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Belknap Lookout Neighborhood: 

  

Source: http://www.cridata.org/image/hood_GR/hood_GR_belknap-lookout_800px.jpg 

City of Grand Rapids 
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Eastown extends north to Fulton Street, west to Fuller Street, south to Franklin Street, and east 

to Gladstone Street until it reaches Robinson Street where it then extends to Woodward.  

Eastown includes Aquinas College within its boundaries on the Northeast side.  For all the 

census data regarding Eastown, we used Census Tract 24 and Census Tract 33.  This means that 

our facts will include a section in the south past Franklin Street, extending to Hall Street. 

Census Tract 33, Kent County, Michigan  

 

Source: http://factfinder.census.gov/servlet/CTGeoSearchByListServlet?ds_name=DEC_2000_SF1_U&_lang=en&_ts=253284024796 

 

Census Tract 24, Kent County, Michigan  

 

Source: http://factfinder.census.gov/servlet/CTGeoSearchByListServlet?ds_name=DEC_2000_SF1_U&_lang=en&_ts=253284024796 

Eastown Neighborhood: 
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Source: http://www.cridata.org/image/hood_GR/hood_GR_eastown_800px.jpg 

City of Grand Rapids 
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1.8 What is an Indicator? 

An indicator is a tool used to gauge the change or direction of a certain characteristic, 

initiative, or market trend.  It is often a numerical statistic, but can also be represented in a 

graphic format.  Indicators help to measure all aspects of society, the environment, and the 

economy.  United Growth is interested in the progress of Grand Rapids' neighborhoods in 

definitive measurements. 

  

1.9 Maclaren Matrix 

 Sustainable indicators measure change and demonstrate the direction that the community 

is heading.  Virginia Maclaren of the University of Toronto has defined a methodology to report 

a community’s progress towards sustainability.2   In order to assess each of the indicators 

presented by United Growth, we have used Maclaren’s definitions of sustainable indicators as a 

standard assessment tool.  We use the following seven definitions from Virginia Maclaren’s 

article, “Urban Sustainable Reporting” to assess each indicator: 

 Easy to understand: Is the indicator simple enough to be interpreted by the general user 

and the public.  

 Data easily available: Is the data consistently collected, statistically measurable trend 

data (data going back for at least five or ten years) for the issues to be examined 

collected? Who collects the data? Is it available or straightforward?  

 Relevance: Is the indicator relevant to both local circumstances and opportunities for 

policy making?  

 Forward-looking: “A trend indicator describes historical trends and provides indirect 

information about future sustainability.”3  

 Congruence: Do the neighborhood indicators help reach the desired goals and do the 

indicators have congruency to the main goals under which they reside?  

 Practicality: Is it possible to implement actions that will improve performance with 

respect to the indicators?  

 Replicable: Does the indicator have the ability to be accurately reproduced, or replicated, 

by others working independently in different neighborhoods?3  
                                                 
2 Neighborhood Sustainable Indicators Guidebook. Feb. 1999. Crossroad Resource Center. 
<http://www.crcworks.org/guide.pdf>. 
3 Maclaren, Virginia. "Urban Sustainable Reporting." Journal of the American Planning Association 62 (1996). 
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Each of the indicators is assessed by these characteristics in order to demonstrate their 

validity.  Based on our assessment, we have made recommendations on whether United Growth 

should use the indicator in the future.  For all of the indicators, there is a ‘Maclaren Matrix’ chart 

with each of the characteristics and a rating of ‘yes’, ‘inconclusive’, or ‘no’ based on the success 

of the indicator as a sustainable indicator. A ‘yes’ rating means that the indicator does meet that 

standard.  A ‘no’ rating means that the indicator did not meet that standard.  An ‘inconclusive’ 

rating means that the indicator has a conflicting coordination with that standard.    
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Indicator 1.1 – Residential and Commercial Properties 
are fully occupied

Indicator 1.2 – Quality Neighborhood Schools

Indicator 1.3 – Density has increased

Indicator 1.4 – Neighborhood Elementary 
Schools

Indicator 1.5 – Neighborhood Businesses 
are locally owned

Source: http://81.246.16.10/videos/SEP_EMUDE/Diapositive5.jpg



 14

 
Goal 1:  Neighborhoods Are Vibrant, Economically Sustainable Communities 
 

The first goal is defined through four different indicators:    

1.1  Residential and commercial properties are fully occupied  

1.2   Quality neighborhood school 

1.3   Density has increased           

1.4  Nearby neighborhood elementary schools 

1.5 Neighborhood businesses are locally owned 

This goal will measure how space in the neighborhood is occupied and whether quality 

schools are in close proximity.  Residents, businesses, and schools must invest in the 

neighborhood for it to be vibrant.  Quality schools attract families to move into the community.  

Neighbors create the base of a neighborhood and provide the neighborhood with contributing 

members to the tax base and a demand for local services, businesses, and jobs.  The demand 

creates a local commercial district, which in turn can attract more residents to the area.  This 

cycle assures that empty lots do not stay vacant, that neighbors are involved in the area, and that 

there will be a community concern to upkeep property and the community schools.   
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Goal 1:  Neighborhoods Are Vibrant, Economically Sustainable Communities 

Indicator 1.1:  Residential and commercial properties are fully occupied 

Measure:  Vacancy Rates  

Method/Source:  United States Census Data, United States Postal Service 

Introduction:  Vacant lots demonstrate an inefficient use of space within a neighborhood.  For a 

neighborhood to be vibrant, both residential and commercial sectors need to be active and at full 

capacity. A vacancy means that there are less people contributing to the tax base, to local 

businesses, and to the community environment.  In the business zone, vacancies are uninviting 

and are taking space of potential economic revenue and tax contributions.  If business property is 

efficiently used, there would be more services offered for the residents and more reasons for 

people to walk through the commercial district.  Active store fronts provide public safety to the 

area and attract visitors to spend their money in the neighborhood.   

The United States Postal Service (USPS) offers quarterly vacancy data on both residential 

areas and commercial areas.  “The Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) has 

entered into an agreement with the United States Postal Service to receive quarterly aggregate 

data on addresses identified by the USPS as having been "vacant" or "No-Stat" in the previous 

quarter”.4  USPS would then publish the data on the HUD website, where one can access the 

information by downloading the information tables.   

                                                 
4 U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. United States Postal Services. 2009. 
<www.huduser.org/datasets/usps.html> 
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Assessment: 

Maclaren's Indicators criteria matrix 

  Yes Inconclusive No 

Easy to understand  X   

Data easily available   X   

Relevance X    

Forward-Looking X    

Congruence  X   

Practicality X    

Replicable X    

 

 Easy to understand:  The USPS spreadsheet provides a complex set of data that must be 

carefully interpreted.  U.S. Census data is easy to gather for residential information. 

 Data easily available:  USPS data requires the statistical analysis software SPSS to view 

the vacancy and housing data.   United States Census data does not provide commercial 

vacancies and therefore one must use two different sites.  

 Relevance:  Vacancy rates provide important information for neighborhoods.   

 Forward-Looking:  As long as USPS and US Census data continue to collect data, this 

indicator can create a trend of vacancy rates in the future. 

 Congruence:  It is hard to compare commercial vacancies on a larger scale because all 

information presents data only at a Census Block level.  It is difficult to gather data for a 

county, city, or state.  

 Practicality:  United Growth should determine their goal percentages of vacant lots.  If a 

neighborhood recognizes that they have many vacant lots, then they could work on an 

initiative to attract residents and businesses.  

 Replicable:  The information is replicable in the future. 

Instead of relying on USPS or US Census data in the future, neighborhoods could do a walking 

survey and count the number of vacancies in the area.  This would allow for current data and not 

rely on the census data which only comes out every ten years.  
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Data:   

Kent County Results:  Figure 1.1.1 is vacancy data from the U.S. Census Decennial survey for 

Kent County in 1990 and 2000.  Kent County has had around a 5% vacancy rate in 1990 and 

2000.  There were not many changes in vacancy rates between the two decades; however there is 

a slight decrease in rental housing unit vacancies from 2.48% to 1.80%.   

Figure 1.1.1 Kent County Vacant Housing Units 1990 - 2000 

  1990 
% Vacant 

Houses 2000 
% Vacant 

Houses 
% Change 

(90-00) 
Total Vacant 10958 5.69% 11110 4.96% 1.39% 
For Rent 4787 2.48% 4036 1.80% -15.69% 
For Sale Only 1523 0.79% 1906 0.85% 25.15% 
Rented of Sold, 
Not Occupied 

1205 0.63% 1166 0.52% -3.24% 

For seasonal, 
recreational, or 
occasional use 

1361 0.71% 1627 0.73% 19.54% 

For migrant 
workers 

35 0.02% 67 0.03% 91.43% 

Other 2047 1.06% 2308 1.03% 12.75% 
Total Units 192698  224000   

Source: http://www.factfinder.census.gov 
Census 2000 Summary File 1 (SF 1) 100-Percent Data 
1990 Summary Tape File 1 (STF 1) - 100-Percent data 
2007 American Community Survey 3-Year Estimates 
 

Belknap Lookout Results:  Figure 1.1.2 is U.S. Census data from the U.S. Census Decennial 

survey in 2000 and 1990 figures.   Figure 1.1.2 shows vacancy rates for Belknap Lookout.  In 

2000, there is a 10.55% vacancy for residential units, which is slightly increased from the 1990 

percentage of 8.68%. 
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Figure 1.1.2 Belknap Lookout Vacant Housing Units 1990 - 2000 

  1990 
% Vacant 
Houses 2000

% Vacant 
houses 

% Change  
1990 - 2000 

Total Vacant 212 8.68% 256 10.55% 21.55% 
For Rent 88 3.60% 113 4.66% 29.26% 
For Sale Only 18 0.74% 31 1.28% 73.36% 
Rented of Sold, 
Not Occupied 

42 1.72% 13 0.54% -68.84% 

For seasonal, 
recreational, or 
occasional use 

5 0.20% 8 0.33% 61.05% 

For migrant 
workers 

0 0.00% 0 0.00%  

Other 59 2.42% 91 3.75% 55.25% 
        
Total Units 2443  2427  -0.65% 

Source: http://www.factfinder.census.gov 
Census 2000 Summary File 1 (SF 1) 100-Percent Data 
1990 Summary Tape File 1 (STF 1) - 100-Percent data 

 

Figure 1.1.3 and Figure 1.1.4 present HUD and USPS vacancy data from December 2008 

for Belknap Lookout.  Belknap Lookout has a 9.84% residential vacancy rate and 21.76% 

business vacancy rate.   

Figure 1.1.3 USPS December 2008 Quarterly Data for Belknap Lookout Residential  

 Residential 

Total 

Residential 

Vacant 

% Vacancy 

Belknap Lookout 2674 263 9.84% 

Source: “HUD Aggregated USPS Administrative Data On Address Vacancies.” 2008. Housing 
and Urban Development.  20 February 2009 http://www.huduser.org/DATASETS/usps.html 
 

Figure 1.1.4 USPS December 2008 Quarterly Data for Belknap Lookout Business  

 Business 

Total 

Business 

Vacant 

% Vacancy 

Belknap Lookout 340 74 21.76% 

Source “HUD Aggregated USPS Administrative Data on Address Vacancies.” 2008. Housing 
and Urban Development.  20 February 2009 http://www.huduser.org/DATASETS/usps.html 
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Belknap Lookout has higher vacancy rates in the 1990s and 2000 compared to Kent 

County.  While Kent County has been able to maintain and even minimally shrink its vacant 

residential lots, Belknap Lookout did the opposite and increased their residential vacancies.  

Belknap Lookout has 21.76% vacancy rate.  

 

Eastown Results:  Figure 1.1.5 is United States Census data from the U.S. Census Decennial 

survey in 2000 and 1990 figures.   Figure 1.1.5 shows vacancy rates for Eastown.  There is 

minimal change between 1990 and 2000, only change from 3.59% to 3.54%.  There is a small 

decrease in ‘For Sale Only’ vacancies from 1.45% to .72%, however this is also minimal. 
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Figure 1.1.5 Eastown Vacant Housing Units 

  
  1990

% Vacant 
Houses  2000

% Vacant 
Houses % Change 

Total Vacant 79 3.59% 89 3.54% -1.39% 
For Rent  33 1.50% 40 1.59% 6.00% 
For Sale Only 32 1.45% 18 0.72% -50.34% 
Rented of Sold, Not 
Occupied 

11 0.50% 10 0.40% -20.00% 

For seasonal, recreational, 
or occasional use 

2 0.09% 5 0.20% 122.22% 

For migrant workers 0 0.00% 0 0.00%  
Other 34 1.54% 16 0.64% -58.44% 
Total Units 2203  2512   

Source: http://www.factfinder.census.gov 
Census 2000 Summary File 1 (SF 1) 100-Percent Data 
1990 Summary Tape File 1 (STF 1) - 100-Percent data 

 

Figure 1.1.6 and Figure 1.1.7 present HUD USPS vacancy data from December 2008 for 

Eastown.  Eastown has a 5.51% residential vacancy rate and a 15.44% business vacancy rate.   In 

the final report, this data will be compared with 2005 data, which is the first year that USPS 

collected data on vacancy rates.  

Figure 1.1.6 USPS December 2008 Quarterly Data for Eastown Residential Units 

 
Residential 

Total 
Residential 

Vacant % Vacancy 
Eastown 2378 131 5.51% 

Source “HUD Aggregated USPS Administrative Data on Address Vacancies.” 2008. Housing 
and Urban Development.  20 February 2009 http://www.huduser.org/DATASETS/usps.html 
 
Figure 1.1.7 USPS December 2008 Quarterly Data for Eastown Business Units: 

 
Business 

Total 
Business 
Vacant % Vacancy 

Eastown 136 21 15.44% 
Source “HUD Aggregated USPS Administrative Data on Address Vacancies.” 2008. Housing 
and Urban Development.  20 February 2009 http://www.huduser.org/DATASETS/usps.html 
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Eastown Neighborhood has slightly lower vacancy rates in the 1990s and 2000 than Kent 

County.  The USPS data from 2008 does show that as of December 2008, Eastown has increased 

the amount of vacant resident lots; however there is not 2008 data for Kent Country to compare 

this trend.  Eastown has 15.44% vacancy rate, which appears to be high, however without 

comparing this number to another neighborhood, to Kent County as a whole, or to Michigan, it is 

very difficult to understand this percentage.   
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Goal:  Neighborhoods Are Vibrant, Economically Sustainable Communities 

Indicator 1.2:  Quality neighborhood schools 

Measure:  Test Scores are equal or surpass the state average 

Method/Source: Michigan Educational Assessment Program scores online: 

 http://www.michigan.gov/mde/ 

Introduction:  Families often choose to move to a neighborhood or continue to stay in a 

neighborhood based on the quality of available public education.  For Grand Rapids to continue 

attracting new residents to their neighborhoods there must be quality schools available within the 

neighborhood for children to attend. Neighborhood schools allow local students to walk or ride 

their bikes to school and create opportunities for interaction amongst neighbors.   

 The State of Michigan has chosen the Michigan Educational Assessment Program 

(MEAP) as the state-wide test for determining education quality.  The MEAP is a standardized 

test taken by all public schools students in the state of Michigan and “assesses students in grades 

3-9 based on Michigan Curriculum Framework”.5  This indicator will use Grade 3 statistics for 

public schools within each neighborhood. Michigan’s Department of Education provides an up-

to-date website containing MEAP scores for Grades 3 to Grade 8 with results in four different 

areas: reading, writing, math and integrated English language Arts (ELA).   

Assessment: 

Maclaren's Indicators criteria matrix 

  Yes Inconclusive No

 

 

Easy to understand  X   

Data easily available  X    

Relevance  X   

Forward-Looking  X   

Congruence X    

Practicality  X   

Replicable X    
 

                                                 
5 "Michigan Educational Assessment Program." 2008. Michigan Department of Education. 20 Feb. 2009 
<http://www.michigan.gov/mde/0,1607,7-140-22709_31168---,00.html>. 
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 Easy to understand:  Michigan presents MEAP data through charts assessing four 

different categories of testing (Reading, Writing, Math, ELA) assessed by levels of 

proficiency (Level 1, 2, 3, 4).  These numbers could be confusing to read. 

 Data easily available:  MEAP data is available to anyone with internet access. 

 Relevance:  Standardized tests are sometimes criticized as a weak method for measuring 

students’ and teachers’ capabilities.  However, Michigan has chosen it as the standard for 

measuring students’ and schools’ abilities.  The skepticism and criticism of standardized 

tests weakens its relevance.  

 Forward-Looking:  As long as Michigan continues the MEAP, there will be 

comparative data in the future.  However, the MEAP could use different measurement 

standards in the future or Michigan could change the testing process. 

 Congruence:  Neighborhood scores can be compared to other neighborhoods around 

Michigan, as well as on a larger scale, such as county and state scores. 

 Practicality:  Neighborhoods would need to work with the Department of Education and 

local school leaders in order to make necessary changes.  

 Replicable:  MEAP data should be available in the future through the Michigan 

Department of Education. 

Comments:  MEAP scores should be complimented by other measurements of education quality 

in the future.  The indicator could be measured by the number of students that transfer in or out 

of the neighborhood schools or the number of families that chose to send their child to a ‘school 

of choice’ instead of a local neighborhood school.  

Instead of comparing each school’s MEAP scores to the state averages, each school is 

compared to Kent County because the data is more readily available.  State averages are harder 

to collect and interpret. 

Education indicators could be a goal by itself, because there are many measurements of 

quality education.  Future indicators could include the Michigan Education Yes! grade, tracking 

the student-to-teacher ratio, intramural and afterschool activities offered, and per-student 

spending. 

Data:  The following data sets provide the assessment data for Grade 3 for all Grand Rapids 

Public Schools and the public schools in Eastown and Belknap Lookout.  The testing scores for 
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Math, Reading, Writing and English Language Arts (ELA) each have their own set of 

performance levels: 

-Level 1:  Advanced 

-Level 2: Proficient  

-Level 3: Partially Proficient  

-Level 4: Not Proficient  

The ELA section has only two performance levels: “Met or Exceeded Michigan Standards” or 

“Did Not Meet Michigan Standards”.  For Math, Reading, and Writing scores, the Level 1: 

“Advanced” and Level 2 “Proficient” scores are combined for the category “Met or Exceeded 

Michigan Standards” 

All of the figures in this section provide a percentage as to how many students performed 

at each performance level.  For example, in Grand Rapids Public Schools 25.70% of Grade 3 

children had ‘Advanced” performance in the Math test.  The last row of the table shows the 

“Number Included”, which stands for the number of valid student tests, was included in the 

percentages.  For confidentiality reasons, any scores that represent less than 10 students are not 

used in any data reports. 6 

Figure 1.2.1 provides data scores for children in Grade 3 in all Grand Rapids public 

schools for the Fall of 2007.  In Grand Rapids Public Schools, 77.20% of Grade 3 children met 

or exceeded Math standards; 73.40% met or exceeded Reading standards; 43.20% met or 

exceeded Writing standards and 65.10% met or exceeding ELA standards.  There were between 

1443 and 1450 students included in these percentages. 

                                                 
6 "Elementary and Middle School Assessments." About MEAP Scores. 2009. Michigan Department of Education. 
20 Feb. 2009 <https://oeaa.state.mi.us/oeaa/help/help.htm>. 
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Figure 1.2.1 Grand Rapids Public Schools MEAP scores Fall MEAP 2007: Grade 3 

  Math Reading Writing ELA 
Level 1: Advanced 25.70% 19.20% 0.20% 9.10% 
Level 2: Proficient 51.50% 54.20% 43% 56.10%
Level 3: Partially 
Proficient 

22.30% 20.80% 43.40% 28% 

Level 4: Not Proficient 0.50% 5.80% 13.40% 6.90% 
Met or Exceeded 77.20% 73.40% 43.20% 65.10%
Not Met 22.80% 26.60% 56.80% 34.90%
Number Included 1450 1445 1444 1443 
Note: * = Fewer than 10 students included. 

N/A = Not Applicable. 

Source:  Grand Rapids Public Schools." Michigan Scores. 2009. Michigan Department of 
Education. <https://oeaa.state.mi.us/oeaa/directory/meap.asp?dCode=41010&bCode=% 
2D99&gCode=109&aCode=MEAP>. 
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Belknap Lookout Results:   Belknap Lookout has two public schools in the area: Coits Arts 

Academy and East Leonard School. 

Figure 1.2.2 Coit Arts Academy Fall MEAP 2007: Grade 3 

  Math Reading Writing ELA 
Level 1: Advanced 36.40% 30.30% 0% 21.20%
Level 2: Proficient 45.50% 51.50% 69.70% 57.60%
Level 3: Partially 
Proficient 

18.20% 15.20% 18.20% 18.20%

Level 4: Not Proficient 0% 3% 12.10% 3% 
Met or Exceeded 81.80% 81.80% 69.70% 78.80%
Not Met 18.20% 18.20% 30.30% 21.20%
Number Included 33 33 33 33 
Note: * = Fewer than 10 students included. 

Source:  “Coit Arts Academy." Michigan Scores. 2009. Michigan Department of Education. 
<https://oeaa.state.mi.us/oeaa/directory/meap.asp?dCode=%2D99&bCode=09061&gCode=109
&aCode=MEAP>. 
 

Figure 1.2.2 presents data for Coit Arts Academy, one of the two public Elementary 

schools located within Belknap Lookout.  At Coit Arts Academy, 81.80% of Grade 3 children 

met or exceeded Math standards; 81.80% met or exceeded Reading standards; 69.70% met or 

exceeded Writing standards and 78.80% met or exceeding ELA standards.  There were 33 

student test results included in calculating these percentages.  The percentages for Math, 

Reading, Writing, and ELA surpass the Grand Rapid’s public school averages.  



 27

Figure 1.2.3 East Leonard School MEAP Scores (K – 5) Fall MEAP 2007:Grade 3 

  Math Reading Writing ELA 
Level 1: Advanced 22.20% 16.70% 0% 16.70%
Level 2: Proficient 72.20% 61.10% 27.80% 44.40%
Level 3: Partially 
Proficient 

5.60% 11.10% 61.10% 33.30%

Level 4: Not Proficient 0% 11.10% 11.10% 5.60% 
Met or Exceeded 94.40% 77.80% 27.80% 61.10%
Not Met 5.60% 22.20% 72.20% 38.90%
Number Included 18 18 18 18 
Note: * = Fewer than 10 students included. 

N/A = Not Applicable. 

Source:  “East Leonard." Michigan Scores. 2009. Michigan Department of Education. 
<https://oeaa.state.mi.us/oeaa/directory/meap.asp?dCode=%2D99&bCode=01026&gCode=109
&aCode=MEAP> 
 

Figure 1.2.3 presents data for East Leonard School, the other public grade schools located 

within Belknap Lookout.  At East Leonard School, 94.40% of Grade 3 children met or exceeded 

Math standards; 77.80% met or exceeded Reading standards; 27.80% met or exceeded Writing 

standards and 61.10% met or exceeding ELA standards.  There were 18 student test results 

included in calculating these percentages.  The percentages for Math and Reading surpasses 

Grand Rapids’ public school averages, however Writing and ELA scores fall beneath the Grand 

Rapids’ public school averages.  
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Eastown Results:  Eastown has three public Elementary schools: Campus Elementary, 

Southeast Academic Center, and William C. Abney Academy. 

Figure 1.2.4 Campus Elementary Fall MEAP 2007: Grade 3 

  Math Reading Writing ELA 
Level 1: Advanced 19.10% 14.90% 0% 4.30% 
Level 2: Proficient 66% 57.40% 42.60% 59.60%
Level 3: Partially 
Proficient 

14.90% 23.40% 46.80% 27.70%

Level 4: Not Proficient 0% 4.30% 10.60% 8.50% 
Met or Exceeded 85.10% 72.30% 42.60% 63.80%
Not Met 14.90% 27.70% 57.40% 36.20%
Number Included 47 47 47 47 
Note: * = Fewer than 10 students included. 

N/A = Not Applicable. 

Source "Campus Elementary." Michigan Scores. 2009. Michigan Department of Education.  
<https://oeaa.state.mi.us/oeaa/directory/meap.asp?dCode=%2D99&bCode=09282&gCode=109
&aCode=MEAP>. 
 

Figure 1.2.4 presents data for Campus Elementary, one of the three public grade schools 

located within Eastown.  At Campus Elementary, 85.10% of Grade 3 children met or exceeded 

Math standards; 72.30% met or exceeded Reading standards; 42.60% met or exceeded Writing 

standards and 63.80% met or exceeding ELA standards.  There were 47 students included in 

these percentages.  The percentages for Math exceed the Grand Rapids’ public school averages, 

however the Reading, Writing, and ELA fall beneath the Grand Rapid’s public school averages. 
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Figure 1.2.5 Southeast Academic Center Fall MEAP 2007: Grade 3 

  Math Reading Writing ELA 
Level 1: Advanced 44.40% 18.50% 0% 3.70% 
Level 2: Proficient 29.60% 59.30% 59.30% 70.40%
Level 3: Partially 
Proficient 

22.20% 18.50% 29.60% 22.20%

Level 4: Not Proficient 3.70% 3.70% 11.10% 3.70% 
Met or Exceeded 74.10% 77.80% 59.30% 74.10%
Not Met 25.90% 22.20% 40.70% 25.90%
Number Included 27 27 27 27 
Note: * = Fewer than 10 students included. 

N/A = Not Applicable. 

Source  "Southeast Academy." Michigan Scores. 2009. Michigan Department of Education.  
<https://oeaa.state.mi.us/oeaa/directory/index.asp?DCode=41010&BCode=06505>. 
 

Figure 1.2.5 presents data for Southeast Academic Center, one of the three public grade 

schools located within Eastown.  At Southeast Academic Center, 74.10% of Grade 3 children 

met or exceeded Math standards; 77.80% met or exceeded Reading standards; 59.30% met or 

exceeded Writing standards and 74.10% met or exceeding ELA standards.  There were 27 

students included in these percentages.  The percentages for Reading, Writing, and ELA exceed 

the Grand Rapids’ public school averages and the Math score was just beneath the Grand 

Rapid’s public school average.  
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Figure 1.2.6 William C. Abney Academy MEAP Scores Fall MEAP 2007: Grade 3 

  Math Reading Writing ELA 
Level 1: Advanced 21.10% 21.90% 0% 9.60% 
Level 2: Proficient 68.40% 63% 59.50% 64.40%
Level 3: Partially 
Proficient 

10.50% 11% 33.80% 23.30%

Level 4: Not Proficient 0% 4.10% 6.80% 2.70% 
Met or Exceeded 89.50% 84.90% 59.50% 74% 
Not Met 10.50% 15.10% 40.50% 26% 
Number Included 76 73 74 73 
Note: * = Fewer than 10 students included. 

N/A = Not Applicable. 

Source: “William C. Abney Academy ." Michigan Scores. 2009. Michigan Department of 
Education. <ttps://oeaa.state.mi.us/oeaa/directory/meap.asp?dCode=%2D99&bCod 
=08600&gCode=109&aCode=MEAP>. 
 

Figure 1.2.6 presents data for William C. Abney Academy, one of the three public grade 

schools located within Eastown.  At William C. Abney Academy, 89.50% of Grade 3 children 

met or exceeded Math standards; 84.90% met or exceeded Reading standards; 59.50% met or 

exceeded Writing standards and 74.0% met or exceeding ELA standards.  There were between 

73 and 76 students included in these percentages.  The percentages for Math, Reading, Writing, 

and ELA all exceed the Grand Rapids’ public school averages.  

Both Southeast Academic Center and William C. Abney have a majority of their scores 

over the Kent County performance scores.  The majority of performance scores from Campus 

Elementary fall below Kent County scores.   
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Goal 1:  Neighborhoods Are Vibrant, Economically Sustainable Communities 

Indicator 1.3:  Density has increased 

Measure:  Increased Density and Increased population in the neighborhood  

Method/Source:  U.S. Census: http://www.factfinder.census.gov 

Introduction:  In order for Grand Rapids to continue growing, the city must increase the density 

of business and residential areas.  For businesses to thrive, schools to have students and tax 

money to contribute to city services, a neighborhood needs to have growth or to have already 

established maximum density usage of the property.  While some areas will have population 

growth as people move into vacant lots, others can only grow through vertical growth: apartment 

buildings, condominiums, and mixed growth.  This indicator measures the density by comparing 

the amount of people per acre in 1990 and 2000.  It also presents the population numbers for 

1990 and 2000 in order to determine the trends in the population.   

Assessment: 

Maclaren's Indicators criteria matrix 

  Yes Inconclusive No 
Easy to understand   X   
Data easily available   X   
Relevance X    
Forward-Looking X    
Congruence X     
Practicality X     
Replicable X     

 

 Easy to understand:  Unless density is compared to another city or area, it is hard to 

interpret the meaning of the density numbers.  United Growth needs to establish an ideal 

density for neighborhoods to be able to work towards.  

 Data easily available: It is easy to find population and the square meter area figures from 

the U.S. Census Bureau.  However, once the area data is collected, calculations must first 

convert meters into acres for each neighborhood before dividing the population by the 

acreage, which demands the use of a computer or calculator conversion.  The data is also 

reliant on the U.S. Decennial data which is only available once every ten years.  
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 Relevance:  An increasing density means that there are more people living in a 

condensed area and sharing public amenities. 

 Forward-looking:  Density calculations can be assessed in the future in order to establish 

a trend.  

 Congruence:  Housing density is a common indicator in projects across the United 

States, including the Maryland Smart Growth Indicators project and the Boston Indicators 

Project.  It is an important measurement of growing vertically and efficiently.   

 Practicality:  Neighborhoods can improve density rates by encouraging multilevel 

housing and mixed use buildings.  

 Replicable:  Density can be reproduced in different neighborhoods and at the city or state 

level through use of census data and following the same method of calculations.  

Data:  U.S. Census data provides the population and area in meters for State, County and Census 

Tract.  By converting the area from square meters to acres and calculating the population per 

acre, one can find the density for each of these areas.    

Belknap Lookout Results:  Figure 1.3.1 presents area and density calculations for Michigan, 

Kent County, and Belknap Lookout neighborhood in 1990 and 2000.  The density has a slight 

increase between 1990 and 2000 in Michigan and Kent County, even though the population 

decreases minimally in Belknap Lookout.  Belknap Lookout has a 10.05 person per acre density 

in 1990 and 9.84 per acre density in 2000.   


