
WORK SESSION TOPICS 
JUNE 22, 2020  

1. Discussion on 2019 goal report regarding housing and discuss  (1 hour) 
next steps.

Goal:  Obtain general agreement on City Commission’s goal regarding 
housing and general agreement on which policy/programs to 
focus effort on first. 

Attachments:
 2019 Housing Report prepared by City Planner Jacob Kain
 Housing Report memo outlining potential discussion items
 Listing of items of general agreement from June 8 work session

discussion
 2016 information on prior owner occupied incentive program that

was suspended
 Neighborhood Enterprise Zone overview

Discussion Items: 
1. Housing Report

a. Is the listing of general agreement from the June 8 work 
session discussion accurate?

b. Does the City Commission have interest in staff 
developing programs/policies for consideration in the 
following areas:

i. Providing design assistance for structures that are in the 
missing middle spectrum (duplex, triplex etc. see page 
1 of Housing Report).

ii. An amendment to the zoning ordinance that would allow 
missing middle structures (see page 1 of Housing 
Report) in existing residential neighborhoods?

iii. Incenting owner occupied conversion programs? If so,
1. Interested in similar program as was previously 

offered  OR
2. Based on the shortcomings identified in the 2015 

analysis of the program, are there thoughts on a 
preferred different option?

iv. Establishing Neighborhood Enterprise Zones (NEZ) 
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INTRODUCTION 

This report examines the housing stock in the City of Mt. Pleasant in terms of dwelling type, 

number of units, and occupancy type; trends in owner-occupancy; and gaps in the market and 

makes recommendations on potential regulatory or program responses available to the City 

government.  

 

Information used in this report comes from a variety of sources including the 2016 housing 

study; current and past City master plans; the U.S. Census; and data from City departments 

including Assessing, Building Safety, Engineering, Fire, and Planning. In addition, new data was 

created in the City’s Geographic Information System to classify all existing structures consistent 

with missing middle housing terminology.  

 

EXISTING HOUSING STOCK 

There are approximately 8,300 housing units in the City (not including on-campus housing, 

short- or long-term care facilities, or homeless shelters). A detailed breakdown of housing types 

 

What is Missing Middle Housing? 

The term “Missing Middle Housing” was coined by the founder of Opticos Design to describe 

“a range of multi-unit or clustered housing types—compatible in scale with detached single-

family homes—that help meet the growing demand for walkable urban living.”  

 

According to Opticos:  

 

These building types, such as duplexes, fourplexes and bungalow courts, provide diverse housing 

options to support walkable communities, locally-serving retail, and public transportation 

options. We call them “Missing” because they have typically been illegal to build since the mid-

1940s and “Middle” because they sit in the middle of a spectrum between detached single-

family homes and mid-rise to high-rise apartment buildings, in terms of form and scale, as well 

as number of units and often, affordability. Missing Middle Housing helps solve the mismatch 

between the available U.S. housing stock and shifting demographics combined with the growing 

demand for walkability. 
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by type, occupancy, zoning, neighborhood, and other characteristics can be found in the 

appendix.  

 

The predominant unit type is located in a multi-unit complex, which is defined as four or more 

units, attached or detached, either on a single lot or with common shared grounds and typically 

not fronting on a public street. Over 3,500 dwelling units are located in multi-unit complexes, 

43% of all units citywide. These units are located in 67 distinct developments with over 600 

dwellings (a dwelling in this case would be a distinct building containing multiple units). These 

units are on average newer than the average housing unit, overwhelmingly tenant occupied 

(92%), and equally likely to be family occupancy (occupied by no more than two unrelated 

individuals) or rooming occupancy (occupied by 3 or more unrelated individuals). Multi-unit 

complex units are generally located in the southern portion of the community.  

 

Houses (detached, single-unit dwellings on a single lot) are nearly as common, with 3,300 units – 

40% of units citywide. Nearly three-quarters of houses have a principal residence exemption. 

Only 4% of houses are licensed for rooming occupancy.  

 

Duplexes are the third most common dwelling unit type – 9% of all units. Most duplexes are 

tenant occupied (only 13% have a principal residence exemption) and only 18% are licensed for 

rooming occupancy. Duplexes – like other missing middle housing types – are on average older 

than the average housing unit.  

 

All other dwelling types combined (house with an accessory dwelling unit; triplex; fourplex; 

multiplex; townhouse; live/work; and mixed use) account for the remaining 9% of dwelling units. 
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These housing types are overwhelmingly located within the neighborhoods nearer to downtown 

and north of campus.  

 

OCCUPANCY STATUS 

The influence of Central Michigan University on the local housing market has contributed to a 

generally low owner-occupancy rate. The City’s owner-occupancy rate is 39.1% in the most 

recent 2017 U.S. Census estimates. That rate is comparable with that of the Charter Township of 

Union (40.7) as well as other university communities such as Big Rapids (38.1) and Kalamazoo 

(44.8).  

 

Between 1950 and 2000, the owner-occupancy rate dropped from 57.2% to 34.3%. That period 

corresponds with student enrollment growth at the university and the development of most of 

the multi-unit complexes in the City, which are overwhelmingly tenant-occupied. Since 2000, the 

owner-occupancy rate has remained relatively steady. Staff developed figures, using Assessor’s 

data, finds a 2019 owner-occupancy rate of 34.6%.  

 

HOMEOWNERSHIP RATE (PERCENT), CITY OF MT. PLEASANT 

Sources: U.S. Census, 1987 Master Plan, 1965 Master Plan 

1950 1960 1980 2000 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 

57.2 55.3 43.0 34.3 35.1 36.7 36.6 35.3 35.1 36.8 38.3 39.1 

 

The owner-occupancy rate of houses is not evenly distributed across all neighborhoods. 

Neighborhoods east of Mission Street and the southwest neighborhood (south of High, north of 

Broomfield, and west of campus) have owner-occupancy rates between 83-91%. This compares 

to 58% for houses between campus and downtown and 63% for houses in the Westside 

neighborhood.   

 

Rental housing licenses distinguish between occupancy types. Family occupancies permit a 

family or up to 2 unrelated individuals, whereas rooming occupancies allow for 3 or more 

unrelated individuals (the number varies by property). In the local market, units licensed for 

rooming occupancies are typically considered “student housing” and are marketed as such. Just 

over one-quarter of all housing units are licensed for rooming occupancy (3 or more unrelated 

individuals) with a total licensed occupancy of almost 6,900 occupants. Nearly a quarter of 

existing missing middle housing types are rooming occupancy. For townhouses, 95% of units 

are licensed for rooming occupancy.  

 

MARKET GAPS 

A Residential Target Market Analysis (TMA) conducted for the East Central Michigan Prosperity 

Region 5 in 2016 provides further insights into gaps in the local market. This study included 

specific analysis of the Mt. Pleasant market and a market strategy to meet the unsatisfied 

demand for missing middle housing types. 
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The TMA confirmed the impact the student population has on the local housing market, 

particularly the frequency of unit turnover from tenant to tenant. The TMA further found that 

there is an undersupply of triplex and fourplex, townhouse, multiplex and midrise housing 

formats, whereas there was a surplus of duplex units and lower relative demand for houses.  

 

Additional analysis using U.S. Census data illuminates other market gaps.  

 

The median income for households living in owner-occupied units was $65,318 in 2017. There is 

currently a mismatch between the number of owner households in each income bracket and the 

number of affordable homes supplied. In particular, for the approximately 300 households 

making less than 30% of the median income and the approximately 1,300 households making 

above 75% of the median income there is an insufficient supply of homes. In particular, there is 

a lack of homes available at $200,000 and up which are affordable to households making more 

than the median income. 

  

The median income for households living in rental units was $22,720 in 2017. The rental market 

may be somewhat more in balance than the ownership market. In particular, when accounting 

for the significant number of student households with individuals that fall beneath the federal 

poverty level due to income, the lack of units available for rent at $500 or less per month is likely 

offset to a significant degree by the excessive number of units available for between $500-875 

per month. Furthermore, as with owner units, it appears there is an undersupply of units 

available with rents of $875 and up, affordable to renter households making well above the 

median income.   

 

Despite relative overall balance in the rental housing market, extremely low-income households 

(those with annual household incomes under $35,000) are mostly cost-burdened (spending 

more than 30% of their monthly income on housing expenses). Ninety-five percent of 

households making less than $20,000 per year are cost burdened. Seventy-two percent of 

households making between $20,000 and $35,000 per year are also cost burdened. That rate 

drops significantly for households making between $35,000 and $49,999 per year, with only 29% 

of such households spending more than 30% of their monthly income on housing expenses. 

This illustrates that a major market gap exists in the provision of rental housing for extremely 

low-income households.  

 

OTHER FINDINGS 

In the production of this report, additional valuable insights were made which add further 

context to the housing market and may be useful in the consideration of other policy topics. 

 

 Approximately half of the City’s 25,711 residents (2017 U.S. Census estimate) are 

students enrolled in higher education. In the fall of 2017, over 16,000 undergraduate 

students and 2,000 graduate students were enrolled at CMU, the vast majority enrolled 

full-time. Of those, approximately 13,000 resided in the City –half living in on-campus 

housing and half residing elsewhere in the City.  
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 Using a methodology developed by the University of Virginia, staff developed an 

adjusted poverty rate for the City which accounts for the significant impact the student 

population has on the base poverty rate as developed by the U.S. Census. The 2017 U.S. 

Census poverty rate for Mt. Pleasant was 37.8%. Adjusted to account for the student 

population, the poverty rate drops to 19.5%.  

 

 The median age was 22.1 in 2017. More than 40% of the City population in 2017 fell 

within the age bracket associated with the Millennial generation (born 1981-1996). 

Members of Generation Z (born 1997-2012) made up 28% of the population. Between 

2000 and 2017, the number of residents between the ages of 25 and 34 – the “young 

professional” demographic – increased 22% 

 

STRATEGIES 

There are many potential strategies to address the market gaps identified by this report. Those 

strategies have been broken into three categories: those that encourage the development of 

housing for extremely low-income households; those that encourage the development of 

missing middle housing types; and those that encourage the conversion of non-conforming 

rooming occupancy housing to family occupancy housing (whether tenant- or owner-occupied).  

 

Removing barriers to the construction of housing for extremely low-income 

households 

 

 Eliminate overnight parking prohibitions. 

Studies have increasingly demonstrated the connection between transportation costs 

and housing affordability, which has resulted in the State of Michigan refocusing 

affordable housing incentive programs toward projects located in walkable communities 

or near transit.  

 

The City has already taken an important step in fostering affordability by eliminating 

minimum parking requirements for private development. However, the inability of on-

street parking to act as a true substitute for on-site parking combined with the challenge 

for some households to eliminate the need for a vehicle leads to a direct increase in 

construction and operation costs for housing developers which is passed on to tenants 

through monthly rent. The land area consumed by on-site parking also reduces the 

potential unit count in such developments, further constraining the supply of housing 

and reducing the potential efficiency of project development.  

 

 Reconsider the City’s policy on PILOTs (payment in lieu of taxes). 

In 2001, the City Commission adopted a policy eliminating consideration of PILOTs in 

association with low- and moderate-income housing citing a limited amount of available 

land for new development and a desire to expand the tax base. 

 

Nevertheless, extremely low income households require housing, and so those 

households either wait for years for suitable housing, accept substandard housing that 

may or may not be affordable, face extraordinary cost burdens by renting housing at 
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market rates, or face homelessness.  

 

In the meantime, substandard housing products linger in our marketplace as an option-

of-last-resort. Substandard housing can produce health, safety, and welfare 

consequences for the households as well as for other property owners whose values 

flounder due to the blighting effects of such housing.  

 

Incentives – including abatements and PILOTs – are a necessary component of the 

financing of low-income housing projects. The unavailability of those incentives insures 

that additional housing for extremely low income households will not be constructed in 

the City.  

 

Removing barriers to the construction of missing middle housing 

 

 Reduce or eliminate land area per unit requirements for multiple-family housing units. 

Since 1984 the City has limited multiple family density in most areas of the community to 

no more than 15 units per acre. This means that for a typical Mt. Pleasant city lot, 

triplexes, fourplexes, or other housing styles not permitted. It also means makes 

townhouse style development impractical and incentivizes rooming style development 

(as such uses have a lower land area per occupant requirement than family style units). A 

reduction or elimination of that land area per unit standard would significantly increase 

the opportunity for missing middle housing development as well as decrease the 

expense of such development.       

 

 Provide design assistance for missing middle types 

Because most missing middle housing types have not been permitted in our city (and 

most communities) for several decades, context sensitive missing middle housing 

designs are not readily available. The City – through staff or contracted professionals – 

could provide design support to individuals looking to create missing middle housing 

types as an incentive toward the production of that housing in the community. If desired, 

parameters could be established (such as a maximum number of hours per project or the 

development of prototypes for general use) to minimize program costs.  

 

Encouraging the conversion of non-conforming rooming occupancies to family 

occupancies 

 

 Refocus and resume incentive program. 

From 2009-2016, the City offered financial incentives to buyers of existing rental 

properties in the central neighborhoods provided those properties were converted to 

owner-occupancy for a period of at least five years. Over seven years, 15 homebuyers 

received incentives. 

 

A 2016 review of the program found that the program did not have a significant impact 

on the percentage of rentals within the target neighborhoods and that most incented 

purchases would have occurred without the incentive dollars. 
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A new incentive program might be tailored to focus on non-conforming uses within 

certain residential districts in an effort to eliminate those non-conformities and stabilize 

family neighborhoods.  

 

 Establish a Neighborhood Enterprise Zone(s).  

The State of Michigan provides local units of government with the opportunity to 

establish Neighborhood Enterprise Zones (NEZs) in order to promote neighborhood 

revitalization, encourage owner occupied housing, and stimulate new investment. Within 

a NEZ, property taxes may be reduced for up to 15 years in association with new 

construction or rehabilitation of an existing structure.  
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CITY OF MT. PLEASANT HOUSING UNITS, JUNE 2019 

 
Principal Residence 

Exemption Status 

Rooming 

Status* 

Dwelling Type Dwellings Units 
% All 

Units 
Units % Units % 

House        3,301  3,301  40%          2,459  74% 120  4% 

House + ADU            54  108  1%              38  35% 18  17% 

Duplex          365  710  9%              92  13% 128  18% 

Triplex            59  177  2%                6  3% 60  34% 

Fourplex            31  124  1%               -    0% 36  29% 

Multiplex            17  115  1%               -    0% 13  11% 

Townhouse              9  66  1%               -    0% 63  95% 

Live/Work              1  1  0%               -    0%            -    0% 

Mixed Use            53  129  2%                2  2%         10 8% 

Multi-Unit 

Complex 
 601**  3,572  43%             275  8% 1,695  47% 

TOTAL UNITS        3,890  8,303             2,872  35% 2,143  26% 

*Rooming status indicates a dwelling unit licensed for occupancy by 3 or more unrelated individuals. 

**601 dwellings in 67 distinct multi-unit complex developments 
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CITY OF MT. PLEASANT HOUSING UNITS BY TYPE BY NEIGHBORHOOD, JUNE 2019 

 CBD East 
North 

Central 

North 

east 

South 

Central 

South 

east 

South 

west 
West 

House 18  406  279  382  554  443   386    837  

House + ADU           -          8  24  10  52          2          -    10  

Duplex 16  44  52  38  270  42  56    192  

Triplex             9        3  36          6  120          -            -           3  

Fourplex             4        -    20  12  76          -            4        8  

Multiplex             6        -    11         8  63  17  10         -    

Townhouse           -          -              -            3  43  20          -          -    

Live/Work           -          -              -            -              -            -            -           1  

Mixed Use 88        2             3          9  15          6          -           4  

Multi-Unit 

Complex 
114         -              -    61  219  2,137  877  164  

TOTAL UNITS 255   463  425  529  1,412  2,667  1,333  1,219  

% Missing 

Middle 
14% 12% 34% 15% 44% 3% 5% 18% 

% House 7% 88% 66% 72% 39% 17% 29% 69% 

% Rooming 7% 0% 3% 1% 36% 38% 33% 1% 

Mean Year Built 
Insufficient 

data 
1958 1906 1960 1917 1987 1973 1953 

% Principal 

Residence 

Exemption 

4% 79% 52% 65% 25% 23% 30% 49% 

% Principal 

Residence 

Exemption, 

Houses Only 

44% 84% 72% 83% 58% 87% 91% 63% 

Est. Population* 616 1,119 1,027 1,279 3,413 6,446 3,222 2,946 

*Calculated using an average of the owner and rental occupied household size from the 2017 ACS Estimates 

multiplied by the number of dwelling units per district. Does not include individuals living in institutional settings, 

including students residing in on-campus housing.    
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CITY NEIGHBORHOODS 
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CITY OF MT. PLEASANT HOUSING UNITS BY TYPE BY ZONING DISTRICT, JUNE 2019 

 CD-3L CD-3 CD-4 CD-5 SD-I SD-A CZ PRD 

House    854   2,236      183         4       20         3         1       -    

House + ADU      -        100         6       -           2       -         -         -    

Duplex      72      474      162         2       -         -         -         -    

Triplex        3      120        51         3       -         -         -         -    

Fourplex      -          76        36       -         -         -         -         -    

Multiplex      -          44        71       -         -         -         -         -    

Townhouse      -          16        50       -         -         -         -         -    

Live/Work      -          -           1       -         -         -         -         -    

Mixed Use      -           2        38       89       -         -         -         -    

Multi-Unit Complex      -          14   2,903     359       -         -         -       296  

TOTAL UNITS    929   3,082   3,501     457       22         3         1     296  
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HOUSING STATISTICS BY HOUSING TYPE 

House 

Single, detached unit on a single lot.  

 

3,301 dwelling units (40% of all units) 

2,459 dwelling units with a Principal Residence 

Exemption (74%) 

120 rooming dwelling units (4%) 

Average year built 1948 

 

 
 

House + Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) 

Single, detached unit with a second single, 

detached unit on a single lot.  

 

108 dwelling units (1% of all units) 

38 dwelling units with a Principal Residence 

Exemption (35%) 

18 rooming dwelling units (17%) 

Average year built 1918 

 

 
 

Duplex 

Two attached units (either stacked or side-by-

side) on a single lot.  

 

710 dwelling units (9% of all units) 

92 dwelling units with a Principal Residence 

Exemption (13%) 

128 rooming dwelling units (18%) 

Average year built 1946 
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Triplex 

Three attached units (either stacked or side-by-

side) on a single lot.  

 

177 dwelling units (2% of all units) 

6 dwelling units with a Principal Residence 

Exemption (3%) 

60 rooming dwelling units (34%) 

Average year built 1901 

 

 
 

Fourplex 

Four attached units (either stacked or side-by-

side) on a single lot, typically with a common 

entrance.  

 

124 dwelling units (1% of all units) 

No dwelling units with a Principal Residence 

Exemption  

36 rooming dwelling units (29%) 

Average year built 1931 

 

 
 

Multiplex 

More than 4 attached units (either stacked or 

side-by-side) on a single lot.  

 

115 dwelling units (1% of all units) 

No dwelling units with a Principal Residence 

Exemption  

13 rooming dwelling units (11%) 

Average year built 1886 
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Townhouse 

Attached units (typically 2-8) placed side-by-

side with individual entrances. 

 

66 dwelling units (1% of all units) 

No dwelling units with a Principal Residence 

Exemption  

63 rooming dwelling units (95%) 

Average year built 1982 

 

 
 

Mixed Use 

One or more attached units co-located with a 

non-residential use on a single lot.  

 

129 dwelling units (2% of all units) 

2 dwelling units with a Principal Residence 

Exemption (2%) 

10 rooming dwelling units (8%) 

Average year built (Insufficient data) 

 

 
 

Multi-Unit Complex 

Four or more units, attached or detached, either 

on a single lot or with common shared grounds 

and typically not fronting on a public street 

 

3,572 dwelling units (43% of all units) 

275 dwelling units with a Principal Residence 

Exemption (8%) 

1,695 rooming dwelling units (47%) 

Average year built 1996 

 

 
 

 

  



 

 

16 

 

HOUSING STATISTICS BY NEIGHBORHOOD 

 

 
 

Central Business District 

Population estimate: 616 

255 dwelling units (3% of all units) 

10 dwelling units with a Principal Residence Exemption (4%) 

8 houses with a Principal Residence Exemption (44% of houses) 

18 rooming units (7%) 

35 missing middle units (14%) 

Average year built (Insufficient data) 
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East 

Population estimate: 1,119 

463 dwelling units (6% of all units) 

365 dwelling units with a Principal Residence Exemption (79%) 

341 houses with a Principal Residence Exemption (84% of houses) 

No rooming units 

55 missing middle units (12%) 

Average year built 1958 
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North Central 

Population estimate: 1,027 

425 dwelling units (5% of all units) 

221 dwelling units with a Principal Residence Exemption (52%) 

201 houses with a Principal Residence Exemption (72% of houses) 

12 rooming units (3%) 

143 missing middle units (34%) 

Average year built 1906 
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Northeast 

Population estimate: 1,279 

529 dwelling units (6% of all units) 

343 dwelling units with a Principal Residence Exemption (65%) 

317 houses with a Principal Residence Exemption (83% of houses) 

7 rooming units (1%) 

77 missing middle units (15%) 

Average year built 1960 
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South Central 

Population estimate: 3,413 

1,412 dwelling units (17% of all units) 

356 dwelling units with a Principal Residence Exemption (25%) 

321 houses with a Principal Residence Exemption (58% of houses) 

514 rooming units (36%) 

624 missing middle units (44%) 

Average year built 1917 
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Southeast 

Population estimate: 6,446 

2,667 dwelling units (32% of all units) 

603 dwelling units with a Principal Residence Exemption (23%) 

385 houses with a Principal Residence Exemption (87%) 

1,005 rooming units (36%) 

81 missing middle units (3%) 

Average year built 1987 
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Southwest 

Population estimate: 3,222 

1,333 dwelling units (16% of all units) 

406 dwelling units with a Principal Residence Exemption (30%) 

351 houses with a Principal Residence Exemption (91%) 

445 rooming units (33%) 

70 missing middle units (5%) 

Average year built 1973 
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West 

Population estimate: 2,946 

1,219 dwelling units (15% of all units) 

593 dwelling units with a Principal Residence Exemption (49%) 

527 houses with a Principal Residence Exemption (63%) 

17 rooming units (1%) 

214 missing middle units (18%) 

Average year built 1953 
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TO:            Nancy Ridley 
   City Manager 
 
CC: William R. Mrdeza 
 Director of Community Services and Economic Development 
 
FROM: Jacob Kain 
 City Planner 
 
DATE: May 18, 2020 
 
SUBJECT: Update on 2019 goal: Housing (stock and owner-occupied) 
 
Last September, the City Commission received data on the City’s existing housing stock by dwelling 
type, number of units, and occupancy type; trends in owner-occupancy; and gaps in the market. This was 
followed by a full report in November including recommendations on potential City interventions to 
address housing issues brought to light by this data.1  
 
The report highlights three primary issue areas:  
 

• A lack of housing for extremely low-income households;  
• A lack of missing middle housing types (accessory dwelling units, triplexes, fourplexes, 

multiplexes, townhouses, and live/work units); and  
• A low quantity of owner-occupied housing, particularly in certain neighborhoods.  

 
Potential program or policy interventions are listed below along with the area or areas that would be 
positively impacted by the intervention. The direct and indirect cost of the interventions varies. Some 
interventions (such as expanding areas where missing middle housing is permitted) would have little or 
no direct cost to the City. Others, such as providing design assistance, would require the dedication of 
time from existing staff to support and could be adjusted in scope to reduce real and opportunity costs. 
Still others, such as an owner-occupied incentive program, would likely require the allocation of 
significant funds by the City to facilitate.  
 

Program or Policy 
Issue 

Low 
income 

Missing 
middle 

Owner 
occupied 

Reconsider the City’s policy on PILOTs X   
Eliminate overnight on-street parking prohibitions X X X 
Solicit proposals for the conversion of City-owned land in 
Downtown Mt. Pleasant for new housing  X X  

Reduce or eliminate land area per unit requirements for 
multiple-family housing units X X  

Provide design assistance for missing middle housing types  X  
Expand areas of the City where missing middle housing is 
permitted (particularly existing residential neighborhoods)  X  

Refocus and resume owner-occupied incentive program   X 
Establish a Neighborhood Enterprise Zone(s)   X 

                                                      
1 The complete report is available on the City’s website at www.mt-pleasant.org/planning. 
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DISCUSSION ITEMS 
 

1. Does the Commission have an interest in addressing the demand for low income housing types in 
the community?   
• If so, is there a willingness to consider programs or policy changes that are necessary for 

developers to propose projects of this nature in Mt. Pleasant?   
• If not, are there other suggestions for how this demand might be addressed? 

 
2. The real estate in downtown is a valuable community asset and collectively generates a 

significant taxable value to the City.  Public property in the downtown, and especially parking 
lots, do not themselves add taxable value, require ongoing capital investment, and have 
occasionally been sought after by developers interested in investing in higher density 
development options (boutique hotels, affordable housing projects, etc.).   
• Is the Commission willing to consider marketing public spaces downtown as sites for higher 

density development, thereby contributing to the City’s tax base and/or addressing low 
income housing needs? In the past, developers have expressed interest in lots 3 (Town 
Center), 5 (east side of Washington between Michigan and Illinois), and 6 (northwest corner 
of Main and Illinois).  

 
3. Is the Commission willing to consider removing prohibitions on overnight on-street parking 

(outside of Downtown) as a way of increasing available parking without additional investment of 
City resources?   

 
4. Is the City Commission interested in exploring any of the program(s) identified in the table above 

that would encourage the development of missing middle housing types?  
 

5. Is the City Commission interested in exploring any of the program(s) identified in the table above 
that would encourage the conversion of rental housing to single family units? 
• If so, is that interest contingent upon certain program limitations in terms of target geography 

or program cost? 
 
REQUESTED ACTION 
The City Commission to provide direction on which program or policy responses should be pursued for 
implementation and any suggested parameters on such programs or policies.  

Memorandum Mt. Pleara-""t 
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Summary of General Direction Received June 8, 2020 Work Session Regarding 
Policy/Programs to Address Strategies Identified in 2019 Housing Study 

 

1. Reconsider the City’s payment in lieu of taxes (PILOT) policy to assist low income housing 
development? 
 
Direction: Not at this time.  

• Some Commissioners indicated there might be a willingness at a future time after it is 
seen how the current housing/apartment market reacts to economic changes and any 
changes in CMU enrollment. 

• Some Commissioners believe the market should drive housing development and the City 
should not be incenting low income housing. 

 
2. Consider conversion/sale of public property (parking lots and town center) for privately owned 

low income housing or other developments? 
 
Direction: Not at this time. 
 

3. Consider removing prohibitions on overnight on-street parking outside of downtown? 
 
Direction: Yes, willing to consider potential ordinance amendments. 
 

4. Consider revising the land area per unit requirements for multiple-family housing units in the 
zoning ordinance? 

Direction: Yes, willing to consider potential zoning ordinance amendments. 



COMMISSION LETTER #047-16 
MEETING DATE:  MARCH 14, 2016 

 
TO: MAYOR AND CITY COMMISSION MARCH 8, 2016 

  
FROM: NANCY RIDLEY, CITY MANAGER 
 
SUBJECT: CONSIDER CHANGES TO THE OWNER OCCUPIED INCENTIVE 

PROGRAM ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS 
 
The City Commission requested staff look at adding eligibility requirements to the 
existing Owner Occupied Incentive Program. Based on the recent incentive that was 
provided, the following additional eligibility requirements are recommended for 
consideration: 

• Must have possessed a valid rental license for a certain period of time. 
• Sale cannot be between two immediate family members. 

 
The attached update to the overview of the program is provided for the City 
Commission’s consideration to address those issues. 
 
Based on the prior report provided to the Planning Commission and their review of 
the program which is attached, the City Commission has another alternative 
available. The Planning Commission review questioned whether the original goal of 
the program to reduce the number of rental units in the target area is being 
achieved since the data would seem to indicate this may not be the case. The City 
Commission could take action to suspend or eliminate future incentives under this 
program. The remaining $28,550 that was allocated for the program could be 
allocated to a different neighborhood program to impact rental units. The City will 
be receiving a target market analysis. This analysis is expected to provide 
information on current housing trends and the projected needs in the Mt. Pleasant 
area.  It may be worthwhile for the City Commission to wait for that analysis to 
determine the most effective use for the remaining $28,550.  
 
Therefore we have provided two alternatives for the City Commission to consider 
regarding this program. 
 
Recommended Motion:  
Move to approve the amended eligibility requirements for the Owner Occupied 
Residential Incentive Program as attached. 
 
OR 
 
Move to suspend future incentives under the Owner Occupied Residential Incentive 
Program until the target market analysis is received. 

NJR/ap 
 



Revised: March 1, 2016 

Owner Occupied Residential Incentive Program 

Total Funds Available: 

· $100,000 allocated in 2005 for rental license rights distributed on a “first 
come-first served” basis; as of March 2016 $ 28,550 remains available. 

Target Neighborhood: 

· Area outlined on attached map as the target area. 

Eligibility Requirements: 

· New purchasers of rental property 
· Properties must be converted to owner-occupied/primary residence 
· Purchasers must be pre-qualified for mortgage 
· Purchasers must execute document conveying property’s renal license 

back to the City for a minimum of five years 
· Property must have been a licensed rental for at least 2 years prior to 

purchase 
· Purchase/sale cannot be between two individuals within an immediate 

family 

Price for Rental Licensing Rights (City will pay): 

· Single family rental license: 5% of the purchase price not to exceed 
$10,000 

· “Rooming/boarding” license: 8% of the purchase price not to exceed 
$16,000 





 

 

 

MEMORANDUM 

 

 

 

 

 

 

TO: Nancy Ridley 

 City Manager 

 

CC: William R. Mrdeza 

 Director of Community Services and Economic Development  

 

FROM: Jacob Kain 

 City Planner 

 

DATE: January 13, 2016 

 

SUBJECT: Owner-Occupied Incentive Program 

 

On November 5, the Planning Commission discussed the City’s Owner-Occupied Incentive Program in 

work session.  The program was established in 2008 and has, to date, provided incentives to 14 

homebuyers in the central neighborhoods of the City and expended $68,679 of the $100,000 program 

fund.  Staff compiled information for that work session which is attached to this memo.  Please note that 

two of the 14 program incentives were received since the November work session (see updated program 

activity table below); staff has also updated the “Map of incented properties” and “Recipient survey 

results” that were included in the original work session packet to reflect these changes. 

 

Table 1. Owner-Occupied Incentive Program activity, 2008-present 

Date incented Address Type Incentive Date rental  

restriction ends 

7/31/2008 411 Pine Single family $1,587.50 9/1/2009 

6/3/2009 321 E. Wisconsin Two family $6,745.00 6/3/2014 

8/6/2009 406 E. May Single family $3,250.00 8/6/2014 

8/14/2009 411 Pine Repayment -$1,587.50   

9/18/2009 315 Oak Single family $3,250.00 9/18/2014 

8/16/2011 422 N. Kinney Single family $4,125.00 8/16/2016 

8/30/2011 514 N. Arnold Single family $4,750.00 8/30/2016 

3/9/2012 502 S University Rooming $3,484.00 3/9/2017 

5/15/2012 310 W Illinois Single family $3,350.00 4/30/2017 

8/1/2012 313 Andre Rooming $6,400.00 8/13/2017 

8/28/2012 702 N Lansing Single family $4,250.00 8/27/2017 

6/11/2014 811 S. Fancher Single family $6,200.00 6/11/2019 

9/11/2014 401 E. Palmer Single family $6,000.00 9/12/2019 

11/6/2015 401 S. Main Single family $7,375.00 11/6/2020 

12/18/2015 501 S. Kinney Single family $9,500.00 12/18/2020 

 

In summary, the Planning Commission offered the following feedback for the City Commission’s 

consideration: 

 

111 ,.,. I '--
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 It is not clear what the actual intent of the program is/was and if the program is accurately framed 

to address that intent.   

 The program does not appear to have been successful at changing the rental mix in the program 

area as the number of overall rental licenses remained largely unchanged 2009-2014. 

 It appears that most properties would have been purchased with or without the incentive dollars. 

 A narrower focus would result in a program that promoted more easily measured and more long-

lasting change. 

 A focus on non-conforming properties (rooming and boarding dwellings or RSO dwellings) was 

suggested as those uses, once eliminated, could not be reestablished, whereas the rental licenses 

are relinquished for only five years. 

 

Requested Action: 

 

The City Commission receive the comments and recommendations of the Planning Commission. 

 

Attachments: 

1. Staff report dated November 5, 2015 

2. Planning Commission work session minutes for November 5, 2015 (excerpt) 

3. Map depicting Rental Certificate Changes in the Incentive Area, 2009-2014 



 

 

 

MEMORANDUM 

 

 

 

 

 

 

TO: Planning Commission  

 

FROM: Jacob Kain 

 City Planner 

 

DATE: November 5, 2015 

 

SUBJECT: Owner-Occupied Incentive Program 

 

Over the course of the past year, staff has been compiling information on the City’s Owner-Occupied 

Incentive Program.  The program, started in April 2008, provides financial incentives for the purchase of 

an existing rental property within the City’s central neighborhoods (generally the area west of Mission 

Street, east of the Chippewa River, south of Pickard Street, and north of Bellows Street) provided that the 

purchaser relinquish the rental license for a period of five years.  The program commenced with a budget 

of $100,000.   

 

To date, the program has provided incentives to 12 purchasers for a total of $51,804.00.  As shown in 

Table 1, incentivized purchases included 9 single-family dwellings, 2 rooming dwellings, and one two-

family dwelling.  One recipient made repayment to the City in order to pursue rental licensing.  One 

property (the two-family dwelling) is owner-occupied but remains a two-family with a rental license for 

the second dwelling unit.  Three properties have been resold to new owner-occupants subsequent to the 

original incentivized purchase.   Four of the twelve properties are currently eligible for rental licensing as 

five or more years have elapsed since purchase.  However, each property (or portion thereof) incentivized 

is currently owner-occupied.   

 

Table 1. Owner-Occupied Incentive Program activity, 2008-present 

Date incented Address Type Incentive Date rental  

restriction ends 

7/31/2008 411 Pine Single family $1,587.50 9/1/2009 

6/3/2009 321 E. Wisconsin Two family $6,745.00 6/3/2014 

8/6/2009 406 E. May Single family $3,250.00 8/6/2014 

8/14/2009 411 Pine Repayment -$1,587.50   

9/18/2009 315 Oak Single family $3,250.00 9/18/2014 

8/16/2011 422 N. Kinney Single family $4,125.00 8/16/2016 

8/30/2011 514 N. Arnold Single family $4,750.00 8/30/2016 

3/9/2012 502 S University Rooming $3,484.00 3/9/2017 

5/15/2012 310 W Illinois Single family $3,350.00 4/30/2017 

8/1/2012 313 Andre Rooming $6,400.00 8/13/2017 

8/28/2012 702 N Lansing Single family $4,250.00 8/27/2017 

6/11/2014 811 S. Fancher Single family $6,200.00 6/11/2019 

9/11/2014 401 E. Palmer Single family $6,000.00 9/12/2019 

 

 



Staff mailed a survey to the 12 recipients of incentives to learn more about their experience with the 

current program.  Eight responses were received and a summary of the results in attached.   

 

During roughly this same time period (2009-2014) the following changes occurred in rental licensing 

citywide: 

 

Table 2. Rental license activity. 

Year License closed License re-opened License new Net change 

2009 32 51 7 26 

2010 27 37 1 11 

2011 27 39 6 18 

2012 26 38 3 15 

2013 24 51 2 29 

2014 47 41 5 (1) 

2009-2014 183 257 24 98 

 

Census data from 2000 and 2010-2013 indicates the homeownership rate in the City is relatively steady, 

ranging from a low of 34.3 percent in 2000 to a high of 36.7 percent in 2011.   

This is comparable to the homeownership rate in the Charter Township of Union and like communities 

including East Lansing and Big Rapids.   

 

Table 3. Homeownership rate (percent), City of Mt. Pleasant. Source: U.S. Census 

2013 35.3 

2012 36.6 

2011 36.7 

2010 35.1 

2000 34.3 

 

Table 4. Mt. Pleasant and peer communities, 2013. Source: U.S. Census 

 Population Median 

household 

income 

Median home value, 

owner-occupied units 

Owner-occupied 

housing units 

(percent) 

Mt. Pleasant, city 26,129 28,336 123,400 35.3 

Union, charter township 12,862 25,590 129,700 35.0 

East Lansing, city 48,556 32,953 177,000 37.1 

Big Rapids, city 10,529 24,550 87,700 38.3 

Ann Arbor, city 115,331 55,003 230,700 45.7 

Kalamazoo, city 74,812 31,893 97,600 46.7 

 

Staff has included several attachments to this memo with additional information for your consideration.  

 

Requested Action: 

 

Please consider the questions, comments, or concerns you may have with the current Owner-Occupied 

Incentive Program, and be prepared to discuss during the work session. 

 

Attachments: 

1. Program brochure  

2. Map of incented properties 

3. Recipient survey results 

4. Map of current rental properties 



Owner

Occupied

Residential

Incentive

Program

City of Mt. Pleasant
Economic Development

320 W. Broadway
Mt. Pleasant, MI 48858

989-779-5347

www.mt-pleasant.org

7/21/2009

Since the 1960’s, the percentage of 
owner-occupied housing units in the city has 
declined.

Traditionally, this changing percentage was 
largely attributed to more rental units being 
constructed in one decade than single family 
homes.

In 2002, the City received at grant from the 
Michigan Economic Development Corporation 
to prepare a HyettPalma Plan for the 
revitalization of the downtown.  An important 
feature of the Plan, released in 2003, is having a 
stable residential base in and around the 
downtown.

In 2005, the City Commission allocated $100,000 
for the purpose of increasing the amount of 
owner-occupied housing in the city, by 
providing an incentive to purchase and convert 
rentals back to single family owner-occupied 
homes.

History



Applicants will need to contact a mortgage 
lender of their choice for pre-qualification of a 
home loan prior to making application at the 
City.

Applicants will be accepted on a first come, 
first served basis.   Funds will be reserved for up 
to 60 days following delivery of a Purchase 
Agreement to the City and will be distributed 
at closing as follows:

•  5% of the purchase price up to $10,000 per 
applicant for the purchase of a licensed 
“family” rental.

• 8% of the purchase price up to $16,000 per 
applicant for the purchase of a licensed 
“rooming and boarding” rental.

Following the City’s receipt of the lender’s 
pre-approval letter, the applicant will find an 
existing rental property for sale in the target 
area.  The applicant and their realtor will 
handle all negotiations related to the purchase 
of the property.

Existing duplexes may qualify, provided at 
least 50% of the property is converted to an 
owner-occupied state. Funding will be based 

Please do not call City Hall for assistance in locating 
a property or assistance in listing a property.  

Instead, please contact your local 
Central Michigan Association Realtor Member.

The target area chosen for the Owner Occupied 
Residential Incentive Program (outlined above) 
was based on the goals stated in the 
HyettPalma Plan for downtown to increase the 
quality of the housing stock and the mixture of 
owner and rental housing in that area.

Program Implementation Target Area

The goal of the Owner Occupied 
Residential Incentive Program is to 
reduce the number of rental units in a 
target area of the city and encourage 
neighborhood stability by increasing the 
number of owner occupied properties.  

on the percentage of floor area in the rental 
portion of the duplex to the overall building 
area. Mixed residential, commercial and office 
structures may not be included in this 
program.

The City will be notified of the acceptance of 
the Purchase Agreement by receipt of a copy of 
the document, along with notification of the 
closing date.

Prior to closing, the City will prepare a check for 
up to the program limit, along with a document 
in which the purchaser agrees to:

a.  Surrender the property’s rental license.

b.  Eliminate any nonconforming uses, such     
     as a rooming dwelling or multi-unit         
structure.

c.  Own and occupy the property for at     
least 5 years, or sell to another 
owner-occupant. 





OWNER-OCCUPIED INCENTIVE PROGRAM 

SURVEY RESULTS (10 respondents of 14 recipients) 

 

1. How did you first learn about the Owner-Occupied Incentive Program? (Please check one) 

 

6      
Realtor / Mortgage 

broker 

2 City website 

1 City staff 

1 Friend / Relative / Neighbor 

1 

Other (please explain): 

 

 

 

2. How important was the incentive to your decision to purchase your home? (Please check one) 

 

9 Important 

 Neither important or unimportant 

1 Unimportant 

 

 

3. Would you have purchased the same home without the incentive program? (Please check one) 

 

2 Absolutely 

5 Maybe 

3 Doubtful 

 

4. Do you feel the current boundaries of the program are adequate? (See enclosed flyer for boundary map) 

 

7 Yes  

3 No opinion 

 

No (please explain): 

 

 

 

 

5. The amount of incentive provided was… (Please check one) 

 

2 Very generous 

6 Just right 

1 Not enough 

 

[CONTINUED ON REVERSE] 

 

 



6. The requirements of participation in the program (i.e. abandonment of rental licenses, owner-occupancy for 5 years, 

etc.) were… (Please check one) 

 

1 Too stringent 

7 Fair 

1 Not stringent enough 

 

7. Are there any changes we could make to the program to make the program more attractive to other homebuyers?  

 

No changes. 

 

It does need to be promoted more to ensure mix of owner-occupied and rental properties. 

 

Realtors could certainly promote it a lot more.  I found this property on my own.  Didn’t know about the program.  

Let neighbors know so other owners can promote the program.  Promote it in city newsletter. 

 

None – it was a great surprise and a pleasure to work with the city to get the benefits of the program. 

 

Provide the incentive to the purchase price plus the cost to renovate home as many homes are in dire need for 

renovation.   

 

Get the word out.  Higher incentive to those with more work to do to bring the home back to single family use.  

i.e. Base rebate on amount of work needed to make property a single family residence.  Not just 5% or 7.5% may 

need to be more.  Encourage realtors to notify prospective buyers of incentive. 

 

Not many local citizens seemto know about it.  Perhaps more advertising or website info would help. 

 

 

8. Do you have any other feedback you would like to add? 

 

The neighborhood will never be just owner-occupied – too many rentals.  I would like rental license back. 

 

Good program, maybe a little more advertising of the plan. 

 

Maybe target certain areas with high rental ratio. 

 

It would have been nice to be completely informed of all the repairs that were needed.  My home inspector did a 

cursory job and missed a ton of deficiencies.  Gutters improperly installed, cracked pipes, sink didn’t hold water, 

duct work improperly routed, all VERY expensive repairs.  It may help if the incentive was proportioned to the 

number of repairs necessary.  I’m not sure how this house passed rental inspection because there were a number 

of things that weren’t’ to code that I had to repair for safety’s sake.  The incentive I received helped cover some of 

it so that was nice.  Thank you. 

 

Thank you! 
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rewrite.  The board discussed the need for nuance in that district to address unique contexts and 

adjacent uses within the district. 

 

Commissioner Ranzenberger commented that he feels the reduced setbacks help with traffic 

calming, as was one of the goals.  He also noted that he prefers the monument signage over the 

pylons. 

 

Commissioner Driessnack commented on a project that he was involved in that went through the 

MROZ and the additional time and money that went towards the project.  He spoke of the frustration 

of working with MDOT on easements and in hindsight, he commented that although the end result is 

nice, it was so cumbersome and expensive that they wouldn't choose to do another development 

under the current MROZ language.    

 

Board consensus was that in order to achieve the vision of the MROZ the process must be easier, 

more predictable for all involved, and include the entire C-3 district.   

 

Commissioner Driessnack commented that we want to be development friendly and having a clear 

ordinance creates predictability. 

 

Commissioner Friedrich agreed that right now the MROZ is wide open with all the waiver options 

available to developers, which is not predictable for anyone. 

 

Kain asked the Board to give some thought about what they would like to see; what they do and 

don't like in other communities; etc. 

 

Commissioner Driessnack commented that for the short term, he is not in favor of constraining the 

percentage of residential or type of residential units.  The board agreed that any discussion of use 

percentage would be best addressed during the zoning ordinance update. 

 

 

B. Owner Occupied Incentive Program (OOIP): 

 

Kain provided information from the OOIP program.  Kain explained that since its inception in 2008, 

twelve buyers have received the incentive.  To date, approximately $60,000 of the initial budget of 

$100,000 has been expended.  Kain provided maps showing all the rental properties in Mt. Pleasant, 

the change in rental licenses during the period 2009-2014, and a comparison of how Mt. Pleasant 

compares with peer communities around the state.  Kain also provided results of a survey that was 

sent to the recipients of the program. 

 

Commissioner Driessnack questioned what the goal of the program is and if it isn't achieving it, why 

continue it.  Kain noted that there isn't a clear record of the discussions during the inception of the 

program but that the program does target owner-occupancy in a defined area of the City.  Within the 

program area, the number of licenses issued and deleted is virtually identical, which is similar to 

trends citywide during the period. 

 

Chairman Cotter questioned the benefit to the City in converting single-family rentals to single-

family owner-occupied housing.  Chairman Cotter suggested that incenting the conversion of non-

conforming properties, such as rooming and boarding dwellings, would be a better focus for the 

program and accomplish more for the City.   



Mt. Pleasant Planning Commission 

November 5, 2015 

Page 3 

 

Commissioners Horgan and Driessnack agreed, with Commissioner Driessnack commenting that if 

the pool of eligible properties was narrower, the incentive could possibly be increased. 

 

Commissioner Dailey commented he feels this was developed as a "feel good" program; however 

most of the incentives are only a "burp" in the price of the house. 

 

Commission consensus was if the program were to continue the focus should narrow.  Kain noted 

that he will be passing along an update on the program to the City Commission along with the input 

provided by the Planning Commission for their consideration.   

 

Work session adjourned at 9:10 p.m. 
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NEIGI ... IBORl"iOOD ENTERPRISE ZONE {NEZ) 

The Neighborhood Enterprise Zone (NEZ) Program was established 
by Public Act 147 of 1992, as amended. The program provides a tax 
incentive for the development and rehabilitation of residential 
housing. A qualified local unit of government may designate one 
01· more areas as a NEZ within that local unit of government. TI1e 
program was established to spur the development and rehabilitation 
of residential housing in communities where it may not otherwise 
occur. lhe program also encourages owner-occupied housing and 
new investment in communities. 

Note: This document is offered as a general guide only and the 
legislation should be reviewed by local officials. 

WHO IS ELIGIBLE? 
A qualified local unit of government, as defined under 
Section 2 of the Obsolete Property Rehabilitation Act 2000 

PA 146, or a county seat. 

HOW DOES IT WORI<? 
A community will reduce the taxes on property for up to 15 

years in designated areas to promote the revitalization of those 
neighborhoods. Developers and owners must first seek apprnval for 
the NEZ benefits before starting a project. There are two different 
types of projects that can be undertaken in an NEZ: 
• A rehabilitated facility is defined as an existing strncture or a portion 

of an existing structure with a current true cash value of $80,000 or 
less per unit that has or will have as its primary purpose residential 
housing consisting of 1-8 units. 

• A 11ew facility ls defined as a new structure or portion of a new 
structure that has as its primary purpose residential housing 
consisting of one or two units, one of which will be owner occupied 
as a principal residence. TI1is definition includes a new individual 
condominium unit, in a strncture with one or more condominium 
units, that has as its primary purpose residential housing which will 
be owner-occupied as a principal residence. Except when project 
meets all of the following items, a new facility does not include 
apartments: 

• Rented or leased or is available for rent or lease. 
• A mixed-use building or located in a mixed use building that 

contains retail business space on street level floor. 
• Located in a qualified downtown district (Downtown Development 

Authority, Principal Shopping Dlstdct or boundaries identified 
by the local govemment in an area zoned and primarlly used for 
business). 

WHAT IS n-iE PROCESS? 
Local government process to designate a NEZ 
1. TI1e governing body of a crualified local unit of government by 

resolution may designate one or more NEZs within that local 
governmental unit. TI1e NEZ must contain, at a minimum, platted 
parcels of land and the land must be compact and contiguous. 
Minimum number of parcels and maximum percent of acreage 
vary depending on type of designation. 

©2• l8 Michigan Economic Development Corporntion'M 

2. Written notice is provided to the assessor and to the governing 
body of each taxing unit 110t less than 60 days before passing the 
resolution designating a NEZ. 

3. TI1e governing body makes a finding that the proposed NEZ is 
consistent with the master plan, neighborhood preservation and 
economic development goals of the local governmental unit. 

4. The governing body adopts a statement of the local unit of 
government's goals, objectives and policies relative to the 
maintenance, preservation, improvement and development of 
housing for all persons regardless of income level living within the 
proposed NEZ. 

5. The governing body passes a housing inspection ordinance that, 
at a minimum, requires that before the sale of a unit in a new 
or rehabilitated facility for which a NEZ certificate is in effect, 
an inspection is made of the unit to determine compliance with 
any local construction or safety codes and that a sale may not be 
finalized until there is compliance with those local codes. 

6. The governing body holds a public hearing not later than 45 days 
after the date the notice is sent but before acting upon t·esolution. 

7. Assessor determines and furnishes the governing body the amount of 
true cash value of the property located within the proposed NEZ and 
any other information considered necessary by the governing body. 

8. The clerk of the governing body notifies the state tr1x commission of 
resolution passage, including a copy of the resolution and a listing 
of each parcel located in the NEZ, showing parcel code numbers 
and addresses. 

Owner/developer process for obtaining a NEZ certificate 
L An owner or developer (or prospective owner or developer) of a 

proposed new facility or proposing to rehab properly in a NEZ 
files an application for an NEZ certificate with the clerk of the local 
government. Tirn application must be filed before a building permit 
is issued for the new construction or rehabilitation of the facility, 
unless they qualify for the exceptions provided for in Section 4 (2) 

of the Act. 
2. An owner/developer obtains a building permit and submits a copy 

to the local unit of government 
3. Upon project completion, the property owner must submit to the 

local unit of government the following: 
New Facility/1-[oniestead Facility-certificate of occupancy and/ 
or an affidavit executed by the owner affirming that the facility is 
occupied by the owner as a principal residence. 
Rehabilitated Facility-an affidavit executed by the owner 
affirming that the facility is occupied by the owner as a principal 
residence, a certificate that the improvements have met the 
minimum cost requirements and the local building code standards 
issued by the local building i nspecto1~ and a certificate of 
occupancy if required by the local building permits or codes. 

4. The local government will forward an application approved by 
resolution and the appropriate doe11mentation (building permit, 
resolution contrnctor estimates, legal description and parcel 
number) to the state tax commission within 60 days of receiving it. 
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5. The State Tax Commission will issue a certificate to the applicant if 
it is determined that the facility complies with the NEZ program 
requirements within 60 days of receipt of the complete application 
from local government. Copies of the certificate will be sent to the 
applicant, assessor's office and each affected taxing unit. 

Rehabilitation cost requirements 
• Improvements, if done by a licensed contractor, are estimated at 

more than $5,000 per owner-occupied unit or so percent of the true 
cash value (whichever is less), or $7,500 per non-owner-occupied 
unit or 50 percent of the true cash value (whichever is less). 

• If the owner proposes improvements that would be done by the 
owner, the cost of the materials must be in excess of $3,000 per 
owner-occupied unit or $4,500 per non-owner-occupied unit. 
Improvements estimated by the owner should not include the cost 
of labor. 

• These improvements must bring the structure into conformance 
with minimum building code standards. A rehabilitated facility does 
not include a facility rehabilitated with the proceeds of an insurance 
policy for property or casualty loss. 

NEZ certificate 
• 'The NEZ certificate becomes effective December 31 of the year the 

new facility or rehabilitated facility is substantially completed and 
for a new facility occupied by an owner as a principal residence; 
or if a new facility is substantially completed in a year but is not 
occupied by an owner as a principal residence until the following 
year, upon the request of the ownet; the effective date of the NEZ 
shall be December 31 in the year immediately preceding the date of 
occupancy by the owner as a principal resident; or upon the request 
of the owner, the effective date of the NEZ for a rehabilitated facility 
shall be December 31 in the year immediately preceding the date on 
which the rehabilitated facility is substantially completed. 

• Certificates are effective for up to 17 years, depending on the local 
government unit and the type of project. 

• A certificate can be transferred to succeeding property owners 
within the 12. years provided that the new owner meets the NEZ 
requirements for the program. 

• A certificate expires if an owner fails to complete the filing within 
two years after the certificate is issued. 

• A certificate is automatically revoked if any one of the following 
exists: 

» The new facility is no longer a homestead or residential facility. 
» 1he NEZ tax is not paid or property tax is not paid. 
» 1he structure is not in compliance with local construction, 

building or safety codes. 
• Requests for certificate revocation must be made to the State Tax 

Commission. 
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NEZ Tax 
• TI1e NEZ tax is levied on NEZ certificate holders in place of ad 

valorem real property taxes on the new or rehabilitated facility 
(not on the land on which the facility is located). The properly 
taxes levied on the land will continue to be collected as they would 
without the NEZ designation. 

• The NEZ tax is an annual tax payable at the same time, and in the 
same way, taxes under the general property tax act are collected. 

• Until paid, the NEZ tax is a lien on the real property upon which 
the new facility or rehabilitated facility subject to the certificate 
is located. 

• School taxes are reimbursed by the state. 

New facility property tax calculation 
• Financial Residence Property: Apply one-half of the previous year's 

state average principal residence millage rate to the value of the 
facility. 

• Non-principal Residence Property: Apply one-half of the previous 
year's state average non-principal residence millage rate to the 
taxable value of the facility 

• TI1e NEZ tax on new construction attached to an existing facility will 
only apply to the addition. The rest of the facility will continue to be 
assessed regular property taxes. 

Rehabilitated facility tax calculation 
• Apply the current total millage rate to the previous year's taxable 

value of the rehabilitated portion of the facility (not including the 
land). 

WHY WOULD A COMMUI\IITY 
WANT TO ESTABLISH A NEZ? 
A Neighborhood Enterprise Zone provides a tax incentive for 
the development and rehabilitation of residential housing and to 
spur the development and rehabilitation of residential housing in 
communities where it may not otherwise occur. A NEZ also promotes 
neighborhood revitalization, encourages owner occupied housing and 
new investment by lowering property taxes. 

SUPPORTING STATUTE 
Neighborhood Enterprise Zo11e Act: Public Act 147 ofl 992 

CONTACT 11\!FORMATION 
For more information, contact the Community Assistance Team 
(CAT) specialist assigned to your territory or visit www.miplace.org. 
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