
CITY OF ALBION 
CITY COUNCIL MEETING AGENDA 

Meetings:  First and Third Mondays – 7:00 p.m. 
 

City Council Chambers ♦ Second Floor ♦ 112 West Cass Street ♦ Albion, MI  49224 

 
 

 AGENDA  
 

STUDY SESSION 
Monday, February 10, 2020 

Ludington Center 
101 N. Superior St. 

 
6:00 P.M. 

 

PLEASE TURN OFF CELL PHONES DURING MEETING 
 

I. CALL TO ORDER 
 
II. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 
III. ROLL CALL 

   
IV. ITEMS FOR INDIVIDUAL DISCUSSION 
 

A. Rental Inspection & Certification Program 
 
V. PUBLIC COMMENTS (Persons addressing the City Council shall 

limit their comments to no more than three (3) minutes.  Proper 
decorum is required). 

 
VI.  CITY MANAGER REPORT 

 
VII. MAYOR AND COUNCIL MEMBER COMMENTS 

 
VIII. ADJOURN 
 
 
 

COUNCIL-MANAGER 

GOVERNMENT 

 

Council members and 

other officials normally in 

attendance. 

 

 

David Atchison 

Mayor 

 

Vicky Clark 

Council Member 

1st Precinct 

 

Lenn Reid 

Council Member 

2nd Precinct 

 

Al Smith 

Council Member 

3rd Precinct 

 

Marcola Lawler 
Council Member 

4th Precinct 

 

Jeanette Spicer 

Council Member  

5th Precinct   

 

Shane Williamson 

Mayor Pro Tempore 

Council Member 

6th Precinct 

 

Darwin McClary 

City Manager 

 

 The Harkness Law Firm 

Atty Cullen Harkness  

 

Jill Domingo 

City Clerk 

 

 
NOTICE FOR PERSONS WITH 

HEARING IMPAIR-MENTS 

WHO REQUIRE THE USE OF A 

PORTABLE LISTENING DEVICE   

 

Please contact the City 

Clerk’s office at 

517.629.5535 and a listening 

device will be provided 

upon notification.  If you 

require a signer, please 

notify City Hall at least five 

(5) days prior to the posted 

meeting time. 



Rental Certification 
02/10/2020

John Tracy, Director of Planning, Building & Code Enforcement 

In 2016 as result of health and safety concern of occupants of rental housing,
former City Manager Dr. Sheryl Mitchel requested rental certification ordinance
to be written, staff completed first draft December of 2016.  

;

Rental Certification Ordinance requested by City Council. Council created Rental Certification Subcommittee. Subcommittee
members Jeanette Spicer, Marcola Lawler & Lenn Reid met by-monthly and than quarterly with city staff. In addition, four 
meetings were held with subcommittee, landlords and city staff to discuss ordinance. As a result of meetings, current rental 
certification ordinance draft has been created by subcommittee and city attorney, copy attached. 

1. Make no change, continue with complaint based inspections.
2. Pass Rental Certification Ordinance to assure minimum required health and safety standards for rental occupants: required
    working smoke alarms; heating systems to sustain min. 68 deg. in cold weather; potable cold and hot running water; adequate
    ventilation; properly secured windows and doors; adequate emergency egress; structural integrity; safe and sanitary living 
    condition's for all.  

> Rental Certification Ordinance 2020-_____ Draft
> Residential rental property permit questions & answers per 2015 Michigan Residential Code
> Check list example
> Rising Tide: Rental Inspection Survey, Sept. 2017

































RISING TIDE: RENTAL 

INSPECTION SURVEY 

September 2017 



Rental Demand 

 Demand for rental units is increasing despite 
population decline in PRT communities 

 Nationally, rental demand is driven by Baby 
Boomers and Generation X 

Many millennials still living at home 

 2010s on track to be strongest decade for 
renter growth ever recorded 



Change in Housing Tenure Status 
Community 2010 2015 % Change Renter-Occupied 

Central Lake 28.4% 33.1% 4.7% 

Charlotte 28.7% 42.3% 13.6% 

Evart 43.7% 54.5% 10.80% 

Grayling 45.6% 55.7% 10.1% 

Harrison 39.5% 40.3% 0.8% 

Hillsdale 44.5% 49.8% 5.3% 

Newberry 28.4% 33.6% 5.2% 

Paw Paw 50.3% 60.4% 10.1% 

River Rouge 44.7% 42.9% -1.80% 

Ishpeming 25.0% 26.9% 0.07% 



Communit

y 

Rente

r 

Homeown

er 

Differenc

e 

Central 

Lake 

37.4% 23.5% 13.9% 

Charlotte 46.9% 19.9% 27.0% 

Evart 59.2% 49.1% 10.1% 

Grayling 47.9% 33.9% 14.0% 

Harrison 58.0% 41.1% 16.9% 

Hillsdale 46.4% 27.1% 19.3% 

Newberry 53.8% 26.6% 27.2% 

Paw Paw 48.0% 31.2% 16.8% 

Sandusky 67.7% 33.4% 36.9% 

River 

Rouge 

44.8% 30.8% 11.4% 

Cost-Burden: 
Renters vs. Homeowners 

•  Cost burdened: 30% or 

more of household income is 

spent on housing costs, per 

month 

 

•  Renters are considerably 

more likely to be cost-

burdened 

 

•  Are renters paying more of 

their income for an inferior 

product? 

Percentage of Cost-burdened Renters and Homeowners 



Substandard Housing 

 National Center for Healthy Housing 
finds that exterior condition is a 
strong indicator for interior conditions 

 Poor exterior (sagging roof) leads to 
interior problems (leaks, rodents, 
cracks) 

 Paw Paw Housing Assessment 

 82% of owner-occupied 
properties were considered in 
“good” condition compared to 
72% for renter-occupied units 

 Difference of 142 structures 



Housing Checklist Example 

Housing 

Feature 

Type of Repair Needed 

Major Repair Minor Repair 

Building 

frame/structure 

Building is not straight; structure 

leans 

Building is not leaning; missing material 

Roof/chimney/gutte

rs 

A lot of deterioration, holes in roof, 

sagging 

Minor deterioration, some mortar 

missing, gutters need repair 

Window/doors Windows or door missing, door 

rotted 

Window frames need to be replaced, 

peeling paint 

Siding/paint Bricks missing, wood siding is 

rotted 

Some peeling or cracking paint 

Porch Significant deterioration, steps 

missing, porch sagging 

Separation of the porch from building, 

paint needed 



Substandard Housing 

 Common theme among PRT 

communities from stakeholder 

interviews (2016) 

 6 of the 10 PRT communities identified lack 

of quality housing stock 

 Evart Housing Survey 

 74% feel rental housing options are 

unattractive to perspective renters 

 “run down housing with exorbitant 

rental rates” 

 28 open responses supported this claim 



The survey was sent out to a listserv of city 
managers throughout the state. The 
following slides are their responses. 

Rental Housing Inspection 

Survey 



Q1: How many rental units does your community 

have? 

 N=23 (Village and City Managers responses) 

 Average: 1,880 units 

 Range: 12 units upwards to10,000 units 



Q2: Do you have a rental inspection 

program? 

 N=23 

 52.2% Yes 

 47.8% No 



Q3: Have you considered a rental inspection 

program? 

 N=11 

 Yes (72.7%)  

 No (27.3% ) 



Q4: What are the reasons you decided 

against a rental inspection program? 

 N=8 

 Landlord resistance 
(37.5%) 

 None of the above 

Cost vs. benefit 

 Intrusive 

 Lack of enforcement

 



Q5: How long has the rental inspection been in 

place? 

 N=10 

 1-3 years (10%) 

 5-10 years (20%) 

 11-20 year (40%) 

 20+ years (30%) 

 



Q6&7: Rental Inspection Administration and 

Execution 

 N=10 

 Employee of local unit of 
government (80%) 

 

 

Q6: Who administers the rental 
inspections? 

Q7: Who performs the rental inspections? 

 N=10 

 Employee of local unit of 
government (70%) 

 

 



Q8: How often do the rental inspections 

occur? 

 N=10 

 Every 3-5 years 

(40%) 

 Other (20%) 

Depends on 

performance 

 

 



Q9:What is the cost to the landlord for the 

inspection? 

 

 

 N=10 

 Average cost $68.50 

 Range $10-$150 

 Cost variation 

 More for single-
family homes 

 Bulk discount 

 Cost depends on 
inspection 
performance 



Q10: Does this fee offset the cost of the 

program? 

 N=10 

 No (60%) 

 

 



Q11:What percentage of rental inspections 

results in a citation to the landlord per year? 

 N=10 

 Half of the 
respondents said 
that less than 
10% of 
inspections result 
in a citation. 

 

 



Q12: How successful do you feel the rental 

inspection program has been? 

 N=10 

 Very successful 

(60%) 

 No respondent 

felt it was 

unsuccessful. 

 



Q13: How have landlords responded to a 

rental inspection program? 

 N=10 

 Other (40%) 

 Mixed response 

 Views have 
softened over time 

 Some believe it 
should not be run 
by the city 

 



Q14: Do you consider rental inspections a 

viable tool for neighborhood revitalization? 

 N=10 

 Overwhelming 

yes (90%) 

 



Q15: Since implementing the inspection process, 

have you noticed a difference in property 

valuation? 

 N=10 

 No noticeable 

change has 

occurred (50%) 

 Moderate 

increase (20%) 



Q16: Do you feel the rental inspection program 

has become more successful over time? 

 N=10 

 Yes (90%) 

 No respondent 

said “no.” 



The following section discusses examples 

of funding and implementation strategies. 

Case Studies   



Typical Rental Inspection Process 

Update zoning code to include a 
rental inspection program  

Register all rental units within the 
city limits 

Provide an inspection notice to 
landlords 

 

Conduct inspection and provide 
documentation on violations 

Provide landlord reasonable time to 
make repairs 



Case Studies 

L
ig
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Holland 
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Ludington 
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e
 

Jackson 

“Those who bark the loudest have the worst units.” 



Rental Inspection Comparison 
Holland Ludington Jackson 

Frequency of Inspection Every 3-6 years Every 3 years Every 2 years 

Depth of inspection Every unit Randomly inspect 50% of 

units if there are 6 or 

more units on a single 

parcel 

Every unit 

Initial inspection fee No charge $50 $175 

Incurring fees Annual rental registration 

fee, re-inspection fees, late 

charges 

Non-registration fee, 

additional inspections, 

minor issues are waived 

if photo evidence is 

provided 

Registration, application, 

inspections, late charges 

# Inspectors/population 3 Full –time inspectors 

/33,526 people 

1 part-time inspector 

/8,055 people 

7 Full-time inspectors/33,255 

people 

Time given to landlord to 

correct violations 

30 days or longer if landlord 

is making progress 

30 days -3 years (for 

certain repairs) 

90 days 

Recourse Misdemeanor, civil 

infraction ticket, placarded 

property 

Civil infraction Administrative Hearings 

Bureau: infractions and 

search warrants 



Effects of Rental Inspection 

Before  After 



Effects of Rental Inspection 

Before  After 



Creative Cost Solutions 

 CDBG funds for 
target areas 

 Self-certification 

 Random search for 
multi-family units 

 Point system to 
track violations 



Creative Cost Solutions: CDBG Target 

Areas 
 Example of  CDBG funds 

at work (Grand Rapids) 

 City is divided into 
Specific Target Areas that 
receive a range of 
services including 
“concentrated code 
enforcement” and 
“housing rehabilitation” 



Carrot Not Stick 

 Approach: rewarding 
good landlord behavior 
over punishing bad 
behavior. 
 City aids high-performing 

landlord’s marketing 
efforts for rental 
properties 

 Performance-based 
inspections 

 



Transparency: Fee Schedule 

Task Fee 

Initial registration $15/unit 

Renewal registration $10/unit 

(per 2-6 

years) 

Transfer of ownership $10/unit 

Initial inspection $50/unit 

Subsequent 

inspections 

$50/unit 

Failure to register $500/unit 

Construction Board of 

Appeals 

$200/unit 

 Allow public access 

to clearly-state fee 

structure 

 Fees will depend on 

number of units and 

number of 

inspectors 



Transparency: Housing Inspection 

Checklist 

 Guide for 
inspection for 
landlords to review 
beforehand to 
prepare for 
inspection 

Not a complete list 
of violations 



Model Ordinance Resource 

 There are resources 

that can cities 

through the process! 



Thank you! 
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