on the community. 
 
Part II – Community and Customer Input. Community stakeholders representing a broad range 
of sectors attended a community leaders’ forum to share feedback and input. The forum included 
a demographic overview of Macomb County and a facilitated group dialogue. The facilitator 
asked a series of key questions about poverty and need, increasing self-sufficiency, MCCSA’s 
role in empowering people toward increased self-sufficiency and potential collaborations 
benefiting MCCSA’s customers. 
 
Customer focus groups were held to obtain feedback from people currently facing economic 
challenges and volunteers who serve people in poverty. A total of 112 individuals attended five 
customer focus groups held in the southwest, southeast, central, northwest and northeast areas of 
Macomb County. Participants responded to questions from a facilitator about self-sufficiency, 
challenges navigating the human services system, possible improvements to the human services 
system, and how MCCSA could expand or improve to help further self-sufficiency. 
 
The feedback from the community leaders’ forum and customer focus groups was compiled and 
presented to MCCSA’s management team, MCCSA Head Start Policy Council, and the Macomb 
Community Action Advisory Board for feedback and reactions. A plan with a series of strategies 
was developed for MCCSA to implement going forward. 
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What Does It Mean to be Poor in America? 
 
This question can be answered by statistics that provide a demographic profile of who is poor, or 
it can be answered through a description of the impact poverty has on a person’s life — how they 
solve the fundamental issues of finding work, shelter, food, child care, health care and 
transportation. It can also be answered by comparing the circumstances of the poor and the not 
poor, to see the similarities and differences in their lives. Finally, it can be answered through the 
perceptions and views of our community, as being poor is also an issue of perception as well as 
circumstance. 
 
In the following material, all these aspects will be examined in turn, as we look to find a 
comprehensive answer to this question. As we examine each facet, we will add, as much as 
possible, the specific demographics, impact, circumstances and perceptions of Macomb County, 
using Census data, economic data, and surveys. We believe this will add to our understanding of 
what it means to be poor in our community in America. 
 
What is Poverty? 
 
Somewhat surprising, there isn’t a single official answer to this question. When looking to define 
poverty statistically, there are two official federal government versions: the poverty threshold 
and the poverty guideline. 
 
Census Poverty Threshold 
 
The poverty threshold is prepared by the U.S. Census Bureau. These figures are used in the 
statistical analysis and annual estimate of how many people are in poverty. These Census 
poverty figures calculate poverty based on income. The official Census poverty threshold 
calculations are divided into aged (65 years and over) and non-aged household units. Table 1 
provides a ranking of Michigan counties by the percent of persons in poverty, based on 2009 
estimates from the Census Bureau's Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates program. Table 2 
provides data from the 2000 Census for Macomb County cities and townships.1 In 1999, 
Macomb County’s poverty rate of 5.6 percent placed it eighth lowest among Michigan’s 83 
counties. While the overall rate was low, it was still the case that over 44,000 Macomb County 
residents qualified as poor on this measure.  The 2009 estimate showed the number of Macomb 
residents below poverty at 89,772 or 10.9 percent.  The 2009 American Community Survey also 
estimated the poverty rate at 10.9 percent.  Oakland County experienced an increase in poverty 
from 5.5 percent in 1999 to 9.7 percent in 2009, while Wayne County's population in poverty 
increased from 16.4 to 24.2 percent. 
                                                            
1 The Census Bureau has radically changed their methods of measuring poverty for geographies below the national 
level.  The Census Bureau produces estimates at the county level through a program called Small Income and 
Poverty Estimates.  The error introduced in small counties is too great to use for ranking purposes.  This report will 
track Macomb County in relation to its neighbors - Oakland and Wayne.  The Census Bureau no longer collects 
income data in its decennial census.  Rather, it has substituted the American Community Survey for socioeconomic 
data collection.  The reporting schedule for areas of 65,000 population and above is annual.  The schedule for areas 
below 65,000 is either a 3-year or 5-year average.  The error introduced by this methodology is such that it limits the 
geographic detail that can be analyzed.  This report will provide those data that the author feels are reliable enough 
for analysis purposes. 
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Table 1.  Number and Percent of Persons Below Poverty by County, 2009 
 

Number Percent Number Percent

Michigan 1,565,559 16.1 Antrim 3,806 16.1 

Isabella 16,281 26.7 Cass 7,837 15.9
Wayne 458,811 24.2 Ionia 8,952 15.8
Lake 2,455 23.4 Baraga 1,189 15.6
Roscommon 5,488 22.6 Cheboygan 3,993 15.5
Saginaw 43,109 22.2 Huron 4,905 15.4
Clare 6,553 22.1 Missaukee 2,202 15.0
Gogebic 3,149 21.7 Kent 86,639 14.5
Houghton 6,764 20.9 Presque Isle 1,916 14.4
Mecosta 8,053 20.9 Shiawassee 9,982 14.4
Oscoda 1,798 20.9 Jackson 21,493 14.3
Oceana 5,569 20.6 Alger 1,221 14.2
Luce 1,116 20.4 Washtenaw 46,533 14.2
Montcalm 11,868 19.9 Marquette 8,524 14.0
Kalamazoo 46,977 19.6 Manistee 3,214 13.9
Gratiot 7,104 19.5 Keweenaw 311 13.
Gladwin 4,944 19.4 Mackinac 1,438 13.8
Genesee 80,851 19.3 Ontonagon 868 13.5
Crawford 2,593 19.2 St. Clair 22,280 13.5
Ingham 49,909 19.1 Benzie 2,256 13.3
Osceola 4,268 19.1 Delta 4,826 13.3
Chippewa 6,136 19.0 Lenawee 12,606 13.3
Ogemaw 3,962 18.9 Charlevoix 3,343 13.1
Iosco 4,714 18.6 Menominee 3,050 12.9
Montmorency 1,859 18.6 Bay 13,465 12.7
Muskegon 31,179 18.6 Otsego 2,911 12.5
Newaygo 8,900 18.6 Midland 9,917 12.2
Branch 7,430 17.9 Dickinson 3,136 11.9
Mason 5,024 17.8 Allegan 12,850 11.5
Arenac 2,732 17.7 Emmet 3,803 11.5
Berrien 27,259 17.4 Grand Traverse 9,226 11.0
Calhoun 22,951 17.4 Macomb 89,772 10.9 
Sanilac 7,185 17.3 Monroe 16,239 10.7
Wexford 5,289 17.0 Barry 6,038 10.4
Iron 1,865 16.9 Ottawa 26,051 10.3
St. Joseph 10,265 16.9 Eaton 10,594 10.2 
Hillsdale 7,416 16.8 Leelanau 2,096 9.7
Kalkaska 2,779 16.7 Oakland 116,380 9.7
Alpena 4,796 16.6 Lapeer 8,306 9.4
Van Buren 12,755 16.6 Clinton 5,253 7.6 
Alcona 1,787 16.3 Livingston 12,074 6.6
Schoolcraft 1,300 16.3 

County County
Persons in Poverty Persons in Poverty
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Source:  U.S. Census Bureau 
 



A community analysis shows a wide range of socioeconomic health across the county. Mount 
Clemens was the highest, with a poverty rate of 14.1 percent, followed by Center Line (13.3 
percent), Memphis city (11.3 percent), and Lenox township (10.1 percent). 
 
Table 2.  Number and Percent of Persons Below Poverty for Macomb County MCDs, 1999 
 

Number Percent Number Percent

Armada township 103 2.0% 0.2% Mount Clemens city 2,206 14.1% 5.0%
Bruce township 333 4.1% 0.8% New Baltimore city 255 3.5% 0.6%
Center Line city 1,099 13.3% 2.5% Ray township 69 1.8% 0.2%
Chesterfield township 1,765 4.7% 4.0% Richmond city 300 6.2% 0.7%
Clinton township 5,500 5.8% 12.5% Richmond township 192 5.9% 0.4%
Eastpointe city 2,174 6.4% 4.9% Roseville city 3,781 7.9% 8.6%
Fraser city 639 4.2% 1.5% St. Clair Shores city 2,332 3.7% 5.3%
Harrison township 1,396 5.7% 3.2% Shelby charter township 2,391 3.7% 5.4%
Lake township 2 3.8% 0.0% Sterling Heights city 6,480 5.2% 14.7%
Lenox township 727 10.1% 1.7% Utica city 316 7.0% 0.7%
Macomb township 1,038 2.1% 2.4% Warren city 10,112 7.4% 23.0%
Memphis city 92 11.3% 0.2% Washington township 708 3.7% 1.6%

Percent of 
CountyCommunity

Persons in Poverty Percent of 
County Community

Persons in Poverty

 
Source:  U.S. Census Bureau 
 
While community level poverty rates provide a picture of the socioeconomic characteristics of 
the population within each community, a separate analysis is necessary to identify the 
distribution of need across the county. By calculating the percent of the county’s poor by 
community it is possible to determine where need is most concentrated. Table 2, which provides 
this calculation as well, shows that the City of Warren (with only a 7.4 percent poverty rate) 
contains 23 percent of the county’s poor. When Sterling Heights (14.7 percent) and Clinton 
township (12.5 percent) are added, just over half of the county’s poor population is accounted 
for.   
 
While results from the American Community Survey will be used sparingly, 2009 data do 
estimate the Sterling Heights poverty rate dropping slightly to 12.2 percent (though estimates of 
median household income showed Sterling Heights having more than a 30 percent decrease over 
the decade), while Warren's poverty rate jumped to 13.8 percent.  Needless to say, Warren's 
share of the county's poor rose over the decade, in spite of the community's actual loss in total 
population. 
 
Health & Human Services Poverty Guidelines 
 
The poverty guideline is the other official version of poverty that is commonly available. These 
figures are calculated each year by the U.S. Department of Health & Human Services (HHS), 
and published annually in the Federal Register. The guideline is a simplification of the Census 
poverty thresholds. The HHS poverty guidelines are regularly used to determine financial 
eligibility for government programs such as Head Start or Food Stamps. HHS poverty guidelines 
differentiate by size of household and have higher income levels for Alaska and Hawaii. (The 
Census poverty threshold doesn’t make this geographic distinction.) The 2007 HHS Poverty 
Guidelines are found in Table 3. 
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Table 3.  Health and Human Services 2011 Poverty Guidelines 
 

Size of Family Unit
48 Contiguous States and 

D.C
Alaska Hawaii

1 $10,890 $13,600 $12,540

2 14,710 18,380 16,930

3 18,530 23,160 2,320

4 22,350 27,940 25,710

5 26,170 32,720 30,100

6 29,990 37,500 34,490

7 33,810 42,280 38,880

8 37,630 47,060 43,270

For each additional person, add 3,820 4,780 4,390
 

 
Source:  Federal Register, Volume 76, Number 13, January 20, 2011, pp. 3637-3638. 
 
Finally, although not specifically called a poverty guideline, eligibility for government funded 
housing programs is based on area median family income figures, also calculated by the U.S. 
Census. Households are classified as low income if household income for the family size is at or 
below 80% of median income, and very low income if household income for the family size is at 
or below 50% of median income. The 2010 Housing & Urban Development (HUD) area median 
family income for Macomb County, which is a figure used for all counties in the Detroit-Warren-
Livonia, MI HUD Metro FMR Area2, is $69,800. Table 4 sets out the 2010 HUD Low and Very 
Low Family Median Income (FMI) limits for Macomb County and family size. 
 
Table 4.  HUD 2010 Low and Very Low Family Median Income Limits 
 

Family Size 80%  FMI 50%  FMI

1 person $39,100 $24,450

2 persons $44,700 $27,950

3 persons $50,300 $31,450

4 persons $55,850 $34,900

5 persons $60,350 $37,700

6 persons $64,800 $40,500

7 persons $69,300 $43,300

8 persons $73,750 $46,100  
Source:  U.S. Dept. of Housing and Urban Development, FY 2010 
(http://huduser.org/Datasets) 
 
 

                                                            
2 MSA subareas, and the remaining portions of MSAs after subareas have been determined, are referred to as HUD 
Metro FMR Areas (HMFAs) to distinguish these areas from OMB’s official definition of MSAs. 
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Basic Needs Calculations 
 
Another method used to define poverty is to answer the question, “What does it cost to cover the 
basic, no frills, needs of a household?” A family is considered poor if the household income is 
below this basic needs budget. Calculations on what can be included in a basic needs budget 
come from a variety of national and state sources. For example, the Michigan League for Human 
Services3 4 includes in its basic needs calculation, Housing, Utilities, Transportation, Food, 
Health Care, Child Care, Clothing/household supplies and Taxes as necessary budget items. The 
formula for calculating the cost of each item is described below. 
 
 
Housing. The fair market rent for apartments are set each year by the U.S. Department of 
Housing and Urban Development (HUD), based on prior year data on market rate rents in the 
local area. These are called “fair market rents” (FMR) and are set by the number of bedrooms in 
the apartment. The FMR is set at the 40th percentile5 of rents in the area 3 and includes both 
shelter costs and utility costs (except for telephone service).  The FMR for a one bedroom unit is 
used to calculate the housing costs for a single individual, and a two bedroom FMR is used for a 
single parent with two children and a two parent family with two children. For FY2005, the FMR 
for a one bedroom apartment in Macomb County was $670, up from $663 in FY2004, while the 
FMR for a two bedroom apartment is $805, up from $801 in FY 2004. Table 5 provides the full 
FY 2007 and 2011 fair market rents, by number of bedrooms, for Macomb County.  The small 
change over the 4-year period confirms the small adjustments necessitated by the small increase 
in the cost-of-living index. 
 

                                                            
3 “Economic Self Sufficiency in Michigan,” published in May 2007 by the Michigan League for Human Services, 
provided baseline information for constructing the basic needs budget for Macomb. The calculations of the 
individual budget components in this report differ somewhat based on the sources used.  As there is no universal 
method of calculating a “basic needs budget,” it is recommended that users consult a range of alternate sources.  [A 
recent source for review is that of the "Basic economic Security Tables for the United States," a project of Wider 
Opportunities for Women's Family Economic Security Program.  These can be found at www.csd.wustl.edu or 
www.wowonline.org.] 
 
While the League has not updated these tables since 2007, one can simply adjust them by using a cost of living 
adjustment, based on the Consumer Price Index.  The increase for the Detroit-Ann Arbor-Flint, MI area has only 
been 2.5 percent between 2007 and 2011.  As a result, the budget created by the League for 2007 should still provide 
a reasonable measure in 2011.  
 
4 Wider Opportunities for Women released new 2010 data just after this report was completed. Their methodology 
has changed since the previous version and they provide 19 separate budgets, based on family type and presence, or 
absence, of employment-based benefits.  While the data in this report are designed to simplify the calculations, 
interested persons may view the WOW reports for Michigan at 
http://wowonline.org/documents/MichiganBasicEconomicSecurityTables2010.pdf.  The Basic Economic Security 
Tables (BEST) are tabulated by Wider Opportunities for Women (WOW) and the Center for Social Development 
(CSD) at Washington University in St. Louis as part of the national BEST Initiative led by WOW. 
 
5 The 40th percentile denotes the level at which the cost of 40 percent of rental housing in the area [in Macomb 
County’s case it is the 6-county Detroit-Warren-Livonia MSA] is lower and 60 percent is higher. 

http://wowonline.org/documents/MichiganBasicEconomicSecurityTables2010.pdf.
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Table 5.  HUD 2007 and 2011 Fair Market Rents 
 

2007 2011

Efficiency $582 $594
1 Bedroom $663 $676
2 Bedrooms $793 $809
3 Bedrooms $948 $968
4 Bedrooms $978 $997  
 
Source:  U.S. Dept. of Housing and Urban Development, FY 2007 and 2011 
 
 
Food. The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) calculates a low cost food plan6, adjusting it 
each year for the cost of living increases from the Consumer Price Index (CPI). In December 
2010, the low cost food plan cost for a family of one adult (female 19-50 years of age) and two 
children, under age 5, was $5,252 annually or $437.70 a month. When the family consisted of a 
couple (both 20-50 years of age) and two children less than 5 years of age, the amounts rose to 
$7,807 and $650.60, respectively. 
(http://www.cnpp.usda.gov/Publications/FoodPlans/December2010/CostofFoodatHome.pdf) 
 
Utilities. According to the Department of Labor’s Consumer Expenditures Survey, utility costs 
are one of the most volatile expenditures in consumers’ budgets. Using the 2009 Survey (the 
most recent published), one finds that consumer households with income in the lowest 20% 
nationally spent an average of $2,238 annually on utility, fuels and public services costs. This 
averages $186.50 per month. As this is already accounted for in the fair market rent, we do not 
add it to the budget but provide it for informational purposes only. 
 
Transportation. The transportation costs are based on the cost of owning and operating a car – 
the assumption being that families own a private vehicle, since access to adequate public 
transportation is limited in most areas of Macomb County, and the rest of the state. Costs per 
mile are from the IRS cost per mile rate of 50.0 cents for 2010. This includes the cost of gas, 
insurance, registration and licensing, vehicle maintenance and depreciation. While specific 
values for the number of miles driven by families for work and work related expenses are not 
available, data from the U.S. Department of Transportation’s 2001 National Household Travel 
Survey (most recent) produce an estimate of 833 miles per month (10,000 miles per year) for 
work and family needs for a single person, a single parent family and a two parent family in 
which only one parent is working, and 968 miles per month (11,617 per year) for a two parent 
family in which both parents work. Utilizing the 2010 IRS mileage rate, the costs work out to 
$416.50 monthly ($4,998 per year), and $484.00 monthly ($5,808 per year), respectively.   

                                                            
6 The official source of this information is the Low Cost Food Plan of the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s Cost of 
Food at Home. The Low Cost Food Plan was selected as the basis for this budget because it corresponds to the 
spending patterns of the bottom one third of income groups. According to the Dept. of Agriculture, the plan provides 
for a nutritious diet using generic and less expensive foods. It does not include the cost of “convenience food” items 
such as TV dinners, canned soups, frozen pizzas, or other items that do not require preparation. 
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Health Care. Health care expenses in the 2009 Consumer Expenditure Survey for the lowest 
20% income households are $1,628 annually or $135.67 monthly. This figure includes the cost 
of health insurance premiums (if available), prescriptions and nonprescription drugs, medical 
services and medical supplies not covered by health insurance. 
 
Clothing/Household/Personal/Phone. The calculation of an average annual cost of $2,472 ($206 
monthly) for a household with income in the bottom 20% of households comes from combining 
expenditures for clothing, personal care products and services, and housekeeping 
supplies/household necessities in the 2009 Consumer Expenditure Survey. 
 
Child Care. The Michigan League for Human Services, in its 2007 Economic Self Sufficiency 
report, base their childcare costs on the 2006 Provider Survey (most recent) by the Michigan 
Community Coordinated Child Care Association. The costs reflect average full-time (45 hours 
per week) day care costs, as reported by providers in childcare centers, group family day care 
and family day care homes for all age groups. The childcare cost estimate assumes all children 
are not of school age and therefore require full-time childcare. Childcare costs across the state 
average $534 per month for each child. Costs vary by the type of childcare the family chooses. 
 
Taxes7. Federal, state, and payroll taxes are estimated based on a family’s income, and reflect 
receipt, when applicable, of the federal Child and Dependent Care Tax Credit, the federal Earned 
Income tax Credit (EITC), and the federal Child Tax Credit. Taxes include federal personal 
income, federal Social Security and Medicare payroll, and state income taxes. City income taxes 
are not included in the estimates because many Michigan residents do not pay city tax. 
Michigan’s six percent sales tax is also not included. 
 
Utilizing the above calculations we can develop a basic needs monthly budget for Macomb 
County residents (see Table 6). 
 
 
Table 6.  Building a Basic Needs Monthly Budget for Macomb County 
 

Need Item Macomb County

Housing/Utilities (2 Bedroom) $809.00
Food $437.70
Telephone $30.00
Transportation $416.50
Health Care $135.67
Clothing/Household Supplies $206.00
Child care (2 children) $1,239.00
Taxes $432.00
Monthly Cost $3,705.87
Annual Cost $44,470.44  

                                                            
7 Background information and tax calculations reported here utilize data provided by the Michigan League for 
Human Services in their report, “Economic Self Sufficiency in Michigan,” published in May 2007. 



 
The Michigan League for Human Services, in their report, “Economic Self Sufficiency in 
Michigan,” provides a similar budget for Macomb County, but breaks it out by household 
composition. Table 7 data are taken directly from the report. 
 
Table 7. Michigan League for Human Services Basic Needs Monthly Budget 
 

 

Basic Needs Single Person Single Parent
Two Parents 

(both working)
Two parents 

(one working)

Housing $663 $793 $793 $793
Food $213 $390 $559 $559
Child care na $1,239 $1,239 na
Health costs $148 $214 $246 $246
Transportation $347 $347 $431 $347
Clothing, Household, Personal and phone $166 $342 $399 $399
Taxes $354 $432 $426 $66

Monthly Cost $1,891 $3,757 $4,093 $2,410

Annual Cost $22,692 $45,084 $49,116 $28,920  
 
Source:  Michigan League for Human Services 
 
 
A comparison of the two shows an extremely close correspondence (about $600 less) between 
the initial overall basic needs budget and the League’s calculation for a single person with 2 
young children. It is the latter that will be used. 
 
Comparing the official HHS poverty guideline budget with the pretax Basic Needs budget (see 
Table 8), clearly demonstrates that the amount of income needed to bring a family out of poverty 
is closer to 220%, and, in the case of single parent families – 245%, than 100% of the HHS 
poverty guideline. 
 
 
Table 8.  2011Federal Poverty Guideline 2007 Compared to Basic Needs Budget 
 

HHS Poverty Guideline 
at 100%  for Family 

Size

Basic Needs Budget 
for Family Size 

(Macomb County)

Basic Needs Budget as 
Percentage of Poverty 

Guidelines

Single Parent / 1 Child $14,710 $36,264 247%
Single Parent / 2 Children $18,530 $45,084 243%
Two Parents / 1 Child $18,530 $40,296 217%
Two Parents / 2 Children $22,350 $49,116 220%  
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Population Trends 
 
Population change occurs in any geographic area as a result of two major components: 
1. Natural Increase – The number of births minus the number of deaths 
2. Net Migration – Domestic Migration – International Migration 
 
Figure 1.  Population Trend in Macomb County, 1980 - 2010 
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau 
 

 
During the 1990s, Macomb County found itself to be a net out-migrant county as it lost 7,170 
more domestic migrants than it gained. Out-migrants moved to other parts of the Detroit region, 
elsewhere in Michigan and other parts of the country. These migrants tended to be primarily 
retirees, with smaller numbers of younger, college educated individuals looking for employment 
opportunities in other metropolitan areas. Most of this loss – 6,024 was made up for by 
international migrants coming to the county to live. 
 
From 2000 - 2006, Macomb County reversed that trend and became a net in-migrant county on 
both the domestic and international side. (Figure 1) Between 2000 and 2006, the county added 
13,183 domestic migrants and 13,525 international migrants. Much of the domestic gain can be 
attributed to Oakland County residents relocating to Macomb (primarily to communities north of 
M59) for new housing and lower taxes, and Wayne County residents, primarily from Detroit, 
relocating to communities on the southern end of the county (Warren, Eastpointe, Fraser, etc.), 
for better schools, lower crime, and lower tax and insurance rates. The result of these migration 
trends, coupled with natural increase (see below), resulted in Macomb County outdistancing all 
other Michigan counties in growth during the first six years of this decade. 
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Figure 2.  Migration Trends in Macomb County, 2000 - 2009 
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau 
 
The cumulative effects of the economic downturn resulted in the first domestic migration loss 
between 2005 and 2006.  While overall migration was still positive, due to immigration, 
domestic out-migration soon overwhelmed immigration resulting in net out-migration over the 
next three years. 
 
As stated above, natural increase is the difference between births and deaths. The late 1980’s and 
early 1990’s represented the period of greatest increase. Births were at a high point (highest in 
1990) and deaths were relatively low. The number of annual births fell during the 1990’s but 
broke through the 10,000 mark again in 2000 (first time since 1991), and stayed there through 
2003. (Figure 3) After falling slightly in 2004 and 2005, births rebounded in 2006.  Since that 
time however, births have shown a steady decrease.  The 2009 total of 9,298 is by far the lowest 
total over the last 20 years. 
 
While births were rising, the aging of the population resulted in a steady increase in the number 
of deaths during the decade of the 1990s. (Figure 4)  Since 2000, the number of deaths has 
remained above 7,000 per year.  After a slight decrease in 2003 and 2004, the number of deaths 
has remained relatively high.  The last three years, 2007 - 2009, have brought the three highest 
death totals over the last 20 years.   
 
Taking all these trends together over the last part of the decade, it is easy to see why the majority 
of growth - 4.6 percent - occurred during the first half of the decade.  Net out-migration, coupled 
with decreasing rates of natural increase, brought the growth rate down to 2 percent over the 
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remainder of the decade8. Nevertheless, Macomb still leads all other Michigan counties in 
numerical growth over the decade.   
 
Figure 3.  Birth Trends in Macomb County, 1990 - 2009 
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Source: MI Dept of Community Health 
 
Figure 4.  Death Trends in Macomb County, 1990 - 2009 
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Source: MI Dept of Community Health 

                                                            
8 The final 2010 Census count came in almost 9,000 higher than the Census Bureau's 2010 estimate.  This resulted in 
a slightly higher second half growth rate than might be expected from the trends in the population components.  If 
population growth was adjusted throughout the decade, the difference between first and second half growth rates 
would be larger. 



While the components of natural increase are interesting to track as a way of understanding 
population shifts within the county, a further analysis of the characteristics of these components 
can assist in the identification of current and future service needs. A study of mortality trends 
(too complex for the current study) will help to point out health care needs at various ages across 
the lifespan. Infant mortality trends point to issues of maternal care and health outreach. The 
study of death rates by disease type will point out areas where Macomb County may differ from 
the norm, leading to the design of programs to address the causes. If such deaths are viewed as 
preventable, programs of in-house support, assistance with medication, transportation assistance, 
etc. may be identified as necessary. Finally, trends in deaths by accident, suicide and homicide 
and other “preventable” causes need to be identified early and dealt with. 
 
The Annie E. Casey Foundation published for the first time in 1999 a report entitled The Right 
Start: Conditions of Babies and Their Families in America’s Largest Cities. In introducing this 
report, and those that have followed, the Foundation stated: “The circumstances and conditions 
under which a baby is born have lifelong implications. A child whose mother receives little or no 
prenatal care is far more likely to experience chronic health problems than other children whose 
mothers did receive prenatal care. A woman who smokes or drinks during pregnancy may visit 
long-term damage on the children she bears. An infant born into a family that is poor faces a 
considerably greater risk of not reaching his or her full potential.” 
 
The following chart examines several of the measures that Casey has used to understand the 
circumstances and conditions under which babies are being born in Macomb County, over the 
period 2000 through 2008. It is these conditions that can point to potential problems down the 
road. 
 
 
Table 9. Birth Characteristics of Macomb County Mothers and Children, 2000 – 2008 
 

Less than high 
school

Unmarried
Smoked during 

Pregnancy
Low Birthweight

2000 11.2% 20.1% 17.0% 6.8%
2001 11.4% 20.7% 15.8% 7.3%
2002 11.2% 20.5% 14.6% 7.6%
2003 11.2% 21.9% 14.1% 7.8%
2004 11.6% 23.3% 14.1% 7.4%
2005 11.8% 24.1% 11.8% 7.8%
2006 11.2% 24.6% 11.5% 7.9%
2007 11.0% 26.4% 11.3% 8.3%
2008 10.8% 28.4% 15.0% 8.1%  

 
Source: MI Dept. of Community Health 
 
 
Table 9 shows that the percent of births to women without a high school diploma has remained 
consistently around 11 percent, with a slight decrease over last two years. This is less than the 
state average of 17 percent, and between Wayne County’s 24 percent and Oakland County’s rate 
of 8 percent. The share of births to unmarried women has jumped 7.9 percentage points over the 
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last six years, and stands at more than 1 of every 4 births. The incidence of the mother smoking 
during pregnancy has shown a consistent decrease, with the jump in 2008 attributed to a change 
in the question wording.  The incidence of low birth weight has remained relatively steady over 
the last few years with a slight recent increase. It is most important that these factors be 
monitored at the community level because variations are bound to occur in conjunction with 
race/ethnicity and socioeconomic status. County trends must be addressed by focusing on areas 
of greatest need.  Great Start Collaborative - Macomb (GSC-Macomb) is an important program 
that monitors these trends.  It is important that MCCSA continues to coordinate efforts with 
GSC-Macomb, as birth characteristics, in addition to the other child welfare data that they 
monitor, are predictors of future human service needs. 
 
Head Start and Early Head Start 

The Head Start program provides grants to local public and private non-profit and for-profit 
agencies to provide comprehensive child development services to economically disadvantaged 
children and families, with a special focus on helping preschoolers develop the early reading and 
math skills they need to be successful in school. In FY 1995, the Early Head Start program was 
established to serve children from birth to three years of age in recognition of the mounting 
evidence that the earliest years matter a great deal to children's growth and development. 

Head Start programs promote school readiness by enhancing the social and cognitive 
development of children through the provision of educational, health, nutritional, social and 
other services to enrolled children and families. They engage parents in their children's learning 
and help them in making progress toward their educational, literacy and employment goals. 
Significant emphasis is placed on the involvement of parents in the administration of local Head 
Start programs. 

MCCSA served a total of 1,369 children in their Head Start and Early Head Start programs in the 
2010-2011 period.9,10  Nearly half (48 percent) of Head Start children came from two-parent 
households.  The increased unemployment and underemployment experienced by Macomb 
County residents resulted in decreasing family incomes, thus moving large numbers of 
previously ineligible families to Head Start eligibility over the last several years. The majority 
(51 percent) of single-parent families reported that they were unemployed.  In the case of two-
parent families, 92 percent had at least one parent unemployed, while 4 percent had both. About 
4 out of 10 parents who were working reported part-time jobs.  African American children were 
overrepresented based on their presence in Macomb County.  While they represent 8.6 percent of 
the total county population, they accounted for 27 percent of those children for whom 
race/ethnicity was reported.  This can be attributed to the higher rates of unemployment and 
poverty in the African American community. 

                                                            
9 Data on MCCSA's Head Start are taken from MCCSA Management, Family/Community Assessment and PIR 
Audit reports. 
10 Recently released 2010 data show that the population below the age of 5 has decreased over the last decades, due 
to decreasing births.  Increasing need, measured by poverty rates and food stamp eligibility, has maintained the level 
of Head Start-eligible children, in spite of the overall numerical loss. 
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A clear indication of the importance of education to economic security is the fact that at least 53 
percent of parents reporting11 educational attainment had not graduated from high school.  While 
the manufacturing sector, primarily automotive, has allowed adults without high school degrees 
to make a living wage in past years, this decade has eliminated most of these jobs.  Living wage 
jobs now require more than a high school diploma as certificate and post-secondary degrees 
become requirements.  The recession that SE Michigan has endured this decade has even 
affected those with such post-high school attainment.  More that 25 percent of Head Start parents 
reported completing some college, or having Associates or Bachelor's degrees. 

The majority of families (91 percent) reported having health insurance and having a primary 
doctor (97 percent).  Program outcomes included increased levels of health insurance, increased 
numbers of families with a medical home, increased levels of continuous dental care, and 
increased numbers of participants up to date on immunizations. 

Ninety-three percent of Head Start families reported receiving food assistance and 40 percent 
reported receiving agency services such as Medicaid, WIC, and workforce training.  It is clear 
that many families are eligible for services that they do not access, usually because they are not 
aware of such programs.  Head Start affiliation is important in that it brings families into contact 
with the range of services provided by MCCSA and the staff who can connect them with other 
federal, state and county programs. 

While it is clear that the Head Start and Early Head Start programs run by MCCSA have been 
quite successful, it is clear that demand far exceeds supply.  Waiting lists have become 
commonplace, particularly on the south end of the county, but the resources are not there to 
expand the program.  The Head Start program staff have identified a number of data needs that 
would help them fill some of these gaps by linking to other programs that might serve Head Start 
eligible children.  The first is on children's programs that serve them, such as: 

 State subsidized programs 
 State-funded Pre-K programs 
 Family child care homes 
 Number of children in relative and aide child care situations 

In addition, for any of the programs identified above, the following information would be useful 
to program personnel. 

 Number of slots available for infants, toddlers and preschoolers 
 Location of programs 
 Approximate number of poverty children served 
 Which are licensed to serve children with disabilities 
 Which can serve non-English speaking children and adults - and what languages 

                                                            
11 Head Start reporting of parent education levels was somewhat confusing in that separate reports conflicted with 
one another and not all parents were accounted for.  The numbers reported in this document represent the best 
estimate possible from these reports. 



As a follow-up to this report, further contacts will be made with Great Start Macomb to see how 
best to coordinate the development and reporting of the full range of early childhood 
programming across Macomb County. 

Aging Trends 
 
Macomb County’s population is aging, a fact that will have wide reaching consequences for 
future service delivery needs. Recently released 2010 Census age data reveal that the majority of 
growth in the county is coming in the age cohorts of 45 years and above (Figure 5). The median 
age of the county's population increased a full three years over the decade - from 36.9 to 39.9 
years. 
 
The population 65 years and over increased by 11.6 percent over the decade, and represented 
14.3 percent of Macomb County's total residents, up from 13.7 percent in 2000. The senior 
cohort of males grew by 16.2 percent, while the female cohort grew by 8.7 percent.  In spite of 
the growth in males, females still accounted for 59 percent of all seniors.  Within the senior 
population, while the 70 through 79 year cohorts showed slight losses (a total loss of 3,800 due 
to lower cohorts born during the depression and pre-World War II period), the 85 years and over 
cohort showed the largest percentage increase of any - adding 6,400 individuals and increasing 
by 53.8 percent. The second largest percentage increase, 24.8 percent, occurred in the "65-69 
years" cohort, while the "80-84 year cohort" also experienced significant growth - 3,000 or 18.8 
percent.   
 
The clear trend of a more rapidly aging population driven by the first wave of baby boomers is 
evident in the cohorts waiting in the wings.  The "55-59 years" and "60-64 years" cohorts, which 
grew by 41.1 and 50.8 percent, respectively, and together account for 104,000 Macomb County 
residents in 2010, show that a very large wave of residents will be joining the “senior” cohort 
over the next 10 – 15 years, as the baby boom generation begins to turn 65 years of age in 2011.  
 
Figure 5.  Age Trends in Macomb County, 2000 - 2010 
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The Southeast Michigan Council of Governments (SEMCOG) produces population forecasts that 
are utilized for transportation planning purposes. Their forecast for Macomb County is 
represented in the following table. These data truly illustrate the need to begin planning for an 
aging population. While the forecast does not allow us to look at age detail to the same degree 
that the previous estimates did, we are able to see the rapidly increasing senior (65 years+) 
population that is forecast for the county. While the 2010 estimate is slightly higher than the 
actual 2010 Census count, there is no doubt that the rate of increase going forward is on target. 
 
Table 10.  Population by Age Forecast for Macomb County, 2000 – 2030 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030

Total 788,149 810,096 836,020 858,335 882,410 907,554 930,420
0 - 4 years 51,060 51,246 53,075 53,969 54,028 54,769 56,051
5 - 17 years 138,723 136,993 133,431 133,184 135,633 138,237 139,578
18 - 34 years 178,438 177,439 179,677 185,057 184,922 184,690 185,392
35 - 64 years 312,277 331,302 343,291 338,761 331,866 323,438 316,865
65 years+ 107,651 113,116 126,546 147,364 175,961 206,420 232,534

0 - 4 years 6.5 6.3 6.3 6.3 6.1 6.0 6.0
5 - 17 years 17.6 16.9 16.0 15.5 15.4 15.2 15.0
18 - 34 years 22.6 21.9 21.5 21.6 21.0 20.4 19.9
35 - 64 years 39.6 40.9 41.1 39.5 37.6 35.6 34.1
65 years+ 13.7 14.0 15.1 17.2 19.9 22.7 25.0

 
Source:  Southeast MI Council of Governments (SEMCOG) 

 
Figure 6. Macomb County's Senior Population, 2000 - 2030 
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While the sheer numbers of seniors, especially the growth in the oldest seniors (85 years and 
over) paints a clear picture of the increased needs for senior services, one more data point that 
has come out of the 2010 Census helps to illustrate the need for home services.  More than 1 of 
every 4 (26.7 percent) Macomb County households contained a person 65 years and over.  This 
represented an increase of 14.9 percent over the 10 year period.  More than 36,500 households 
were occupied by persons 65 and over living alone.  While single male households represent 
slightly more than one-quarter of the total, their number increased by 35.6 percent.  It is clear 
that more seniors are choosing to stay in their homes even after the death of a spouse.  While 
their health and vitality tend to be greater than ever before, their desire to be independent will be 
tested as they age.  There will be more need for community-focused programming for seniors, in 
addition to transportation, visiting nurses and social workers, and meals on wheels.  The trend is 
clear and the programs need to be developed now. 
 
 
Hardship in Meeting Needs Below 200% of Poverty 
 
Data from surveyed households in the National Survey of American Families (NSAF)12 show 
that those living below 200% of poverty have a significantly greater difficulty in meeting 
essential expenses when compared to either those households below 100%, or over 200%, of 
poverty. This is consistent with the household expense data setting the realistic basic needs 
budget at roughly 200% of poverty. Critical hardships in meeting basic needs are found in three 
areas: food sufficiency, adequate housing and health care coverage. The NSAF, which surveys 
households in thirteen states, including Michigan, shows there is evidence that households below 
200% of poverty suffer more critical hardships than do either those below 100% or poverty or 
those above 200% of poverty. In this survey, families are asked, among many other questions, 
whether in the last 12 months anyone in the household: 1) missed meals because there was not 
enough money for food; 2) moved in with other people because they could not afford mortgage, 
rent or utility bills, or 3) did not get, or postponed getting, needed care or surgery. In analyzing 
the responses to these questions, those households with income between 100% and 200% of 
poverty were most likely to suffer one or more of these critical hardships.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                            
12 The survey is representative of the non-institutionalized, civilian population of persons under age 65 in the nation 
as a whole and in 13 states: Alabama, California, Colorado, Florida, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, 
Mississippi, New Jersey, New York, Texas, Washington, and Wisconsin. Together, these states are home to more 
than half the nation's population and represent a broad range of state characteristics in terms of fiscal capacity, child 
wellbeing indicators, and approaches to government programs.  The survey was conducted in three rounds - 1997, 
1999 and 2002.  While not updated since 2002, the results still have relevance today. 



Figure 7.  Percent of Households Reporting One or More Critical Hardships 
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Source: Economic Policy Institute analysis of 1997 NSAF data. Hardships in America, 2001: Boushey, Heather,     
et al. 
 
When examining a set of less critical hardships, but still serious deprivations for families, the 
NSAF data again shows that families living below 200% of poverty level are more likely to have 
one or more significant hardships than those living above 200% or those living below 100% of 
poverty. “Significant hardship” in the survey data examined was defined as: 1) Worried about 
having enough food; 2) Emergency room is main source of health care; 3) Have no health 
insurance coverage; 4) Unable to make housing or utility payments; 5) Telephone disconnected; 
6) Child cares for self; 7) Child not in afterschool activities; or, 8) Inadequate adult-to-child ratio 
at childcare facility used. 
 
 
Figure 8.  Percent of Households Experiencing Serious Hardships, by Income Level 
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Source: Economic Policy Institute analysis of 1997 NSAF data. Hardships in America, 2001: Boushey, Heather,     
et al. 
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2002 Hardship Update13  
 

Preliminary analysis of 2002 survey results indicates that about half of low-income parents 
reported some food hardship in 2002. Although the strong economy helped ease food hardship 
among low-income parents between 1997 and 1999, that gain was erased over the succeeding 
three years. Housing hardship among all parents did not diminish between 1997 and 2002, even 
though overall family income improved somewhat. Moreover, low-income single parents 
reported significant increases in housing hardship, particularly between 1999 and 2002. These 
findings reflect the difficulties parents have in stretching their incomes to cover the food and 
housing needs of their families, especially when the economy is weak and housing costs are 
rising. 
 
The share of parents living in poor and low-income families dropped significantly between 1997 
and 2002. In 1997, 13.9 percent of parents were living in families with incomes below the 
federal poverty thresholds, but by 2002 that share had fallen to 10.5 percent. Similarly, 34.4 
percent of parents were living in low-income families in 1997, but by 2002 only 29.3 percent 
were. Both single and married parents experienced declines in poverty and low-income status 
between 1997 and 2002. Still, the majority of single parents were in low-income families in 
2002, compared with less than one quarter of married parents. 
 
The economic fortunes of households stayed relatively steady for several years post-2002 (with 
the exception of Michigan, where the recession took hold earlier than for the rest of the country) 
until the economic recession began to effect families nationwide. During the period from 2002-
2009: 

 The total poverty rate increased from 12.1 to 14.3 percent; 
 The poverty rate for all families increased from 10.4 to 12.5 percent; 
 The poverty rate for single-parent, female-headed, families increased from 28.8 to 32.5 

percent; and 
 The poverty rate for all children, less than 18 years of age, increased from 16.7 to 20.7 

percent. 
 
Food and housing hardship are important indicators of wellbeing. Patterns in these indicators 
drawn from the three rounds of the NSAF indicate that food hardship among low-income parents 
is likely to increase during weaker economic times. Housing hardship rates appear less sensitive 
than food hardship rates to economic fluctuations overall, but housing hardship increased for 
single parents during the recent downturn. Low-income single parents are especially vulnerable 
to food and housing hardship because their wages must cover all of their families' costs a 
difficult feat with one paycheck. 
 

                                                            
13  The 1997, 1999, and 2002 rounds of the National Survey of America's Families (NSAF) asked adults under age 
65 if they or anyone else in their families had worried that food would run out before they got money to buy more, 
had actually run out of food, or had eaten less or skipped meals because there wasn't enough money to pay for food. 
Families that experienced one or more of these situations in the previous 12 months were considered to have food 
hardship. In addition, the survey asked whether adults had been unable to pay their mortgage, rent, or utility bills at 
any time during the previous 12 months. 
 



What do these numbers mean in Michigan and in Macomb County? 
 
The 2000 Census reported that Michigan’s poverty rate was almost 2 percentage points below 
the national average, while Macomb County’s rate was just over half that of the State. The 
Detroit MSA rate was slightly higher than that of the State and, thus, almost double that of the 
county, due primarily to the high rate of poverty (16.4 percent) in the metro area’s largest county 
– Wayne. While the percentage of persons below 200% of poverty (somewhat less than the basic 
needs budget delineated earlier) in Macomb County shows an increase (2.9 times) over the 100% 
rate that is larger than any of the other areas, the result, 16.3 percent, is still significantly less 
than that of the nation, state or metropolitan area. 
 
Results from the 2009 American Community Survey clearly show the rise in poverty across the 
country.  However, it is also clear that Macomb County's rise in poverty was greater than in each 
of the comparison areas.  While the poverty rate grew from 5.6 to 10.9 percent, the share of 
population below 200% of poverty grew to over 1 of every 4 residents.  While this was still 
lower that in the other 3 areas, the gap in 2009 was much less than 10 years prior. 
 
  
The poverty analysis for Macomb County is taken further in Table 12.  An analysis of the share 
of population - both total population and youth (less than 18 years of age) - for varying levels of 
poverty clearly demonstrates the increases that have occurred over the decade.  That growth has 
meant that more than 1 of 4 Macomb County residents, and more than 1 of 3 youth, reside in 
households with income less than 200 percent of poverty - a level that has been shown to be 
insufficient to cover basic needs.  
 
Table 11.  Total Persons at 100% and 200% of Poverty, 1999 and 2009 (Geographic) 
 

United States Michigan  Detroit MSA Macomb 
County

2000 Census
100% of Poverty
  Number 33,899,812 1,021,605 469,575 44,010
  Percent 12.4% 10.5% 10.7% 5.6%

200% of Poverty
  Number 81,194,609 2,468,283 1,042,167 127,104
  Percent 29.6% 25.4% 23.8% 16.3%

2009 American 
100% of Poverty
  Number 42,868,163 1,576,704 705,944 89,661
  Percent 14.3% 16.2% 16.2% 10.9%

200% of Poverty
  Number 97,820,000 3,374,521 1,449,974 223,987
  Percent 32.7% 34.7% 33.3% 27.2%  
 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau 
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Table 12.  Total Persons at 100% and 200% of Poverty, 1999 and 2009 (Youth) 
 

2000 2009 2000 2009

Less than 50 percent 2.6% 4.4% 3.2% 6.6%
At or below poverty 5.6% 10.9% 7.3% 15.0%
Less than 125 percent 7.9% 14.3% 10.0% 19.0%
Less than 150 percent 10.4% 18.6% 13.1% 24.1%
Less than 185 percent 14.4% 25.3% 17.9% 32.2%
Less than 200 percent 16.3% 27.2% 20.3% 34.2%

Total Population Youth Population

 
 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau 
 
 
Public Benefits and Poverty 
 
Food stamp participation numbers evidences the clearest indication of increasing need in 
Macomb County. Figure 9 shows the growth in Macomb County residents participating in the 
state’s food assistance program over this decade.   Over 86,000 persons have been added to the 
roles between 2002 and 2010 - an increase of 452 percent.  This equates to 14 percent of all 
Macomb County residents participating in 2010.  61,395 Macomb households were receiving 
food assistance during the 4th Quarter of 2010.  This represented an increase of 26.2 percent in 
just the last year. 
 
Figure 9.  Macomb County Residents Receiving Food Assistance, 2001 - 2010 
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Source:  Michigan Department of Human Services 

23 | P a g e  
 



24 | P a g e  
 

 
In order to better understand the geographic nature of this increasing need, the Macomb office of 
the Michigan Department of Human Services was contacted. They were able to pull participants 
by ZIP Code for 2 points in time - October 2010 and January 2011.14  The Appendix provides 
maps of per capita food stamp usage by ZIP for each date.  An analysis of the January 2011 data 
shows a wide range of per capita usage across the county.  48043 (Mt. Clemens), 48089 
(Warren), 48091 (Warren) and 48015 (Center Line) all had rates greater than 124 participants per 
1,000 residents.  On the low end were 48050 (Lenox Twp.), 48042 (Macomb Twp.), and 48095 
(Washington Twp.) at 25 per 1,000 or less. 
 
 
What Impacts Poverty? 
 
Peoples’ educational level, gender, race, age and marital status all impact the likelihood of living 
in poverty. 
 
Education & Gender. More education leads to higher income, for both men and women, 
although men consistently earn more than women in each educational category. When 
comparing the 2000 median income of fulltime, year-round workers age 25 and older, higher 
education attainment increases income. While education levels have increased over time, for 
both men and women, the wage disparity between the sexes has remained fairly constant, with 
women earning, on average, 67-70 cents per dollar for men. 
 

Recently released figures from the 2010 Current Population Survey provide clear evidence of the 
link between educational attainment and income. Table 13 looks at the average annual earnings 
in 2009 for fulltime, year-round employees by level of education completed. While the data are 
at the national level, the message is very clear. Persons who ended their education with only a 
high school degree earned, on average, about $39,000. Those who received an Associate degree 
found their average earnings rising to about $50,000, while a Bachelors degree brought in about 
$68,000. Thus we can see that a basic college degree (Masters and beyond yielded increasing 
incomes) resulted in earnings that were 1.8 times that of a high school graduate. Women were 
shown to earn less than men at all educational levels – ranging from a low of 68-70 cents on the 
dollar for a Masters degree to a high of 76 cents at the Associate degree level. 
 
 
Table 13.  Average Annual Earnings for Full-Time, Year-Round Workers by Educational Level and Gender 
 

Total <9th Grade 9-12th 
Grade, non-

Grad

High School 
Grad / GED

Some 
College, no 

Degree

Associate 
Degree

Bachelors 
Degree

Masters 
Degree

Professional 
Degree

Doctorate 
Degree

Male $64,667 $27,143 $34,659 $44,687 $54,915 $56,674 $80,355 $102,555 $163,349 $125,365
Female $46,300 $19,770 $24,146 $33,013 $38,554 $43,131 $54,719 $72,194 $110,352 $97,769
 Ratio Female-Male 0.72 0.73 0.70 0.74 0.70 0.76 0.68 0.70 0.68 0.78  
Source:  U.S. Census Bureau 

                                                            
14 The system that is operated by the Michigan Department of Human Services does not allow access to longitudinal 
data.  As a result, the two time periods reported were pulled at two separate times.  This was the extent of historical 
data that could be accessed.  MCCSA could arrange to request similar pulls on a quarterly basis so as to be able to 
begin tracking change. 
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Figure 10 illustrates educational attainment levels in Macomb County from 1980 – 2009. While 
the trends are going in the right direction, it is apparent that the rate of high school completion as 
the highest level is still far too large and that the rate of bachelors' degrees is far too low for 
economic success in today’s information-based economy. Data show that educational attainment 
is going up in Macomb with successive generations, but the rate is still much lower than in 
Oakland County and far below what state leaders recognize as necessary. Macomb Community 
College is a major asset within the county and is providing the associate and vocational/technical 
degrees that are both needed in our region and that pay relatively good wages. While still the 
largest county without a 4-year institution, increasing connections with Wayne State University 
and other degree-granting institutions are allowing Macomb residents to get 4-year degrees close 
to home. 
 
The American Community Survey data15 continue to show a wide variation in educational 
attainment rates across the county. While the relationship is not perfect, the data continue to 
show is for lower levels of education to exist in the southern part of the county, while higher 
levels fall in the townships north of M59. 
 
Figure 10.  Educational Attainment for Macomb County Residents 25 Years and Over, 1980 - 2009 
 

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

High school Grad H.S. grad or higher Associate degree Bachelors or higher

1980

1990

2000

2009

 
 
       Source:  U.S. Census Bureau 
 
 
Race/Ethnicity. When comparing educational levels by race/ethnicity, a higher educational level 
also consistently correlates to higher income. The decade of the 1990’s brought change to 
Macomb County’s racial and ethnic makeup, the degree of which had never been experienced 

                                                            
15 A previous discussion of the American Community Survey addressed the small sampling frame and varied release 
formats based on size of place. 



before.  While the county’s population increased by a strong 9.9 percent, its African-American 
population, primarily from Detroit, more than doubled. Rather than adding to historic African 
American settlements in New Haven, Mount Clemens and Clinton Twp., this growth occurred in 
Warren, Eastpointe, Fraser and other southern communities. The Asian population, consisting of 
Filipinos, Thai, Vietnamese, Cambodians and Hmong, among others, almost doubled in number, 
while Hispanics grew by 55 percent. The Census Bureau allowed respondents to list more than 
one race for the first time in the 2000 Census. Almost 13,000 Macomb County residents choice 
this option, showing both the degree of multi-race residents and the large component of 
Chaldean (Christian Iraqis) residents who, having no specific listing on the questionnaire, chose 
to write in their ethnicity in the Other Race option.  
 
Recently released data from the 2010 Census clearly show that the emerging trends of the 1990s 
actually accelerated during the past decade.  Drawn by better schools, public safety, lower taxes 
and city services, African Americans streamed into Macomb County.  The housing crisis during 
the latter half of the decade produced a new market of lower-priced housing and increasing 
rentals.  This allowed many more Detroiters to move into the county. While all groups, with the 
exception of non-Hispanic whites, experienced increases over the last decade, it was truly the 
growth in the African-American community that was most significant.  While African 
Americans doubled in numbers during the 1990s by adding just under 11,000 residents, they 
grew more than threefold between 2000 and 2010 by adding almost 51,000 to their number.   
Table 14 details the changing racial character of the county over the last two decades. 
 
Table 14. Population by Race/Ethnicity for Macomb County, 1990 – 2010 
 

Number Percent Number Percent

Total Population 717,400 788,149 840,978 70,749 9.9% 52,829 6.7%
  White 687,480 721,882 705,693 34,402 5.0% -16,189 -2.2%
  African American 10,313 21,151 72,053 10,838 105.1% 50,902 240.7%
  Native American 2,529 2,255 2,351 -274 -10.8% 96 4.3%
  Asian / Pacific Islander 8,895 16,900 25,076 8,005 90.0% 8,176 48.4%
  Other Race 205 685 803 480 234.1% 118 17.2%
  Multi-racial na 12,841 15,907 na na 3,066 23.9%
  Hispanic / Latino 7,978 12,435 19,095 4,457 55.9% 6,660 53.6%

1990 2000 2010
1990 - 2000 Change 2000 - 2010 Change

 
 
Source:  U.S. Census Bureau 
 
Almost all communities experienced some degree of growth in their African American 
population, though the greatest change occurred in southern communities.  Warren added almost 
14,000 African Americans, resulting in a 13.4 percent share of their 2010 population.  Eastpointe 
added 8,000 - an increase of almost 500 percent.  Other growth of note were found in Roseville 
(+4,000), Sterling Heights (+5,000) and Macomb Township (+2,700). 
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Figure 11.  Students of Color by Macomb School District, 2000 - 2010  
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Source:  Michigan Center for Educational Performance and Information (CEPI) 
 
 
The combination of in-migration to the county and an increasing population of color choosing 
Macomb County districts as schools-of-choice has resulted in a rapid increase in students of 
color across many public school districts - particularly in the county's south end.  The changing 
ethnic composition of the county can be assessed through the languages spoken in schools.  Of 
students reporting speaking a language other than English, Chaldean and Arabic accounted for 
41 percent of the total.  Spanish and Albanian (Macomb County has the largest Albanian 
population of any county in the country) accounted for another 26 percent.  The only other 
language of note was Hmong at 5 percent. 
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Figure 12.  Macomb County Public School Students Who Reported Speaking a Language Other than English 
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Source:  Macomb County Intermediate School District 
 
While this increasing racial diversity is altering the look of the workforce, political discussions 
and school classrooms, it is also affecting the delivery of social services. Because the 
socioeconomic status of these groups differs, the fact that they are increasing changes the 
dynamics of poverty and need in the community.  
 
Table 15 shows these differing rates. Macomb County’s African American community had an 
overall poverty rate in 1999 that was more than three times that of the majority White, non-
Hispanic population.  The Hispanic and Native American gaps were considerably smaller, 
coming in just under two to one. The Asian poverty rate was similar to that for Whites, while 
Multi-racial respondents had a rate slightly below that of African Americans. 
 
The American Community Survey allows us to monitor the changes occurring over the last 
decade.  The 2007-09 ACS was selected to provide a larger sample size across groups.  It is clear 
that all groups experienced an increase in their poverty rate.  Hispanics and African Americans 
experienced the greatest percentage point increases over the decade.  In the 2007-09 period, it is 
estimated that more than one out of four African Americans and slightly less than one out of four 
Hispanics were in poverty. It is important that the county continue to monitor these racial/ethnic 
changes, especially in light of the fact that these were the two fastest growing groups in the 
county, and to be cognizant of the differing demands that the various groups place on the social 
service system. 
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Table 15. Poverty by Race/Ethnicity in Macomb County, 1999 – 2009 
 

1999 2007-09

White 5.1% 8.0%
African American 16.0% 22.9%
Native American 9.6% 13.6%
Asian / Pacific Islander 7.3% 11.4%
Multi-racial 13.7% 17.9%
Hispanic / Latino 9.5% 18.8%

Percent of All Persons

 
 
Source:  U.S. Census Bureau 
 
While national poverty rate disparities may be explained, to a great extent, by disparities in 
educational attainment, this is not the case in Macomb County.  High school graduation rates 
went up slightly across all groups during the decade, with the major disparity showing up in the 
lower rate for Hispanics.  The only group to see a rise in their college graduation rate this decade 
was whites - rising from 17.1 to 21.3 percent.  African Americans increased their rate by 0.6 
percentage points, while Hispanics experienced a 0.8 percentage point drop. Such trends 
necessitate further analysis to determine why the educational attainment – economic outcome  
 
Figure 13.  Educational Attainment by Race/Ethnicity in Macomb County, 2007-2009 
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Source:  U.S. Census Bureau 

does not appear to hold for African Americans in Macomb County. This is particularly important 
when one considers the growth that has occurred in this decade and the housing opportunities 
that have arisen for persons with lower levels of education and income. 
 
The almost decade long economic downturn has resulted in a loss of the high paid manufacturing 
jobs that have sustained many of those in Macomb County without a college degree. This, in 
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turn, has resulted in a steadily decreasing construction market that has sustained many of the 
undereducated Latino immigrants. It has become quite apparent that the future economy of 
Macomb County will be dependent upon its ability to attract high skilled jobs – in 
manufacturing, health care and other knowledge-based occupations. Postsecondary education 
will be necessary for Macomb County residents to take advantage of these employment 
opportunities. 
 
Marital Status.  Single parent families are more likely to be poor than two parent families, and 
single parent mothers have more than twice the poverty rate of single parent fathers. Poverty 
rates by marital status in Macomb County are consistent with the national statistics. Macomb 
rates, that were approximately half those of the nation in 1999, showed greater increases over the 
decade - particularly for single-parent families. (Table 16)  Attention needs to be paid to this 
trend because of the increasing share of single-parent families across the county. 
 
Table 16. Poverty by Type of Family, 1999 – 2009 
 

1999 2007-09 1999 2007-09

All families 9.2% 9.9% 4.0% 7.3%
Married couples 4.9% 4.8% 2.1% 4.0%
Single father families 13.6% 14.2% 5.9% 12.5%
Single mother families 26.5% 28.6% 14.0% 19.9%

United States Macomb County

 
 
Source:  U.S. Census Bureau 
 
Age. When poverty rates by age are tracked over time at the national level, one sees the largest 
drop occurring for seniors. The most important factor driving this decrease was the indexing of 
Social Security payments to the rate of inflation. Children have experienced a “roller coaster 
ride” in their poverty rates over the years. While reaching a high point in the recession years of 
the late 1980s and early 1990s, they began to drop significantly with the economic boom of the 
mid to late1990s, coupled with the institution of welfare-to-work programs that were instituted 
during that time. Children have experienced a reversal in their fortunes since 2000. 
 
Before introducing the most recent poverty rates for 2007-09, it is helpful to understand the 
changes in household income that have occurred this decade.  While the median fell by 7.1 
percent nationally, the nearly decade-long economic recession faced by Michigan, and 
particularly Southeast Michigan, resulted in significantly greater drops.  Michigan's median fell 
by just over 21 percent, while the Detroit MSA fell by 23 percent.  Macomb County, relying 
heavily on manufacturing as its base, experienced a loss of almost 25 percent. 
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Table 17.  Trend in Median Household Income, 1999 - 2009 
 

 2000* 2009 $ Change % Change

       City of Detroit 38,089 26,098 -11,991 -31.3%

       Southeast Michigan 63,303 48,535 -14,768 -23.3%

         Oakland County 79,692 62,308 -17,384 -21.8%

         Wayne County 52,491 38,192 -14,299 -27.2%

       Michigan 57,499 45,255 -12,244 -21.3%

       United States 54,058 50,221 -3,837 -7.1%

         Macomb County 67,070 50,553 -16,517 -24.6%

 
 
* Note: All 2000 monetary values are adjusted to 2009 dollars using U.S. Consumer Price 
             Research Series Index for All Urban Consumers (CPI-U-RS) from 1999 to 2009.          
   Source: U.S. Department of Labor and U.S. Census Bureau 
 
 
Macomb County’s pattern of age and poverty (Figure 14) matched that of the comparison areas, 
though at lower rates across all segments.   
 
 
Figure 14.  Poverty Rate by Age, 2007-2009 
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Children. Young children (under age 6) are even more likely than their older counterparts to live 
in poverty. Figure 15 illustrates that the poverty characteristics of children by age are consistent 
across our comparison geographies, with Macomb County lower than the rest for all age groups. 
 
 
Figure 15.  Poverty Rates for Children, 2007-2009 
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Source:  U.S. Census Bureau 
 
 
 
The increasing need among the youth of the county, particularly on the south end, can be more 
clearly demonstrated by the overall increases in the percentage of students qualifying for free and 
reduced price lunch (FRL).  The 2009-10 school-year found that 8 districts had rates above 50 
percent, with 6 of them crossing the 50 percent threshold since 2006-07.  Another 3 districts have 
surpassed the 40 percent mark and will likely, based on trends, surpass 50 percent in the next 
year or two. 
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Figure 16.  Free and Reduced Price Lunch Trends by School District, 2006-2010 
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Labor Force/Employment  

The recession that began in early 2001 has had a devastating effect on the State of Michigan and 
the Detroit metropolian area.  Figure 17 shows that the average annual labor force for Macomb 
County reached its high point in 1999 at just under 428,000 workers.  By 2009, the number had 
dropped by more than 18 percent to 349,519. In addition to the loss of jobs, one can assume, as 
well, that a share of these employed found themselves in lower paying jobs (after being laid off 
from a previous job), working fewer hours (perhaps parttime), and experiencing reductions in 
benefits.  There is some good news, however, in that 2010 brought the first employment increase 
in a decade.  
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Figure 17.  Total Employment in Macomb County, 1995 - 2010 
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Source:  Michigan Labor Market Information 
 
Figure 18 tells the other half of the story by looking at unemployment trends.  The “official” 
number of unemployed reached its lowest point in 2000 at 15,741.  The unemployment rate for 
that year was 3.6 percent.  By 2008 the number of unemployed had more than doubled and the 
rate reached 8.8 percent.  2009 marked highest unemployment count and rate in more than two 
decades – 65,266 and 15.7 percent.  The previous chart showed a slight rise in employment 
during 2010, while Figure 18 shows a larger decrease in the unemployed.  It is clear that only a 
small share of the no longer unemployed actually found work.  Rather, many of the long-term 
unemployed were no longer eligible for benefits and therefore fell off the roles. 
 
Those who have dropped off the roles, coupled with the working poor who have experienced 
drops in wages and/or hours, have resulted in a greatly expanded base of social service need in 
the county. 
 
 
Figure 18.  Total Unemployment in Macomb County, 1995 - 2010 
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Table 18 further illustrates the economic problem that the county has been experiencing.  Here 
we can see the industry sectors that have been most affected by this recession.  Manufacturing, 
Macomb County’s largest and highest paying sector, has taken the biggest hit. The second 
quarter of 2010 showed the county having almost 53,000 fewer manufacturing jobs than it had in 
the second quarter of 2000.  This represents a 50 percent decrease.  Construction, wholesale and 
retail jobs were also down, as were finance and insurance, professional and technical services, 
and arts, entertainment and recreation.  The areas of increase fell in the service sector (with the 
exception of management of companies) – information, education services and health care and 
social services.  These growth sectors only added about 11,000 jobs. 
 
 
Table 18.  Employment by Sector for Macomb County in the 2nd Qtr., 2000 – 2010 
 

Number Percent

Total, All Industries 305,143 238,827 -66,316 -21.7%

Construction 20,789 10,941 -9,848 -47.4%

Manufacturing 106,072 53,196 -52,876 -49.8%

Wholesale trade 11,194 9,642 -1,552 -13.9%

Retail trade 43,490 37,391 -6,099 -14.0%

Transportation and warehousing 5,226 5,612 386 7.4%

Information 1,763 2,128 365 20.7%

Finance and insurance 6,707 5,638 -1,069 -15.9%

Real estate and rental and leasing 3,134 3,114 -20 -0.6%

Professional and technical services 18,084 12,451 -5,633 -31.1%

Management of companies and enterprises 2,294 4,615 2,321 101.2%

Administrative and waste services 23,173 17,877 -5,296 -22.9%

Educational services 1,260 2,630 1,370 108.7%

Health care and social assistance 25,627 35,214 9,587 37.4%

Arts, entertainment, and recreation 3,535 2,741 -794 -22.5%

Accommodation and food services 21,510 25,173 3,663 17.0%

2000 2010
2000 - 2010 Change

 
 
Source:  Michigan Labor Market Information 

What jobs will be available in coming years in this region? 
 
The predicted job growth in the six-county metropolitan area (individual county data are not 
available) indicates a continuing shift from jobs in manufacturing to service industry jobs. From 
2006 to 2016, jobs are expected to increase only 6.4% or 134,307 jobs.   When one looks at the 
specific occupations that will add the largest numbers of employees over the next few years, it is 
obvious that most, with the exception of healthcare and computer/technical, tend to be more part-
time, lower paid positions without benefits.  Such projections help to support the continuing 
evidence that post-secondary education and/or training is the only way to get ahead in our future 
economy. 
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Table 19.  Top Growth Occupational Categories for Detroit Metro, 2006 – 2016 
 

Occupation 2006 2010 Change

Total, All Occupations 2,104,846 2,239,153 134,307

Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations 161,372 176,036 14,664

Healthcare Practitioners and Technical Occupations 106,811 121,017 14,206

Sales and Related Occupations 216,881 230,621 13,740

Healthcare Support Occupations 58,753 70,582 11,829

Business and Financial Operations Occupations 116,715 128,200 11,485

Health Diagnosing and Treating Practitioners 70,854 80,552 9,698

Office and Administrative Support Occupations 321,899 331,584 9,685

Food and Beverage Serving Workers 91,979 101,222 9,243

Computer and Mathematical Occupations 61,277 70,070 8,793

Personal Care and Service Occupations 67,807 76,574 8,767

Computer Specialists 57,996 66,690 8,694

Education, Training, and Library Occupations 103,206 111,002 7,796

Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance Occu 68,788 76,449 7,661

Retail Salespersons 68,991 76,482 7,491

Nursing, Psychiatric, and Home Health Aides 35,119 42,590 7,471

Business Operations Specialists 75,549 82,949 7,400

Retail Sales Workers 124,187 131,104 6,917

Customer Service Representatives 30,425 36,707 6,282

Registered Nurses 36,865 42,995 6,130

Architecture and Engineering Occupations 90,755 96,852 6,097

Information and Record Clerks 71,912 77,679 5,767

Motor Vehicle Operators 58,454 63,806 5,352

Building Cleaning and Pest Control Workers 49,136 54,313 5,177  
 
Source:  Michigan Labor Market Information 
 

 
Table 20 provides data on workforce training registrants, provided by the Macomb/St. Clair 
Workforce Development Board.16  The top part of the table, reflecting annual program 
registrants, mirrors the unemployment trends that were charted earlier.  Beginning with a small 
increase in 2007, one can see a rapid rise in 2008, followed by the largest increase in 2009.  This 
is exactly what happened to unemployment.  The improvement in the employment picture in 
2010 is reflected in the decrease in registrants for the first time since 2005. 
 
The second half of the table charts ZIP Codes by total program registrants across the 5-year 
period.  It is the southern ZIP Codes that dominate, even when calculated on a per capita basis. 

                                                            
16 A series of maps in the Appendix provide the complete set of ZIP Code data on Program Registrants and Training 
Enrollments by Year. 



Table 20.  Workforce Training Program Registrants, 2005 – 2010 
 

Program Year Totals by Year

2005 25,220
2006 32,206
2007 39,048
2008 56,859
2009 91,698
2010 52,964

Community ZIP Code

Roseville 48066
Warren 48089
Clinton Township 48035
Macomb Township 48044
Clinton Township 48038
Eastpointe 48021
Warren 48091
Chesterfield / New Baltimore 48047
Sterling Heights 48313
Mt. Clemens 48043
Clinton Township 48036  

Source:  Macomb / St. Clair Workforce Development Board 

Poverty & Housing 

Across the country, as well as statewide, the majority of households are homeowners. This trend 
towards higher homeownership has shown a steady increase since 1900, with dramatic jumps in the 
1940’s and 1950’s. The housing crisis that began in 2007 pointed out the fact that many of the efforts 
that encouraged home ownership, particularly in low income and minority communities, were 
misdirected and put people in homes that they could not afford to maintain.  The result was the 
foreclosure crisis that greatly impacted Michigan, and particularly communities in southeast Michigan 
and across Macomb County. 

Data from the 2007-09 American Community Survey show that renters were only slightly more likely 
to be in poverty than homeowners – 51 – 49 percent.   A further analysis of 2000 Census data (not 
available for 2007-09)  by householder age revealed that this difference is primarily a result of the 
large number of Macomb County householders 60 years of age and above, in which 54 percent of 
those in poverty own their homes.   
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Housing Characteristics by County 

Recently released 2010 Census results show that the number of housing units increased by 11.3 
percent over the last decade, from 320,276 to 356,626. The foreclosure crisis and out-migration 
resulted in a doubling of the vacancy rate from 3.5 to 7.0 percent.  2009 estimates show that 78 
percent of the occupied housing is owner-occupied, approximately the same as was found in the 
2000 Census.   

Housing Costs 

The median monthly gross rent for Macomb County in 2009 was $752.  This was up from $603 
in 2000. In 2009, 40.2 percent of Macomb renters were paying 35% or more of their income 
towards rent.  This was considerably higher than the 26.2 percent that faced this issue in 2000.  
Generally, households paying more than 35% of income for shelter lack affordable housing.  

Looking at housing burden by householder age, we can see that a greater percentage of the 
youngest and oldest households are paying 35% or more of income towards rent.  While this is 
not a large burden on the younger end of the age spectrum, comprised of both college students 
and those in early stages of careers, many assisted by parents, it is a significant issue on the 
upper end of the age spectrum where seniors are on fixed incomes and are often faced with 
decisions about what bills to pay – housing, utilities, food, prescription drugs, etc.  51 percent of 
seniors in Macomb County who were renters in 2009 reported paying more than 35% of their 
income for rent.  

An analysis of rent as a share of income shows a very clear and problematic pattern.  Low- 
income households (below $20,000), limited in most cases to renting as their only option, pay 
35% or more of their incomes on housing costs at a rate over 70 percent.  The frequency falls off 
dramatically when incomes reach $20,000, and is almost nonexistent above $35,000.  

Home ownership costs, while taking the largest portions of incomes at both ends of the age 
spectrum, account for lower shares across the board.  This is especially important for senior 
households that tend to have high ownership rates.  However, an analysis of data from the 2009 
American Community Survey shows that the rate of homeowners with a mortgage paying more 
than 35 percent of their income on housing costs doubled from 14.5 to 29.1 percent since 2000. 

What Have the Poverty Trends Meant for the Macomb County Community 
Services Agency (MCCSA)? 
 
A review of program data from MCCSA clearly demonstrates the increasing needs across the 
county and the resultant demand for services.  The ability to serve those needs is closely tied to 
program funding from federal, state and county sources.  In addition, changing eligibility 
requirements greatly affect service delivery. 
 
This report covered the large increase in food assistance participants in Macomb County, with 
the greatest growth occurring since 2007-08.  Data from MCCSA’s Food Assistance Program 
reflect this increasing need very clearly. 
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Table 21.  MCCSA Program Statistics – Food Program, FY 2008 – FY 2010 
 

FY '08-09 FY '09-10

Total Households 35,008 48,460 56,480 38.4% 16.5%

Total Individuals 90,783 131,462 148,837 44.8% 13.2%

Total Pounds Distributed 1,047,629 1,333,110 1,894,121 27.3% 42.1%

Percent Increase
FY ‘08 FY ‘09 FY ‘10

 
 
There has been annual increase, in each year, for both households and individuals served.  The 
FY 2010 total of 148,837 individuals served was about 29 percent more than the number 
qualifying for state assistance.  This is a clear demonstration of the fact that the income 
guidelines used for program qualification are too low and that the 225-250 percent of poverty 
self-sufficiency level is a more appropriate measure of actual need. 
 
The last table of the report provides highlights of Community Service Block Grant Client Trends 
- both number and characteristics.  The first obvious trend is that the workload doubled in 
number of both families and individual served.   While client characteristics remained relatively 
stable, MCCSA did see an increase in adults, those with no health insurance, those who were 
disabled and the homeless.  The issue of education is apparent in these data as well.  The agency 
saw the share of clients without a high school education actually diminishing.  While this may 
reflect the increase rate of high school completion, the fact remains that a high school degree is 
no longer viable in the new economy. 
 
 
Table 22.  MCCSA Community Service Block Grant Client Trends 
 

FY ‘08 FY ‘09 FY ‘10

Total Clients 8,332 12,875 16,766

  Percent Children 38.3% 36.7% 35.7%

  Percent Less than HS 57.4% 52.2% 51.8%

  Percent No Health Insurance 16.1% 18.5% 20.8%

  Percent Disabled 11.2% 10.5% 16.3%

  Number Homeless 46 69 101

  Percent At or Below Poverty 25.5% 24.8% 25.5%

Total Families 3,428 5,276 6,827

  Percent Renters 57.7% 58.7% 58.0%
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Demographics Summary 

Let’s summarize some of the major trends discussed in this report. 
 

 Loss of High Paid Manufacturing Jobs 
 Loss of Manufacturing Has Led to Loss of Service Jobs 
 Rising Unemployment 

 
 Declining Real Estate Market [new construction and sales] 
 Home Foreclosures – Growing Homeless Population 
 Declining Property Values 

 
 Low Levels of Education / Lack of Skills for New Economy 
 Increasing Numbers of Single Parent Families / Births to Unmarried 
 Increasing Racial and Ethnic Diversity 
 Aging Population 

 
 Geographic Distinctions between North and South 
 Increasing Levels of Poverty – Difficulty Meeting Basic Needs 

 Caseloads Continuing Up Across a Variety of Program Areas 
 
The data delineated in this report have clearly illustrated one of the most economically 
challenged periods for the State of Michigan, southeast Michigan and Macomb County.  The 
State budget has been challenged by decreasing tax revenue and increasing service needs.  
County, city and township budgets are being cut across the state in light of growing deficits.  All 
this is happening while unemployment, poverty and need increase.  While there are rays of hope 
for economic growth, that growth will be slow and will not be enough to turn around the fortunes 
of those on the bottom of the economic ladder.  The next several years will continue to be 
difficult and demanding for social service providers.  MCCSA will continue to experience 
demand that will outstrip its resources across the board, while the new Macomb County 
Executive faces the challenge of balancing the county budget.  Difficult decisions will need to be 
made that will require detailed geographic understanding.  The county has experienced 
tremendous demographic change over the last two decades, particularly during the last half of the 
past decade.  The communities south of M-59 are very different than those in the north – both 
demographically and socioeconomically.  The Appendix to this report contains a variety of maps 
that illustrate these differences.  The task ahead is to provide a strong quality of life for all 
Macomb County residents and to assess and address the steps necessary to do that on a 
neighborhood by neighborhood basis. 



Part II – Community & Customer Input 

Background 

The Macomb County Community Action Agency is committed to seeking, listening and 
responding to its constituents needs with programs and services that most effectively impact 
quality of life and increased self- sufficiency. In preparation for the completion of the 2011 
Community Needs Assessment, the Agency sought CSBG Discretionary Funds to contract with 
research and process consultants to assist with project technical design, research and facilitation 
assistance. The Agency targeted the following project outcomes:  
 

 Gain a better understanding of the changing demographic trends and their potential of 
impact on poverty within Macomb County and affecting Agency customers; 

 Gather community perceptions regarding the impacts of poverty, community need and 
suggestions for further addressing those needs; 

 Validate community perceptions and ascertain real needs through direct one-on-one focus 
groups with current and potential MCCSA customers and community service 
organizations; 

 From community and customer input, assess current MCCSA programs and services; and 
 Develop recommendations and implementation steps to address needs that take customers 

self-sufficiency to the next level. 
 
Process Approach 
 
Specifically, MCCSA has sought to create a meaningful, comprehensive community needs 
assessment model that utilizes timely demographic data and broad stakeholder input. By 
engaging the customer and the community in assessing the current and future environment, 
MCCSA is best positioned to utilize the needs assessment product to realign their programs and 
services to best meet the customer/community needs of the future. The creation of an 
empowerment model synthesizing key messages from stakeholders would serve as the 
foundation for revamped agency programs focused not only on meeting basic needs but more 
importantly breaking the cycle of poverty through empowering customers toward self-
sufficiency.  The MCCSA community needs assessment process approach included: 
 
1. A January 2011, half day project kick-off community forum with an estimated 75 

participants, including MCCSA leadership, Board members, community and organization 
leaders. This session agenda (Exhibit 1) was focused upon learning about demographic 
changes in Macomb County and how they might affect the Agency customer base, MCCSA 
services and existing resources. Preliminary assumptions from the session were gathered to 
“test” with customers. 
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Exhibit 1  
Agenda 

Community Focus Group 
January 19, 2011 

 
8:00AM   Continental Breakfast 
 
8:15AM   Welcome, Session Kickoff   Frank Taylor 
   -The Role of Community Needs Assessment  Executive Director, MCCSA 
                
8:20AM   Who We Are, What We Do   Mary Solomon 
         Assistant Director, MCCSA 
 
8:30AM   Demographic/Regional Implications on Poverty Kurt Metzger, CEO 
    and Self Sufficiency    Data Driven Detroit  
   -Q &A  
 
9:30AM   Break 
 
9:45AM Group Discussion #1: Overall Reactions to Data Rebecca Kraus, All 

Q: Based on the data’s implications for the foreseeable 
 what assumptions can be made about the state of poverty 
 and need in our region?   
 

10:00AM Group Report-Outs, Question #1 
 

10:20AM Group Discussion #2: Targeting Most Critical Aspects 
of Poverty  
Q: What appears to be the most critical aspects of poverty  
to address to increase self-sufficiency? 
 

10:35AM Group Report-Outs, Question #2 
 

10:55AM  Group Discussion #3: Empowering to Self-Sufficiency 
Q: From your perspective, based on limits of our agency resources, how can 
 MCCSA most powerfully empower low-income individuals to increase self-sufficiency? 
 

11:10AM Group Report-Outs, Question #3 
 

11:30AM All-Group Query: Strength through Collaboration 
Q: What groups, organizations, and institutions might MCCSA seek 
collaborations with to further self-sufficiency among low-income clients? 
 

11:45AM Next Steps, Final Thoughts 
 

12:00PM Adjourn 
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2. The design and facilitation of five customer focus groups conducted at strategically identified 
sites around Macomb County during the month of March 2011.  The purpose of the sessions 
was to increase understanding of current/future challenges and needs to further empower 
customers in reaching increased self-sufficiency. In addition, the participants further 
validated or clarified through their actual experiences the perceptions and key messages 
garnered from the community kick-off meeting. 

 
Sessions were 1 ½ hours in duration. A light dinner was served all attendees. Priority was 
placed on focus group representation that was diverse and representative of the immediate 
community area. Included were customers, volunteers, community service and government 
agency representatives.  A total of 112 individuals participated in the focus groups, 
representing: 

 MCCSA Head Start customers (parents) 
 MCCSA Action Center customers 
 MCCSA Food Program customers 
 MCCSA Meals on Wheels, Senior Nutrition volunteers 
 MI Works! customers 
 Representatives of St. Mary’s and New Haven Food Pantries; Peace Manor; St. 

Peters; Mt. Calvary Community Liaison; Shores Church; Samaritan House 
 Michigan Department of Human Services 

 
The same question set was posed to each group. All feedback was documented real time. 

 
3. Multiple Agency leadership debriefing meetings were then conducted during the month of 

April 2011.  The team summarized what they believed reflected “key messages” resulting 
from the community forum and customer focus groups. The facilitator and MCCSA 
leadership utilized a process to determine gaps relative to current/anticipated future client 
need and the agency’s current programs to develop preliminary recommendations.  

 
4. May and June 2011 presentations of findings and recommendations were made to the 

Macomb Community Action Advisory Board (MCAAB) Executive Committee and full 
Board for feedback and buy-in. 

 
5. Implementation and action planning of recommendations commencing summer/fall 2011. 

Departmental program updating/modifications will be completed as identified.  
 
6. Agency use of annual customer satisfaction surveys will provide feedback relative to the 

impacts of the changes to programming and service. 
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Project Findings 
 
Community Forum 
 
Following the Demographic and Economic Trends in Macomb County presentation by Kurt 
Metzger, Director of Data Driven Detroit (D3), four rounds of table discussions and report-outs 
with all-group summary of key messages following each was conducted. The following 
questions were discussed: 

1. Based on the data’s implication for the foreseeable future, what assumptions can be made 
about the state of poverty and need in our region? 

2. What appears to be the most critical aspects of poverty to address to increase self-
sufficiency? 

3. From your perspective, based on limits of our agency resources, how can MCCSA most 
powerfully empower low income individuals to increase self-sufficiency? 

4. What groups, organizations and institutions might MCCSA seek collaborations with and 
what resources can these organizations provide to strengthen self-sufficiency among low-
income customers? 

 
Findings, Question #1: Assumptions on Poverty and Need In the Region 
 
Participants concluded that the most overriding implications to the state of poverty moving into 
the future were: 

• Loss of jobs, lower wages, fewer benefits. 
• Demand for social and mental health services will increase as resources diminish. 
• Increasing demand for older adult services. 
• Increasing diversity within the County. 
• Education is essential for increased self-sufficiency. 
• The need for increased collaboration cross-agency to maximize service delivery.  

 
Findings, Question #2: Most Critical Aspects of Poverty Impacting Self-Sufficiency 
 
When asked to discuss and conclude those aspects of poverty most impacting self-sufficiency, 
community forum attendees determined: 

• A need for a new reality where focus is placed on breaking the cycle of poverty to 
helping people reach greater self-sufficiency. 

•  The criticality of strengthening the family core. 
• The importance of addressing the “root” issue of each individual that contributed to their 

current condition and state within the poverty cycle. 
• The need for general education, building of life skills and entrepreneurship.  
• The need for greater collaboration amongst businesses, state and county government and 

the faith-based community to reduce replication of services and to increase impact 
through “strength in numbers.” 
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Findings, Question #3: Focus for MCCSA to Empower, Increase Self-Sufficiency 
 
Acknowledging the ever-growing demand for services challenged by a shrinking pool of 
available government funding, attendees were asked how, beyond the programs and services 
currently offered, the Agency could most effectively respond to furthering customer’s self-
sufficiency. Those actions most strongly supported by the group as a whole were: 

• Creation of a mentoring program. 
• Increased awareness of MCCSA in the community. 
• Creation of a central intake system with a single database. 
• Streamlined service access within MCCSA and with other agencies. 
• Increased case management through furthering of a holistic approach to self-

sustainability. 
 
Findings, Question #4: Potential Collaborators for MCCSA  
 
Recognizing the need for greater community collaboration, attendees were asked to identify 
those groups who presented the greatest prospect for potentially successful collaborations. The 
group identified: 

• Ethnic/cultural organizations 
• Businesses 
• Health Care/HSCB 
• CARE 
• Great Parents/Great Start Programs 
• Child Care “Chains” 
• Michigan State University Extension Services (MSUE) 
• Michigan Works! 

 
Customer Focus Groups 
 
Following the Community Forum, Facilitator Rebecca Kraus and MCCSA leadership met in two 
debriefing sessions to review the Forum data and to create questions for the customer focus 
groups that would validate, amplify or alter the perspectives gained from the public query. As 
such, following dinner, introductions, agenda review (Exhibit 2) and a brief overview of MCCSA 
services, each focus group was structured to gather feedback to 4 critical questions: 

• What needs if addressed would most increase you/your family’s self-sufficiency? 
• What do you find the greatest challenges are in navigating through the system? 
• How would you improve the system? 
• Relative to MCCSA’s services how could the agency expand/improve their programs and 

services to help further self-sufficiency? 
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Exhibit 2 
Agenda 

Customer Focus Groups 
March 2; 7; 15; 23; 29; 2011 

 
 
 

 
5:30PM Welcome, Introductions        Facilitator 
 
5:40PM Focus Group Purpose, Logistics 

 Purpose of focus group: Seek input from customers,  
volunteers and other key stakeholders relative to areas  
of greatest needs in furthering self sustainability. 

 
5:50PM Question #1: What needs, if addressed would most increase you/ your  All 

family’s self-sufficiency? 
List areas, capture details 
-Ask group to select top 3-4 areas 
 

6:15PM Question #2: What do you find the greatest challenges in “navigating” though the  
community services system? 
 

6:30PM Question #3: How would you improve the community services system? 
 

6:40PM Question #4: Relative to MCCSA’s services how could the agency expand/improve their 
 programs and services to help further your self-sufficiency? 
 

6:55PM  Additional Comments Questionnaire Completion 
 
7:00PM  Closing Comments 
  Distribution of thank you gifts 
  Adjourn 
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Findings, Question #1: Greatest Needs for Self-Sufficiency 
 
Participants across all 5 focus groups consistently identified the following needs to further their 
self-sufficiency. Indeed, the mood of the groups was often intense as people shared their personal 
experiences and challenges in providing a means to provide and care for themselves and their 
families. The most critical needs were:  

• Employment; 
• Livable wages; 
• Access to educational opportunities (including fast track) and funding support; 
• Restrictive social service policies limiting access to services; 
• Transportation; and 
• Access to housing. 

 
Findings, Question #2: Greatest Challenges Navigating “The System”  
 
When polled on the greatest challenges encountered when seeking guidance and assistance, a 
consistent picture again emerged from all groups. Although appreciative of the efforts of too 
thinly stretched and stressed social workers and community service personnel, the overall system 
emerged as overly complex, overwhelmed with those needing help, fraught with redundancies, 
red tape and unrealistic requirements creating frustration, hopelessness and long time delays in 
securing assistance. A lack of access to technology and dependable, readily accessible mass 
transportation limited opportunities to search for employment or seek out services. 
 
The primary challenges identified were: 

• Poor communication/responsiveness of government agencies for access to 
information/help; 

• Poor attitudes of some social service workers (often attributed to  their own stressful 
work conditions); 

• Complexity of maneuvering the system; 
• Qualifications and policies that limit people’s access for securing education/services in 

general; 
• Lack of awareness of available resources amongst government agencies and community 

service organizations; 
• Lack of transportation to access services, apply for jobs, get work; 
• Lack of access to the Internet and computers to apply for jobs requiring on-line 

application submission; and 
• Impact of reduced state and federal funding and the staff resources to assist. 

 
Findings, Question #3: Improving the System 
 
Participants were passionate and frustrated with their experiences and were in agreement of those 
actions that would improve the system. Their recommendations were to: 
 

• Simplify the process; create a one-stop clearinghouse model; 
• Expand access to programs including review of “unrealistic” application and qualification 

criteria; 
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• Provide adequate funding for educational programs as well as expand the  length of time 
funding is made available to enable individuals to complete quality training programs that 
truly lead to meaningful employment and careers; 

• Create greater accountability in the system; 
• Show greater empathy, understanding and less judgment of the customer’s situation;  
• Improve responsiveness and cycle time;  
• Increase awareness and promotion of available services; 
• Educate social service workers to other resources available to customers; 
• Provide transportation to services; 
• Increase access to technology for completion of on-line applications and resume creation; 
• Increase collaboration across agencies, churches, non-profits starting with the intake 

specialist; 
• Address the emotional impact of poverty and unemployment by providing increased 

access to mental health services. 
 
Findings, Question #4: Expanding, Improving MCCSA Services 
 
Those attendees who were actual customers of MCCSA were extremely positive about their 
experiences in securing assistance. That being said, it was clearly apparent that until the brief 
Agency service overview virtually no one was aware of the scope of available Agency services. 
Additionally, over the course of the project, virtually no customer of other agencies in attendance 
were aware of MCCSA and the services it provides.  It became clear that even though the 
Agency has made great effort to reach out to other organizations, agencies and the community, 
fellow social and community service entities are not communicating effectively enough to 
employees or customers of MCCSA about its services. 
 
MCCSA customers praised the efforts of the Action Centers, Head Start, Senior Services, 
Nutrition and Transportation in both responding to needs as well as going above and beyond for 
them. To summarize, the groups identified the following areas for agency action: 
 

• Increase awareness of MCCSA services; 
• Simplify processes, access to services wherever possible; 
• Provide transportation to food pantries, etc.; 
• Coordinate services with other agencies. 
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Closing the Gap and Development of Recommendations 
 
Facilitator Rebecca Kraus and MCCSA leaders met in two meetings during April-May 2011 to 
review all gathered data, confirm key messages and needs. The process included a review of the 
current state of the County as summarized in the D3 data, community forum and customer focus 
group input. A gap analysis identified those areas that required increased action or change to 
ultimately further customer self-sufficiency. 
 
Based on the assessment, the staff determined that the primary areas of focus to increase 
customer self-sufficiency were employment, education and navigating the system.  
 
Closing the Gap 
 
By assessing the Agency’s programs and services in light of the 3 critical focus areas, the team 
identified a number of possible actions that would more aggressively close the gap from the 
current state model of repetitive customer service delivery to one with real potential for increased 
customer independence and self-sufficiency. 
 
Understanding that the Agency was limited in the resources available internally to address the 3 
areas, particularly employment, the planning team brainstormed those actions that could be taken 
to accelerate impact on employment, education and navigating the system. They were: 
 

• Attract private sector support, funds;. 
• Educate front-line staff of partner agencies to MCCSA and its services; 
• Support entry to services with computer labs within the Customer Action Center’s, 

supported by interns; 
• Provide peer mentoring/training; 
• Increase the Agency’s involvement in advocacy; 
• Step up efforts to impact the changing demographic diversity challenges within the 

County; 
• Promote and increase awareness of MCCSA through marketing and branding; and 
• Further the Agency’s exposure on web, through social media, Facebook, YouTube. etc. 

 
Recommendation: Create “The Next Step” 
 
Through further consideration of the identified gap actions, the planning team realized that 
combined, the actions represented the elements of a mentoring program that would educate, 
increase the potential for employment and help customers better navigate the system. In short, 
they addressed the three most critical focus areas customers and community leaders had 
identified to further customer self-sufficiency and independence. 
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More specifically, the program structure would include: 
• Identifying a core group of participants; customers, partners, of diverse representation 

reflective of the County;  
• Creating a grassroots training/mentoring program experience within Macomb County; 
• Seeking funding through corporations, CSBG grants, etc.; 
• A formal learning format as well as informal satellite support groups; 
• A design built around MCCSA’s fiscal cycle, tied to ROMA goals; and 
• Promotion through cable TV, newspapers. 

 
Nicknamed “The Next Step,” the MCCSA team has recommended the creation and 
implementation of a dynamic grassroots mentoring program comprised of a cohort of MCCSA 
customers with training sessions and information provided  in the critical areas needed to 
increase professional skills, employment opportunities and better navigation of the system. The 
program’s goal would be to elevate customers toward greater independence and self-
empowerment. The program would be comprised of learning modules addressing a broad scope 
of needs, including: 

• Resume creation 
• Interviewing skills, “Dress for Success” 
• Presentation, communication skills 
• Diversity training 
• Energy education 
• Navigating the system 101 – knowing where to go, what to do 
• Healthy meal planning, urban gardening 
• Accessing Transportation 
• Car Repair 101 
• Dealing with Housing/Foreclosure Situations, Section 8 
• Child Care 
• Parenting Skills 
• Health care 

 
Graduates of “The Next Step” program would be expected to share their learning with others in 
need, ultimately creating a grassroots self-help system with satellite support groups. Graduates 
would also be encouraged to share experiences and to assist in workshop delivery for future 
cohort groups.  
 
Conclusions 
 
The MCCSA Macomb Community Action Advisory Board Executive Committee and full 
Advisory Board enthusiastically approved the Agency “The Next Step” recommendations at the 
Executive Committee meeting on May 10 and the full Board meeting on June 14, 2011. 
Implementation plans are currently underway. As a result of the needs assessment project and the 
agency’s desire to take customer service and support “to the next level,” MCCSA looks forward 
to providing an empowerment model that moves beyond the traditional service delivery system 
to a program providing the most critical tools needed by customers to realize greater 
independence and self-sufficiency. 
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Median Household Income
2008
Macomb County, Michigan

People Enrolled in Family Independence Program
and Food Aid Program, Rate per 1000 Population, by ZIP

Macomb County, Michigan, October, 2010
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Median Household Income
2008
Macomb County, Michigan

People Enrolled in Family Independence Program
and Food Aid Program, Rate per 1000 Population, by ZIP

Macomb County, Michigan, January 2011
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Median Household Income
2008
Macomb County, Michigan

People Enrolled in Food Aid Program,
Rate per 1000 Population, by ZIP

Macomb County, Michigan, October 2010

Legend
People in F.A.P. October, 2010
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Median Household Income
2008
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People Enrolled in Food Aid Program,
Rate per 1000 Population, by ZIP

Macomb County, Michigan, January 2011
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Macomb County Community Services Agency (MCCSA) is a Community Action Agency dedicated to families and individuals 
seeking to improve their quality of life. MCCSA is sponsored by Macomb County government, the U.S. Dept. of Health and 
Human Services, Dept. of Energy, Michigan Department of Human Services, Office of Services to the Aging, Dept. of 
Agriculture, Dept. of Education, and Area Agency on Aging, 1-B. MCCSA complies with the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the 
Michigan Handicappers Civil Rights Act, the Older Americans Act, the Social Rehabilitation Act of 1973 and the Americans 
with Disabilities Act of 1990. To inquire about reasonable accommodations for persons with disabilities, please contact 
MCCSA at 21885 Dunham Road, Suite 10, Clinton Township, Michigan 48036 (586) 469-6999, TDD (586) 469-5962. All 
MCCSA programs, services, and activities will be provided equally without regard to race, religion, color, national origin, sex, 
marital status, age, or physical handicap/disability.

VerKuilen Bulidng
21885 Dunham Road, Suite 10

Clinton Township, MI 48036
www.MacombCountyMI.gov/mccsa

(586) 469-6999
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