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Estimate 
2005 
 
 

 
Percent 
Change 
 

 
County 
Population
2000 

 
County 
Population 
Estimate 
2005 

 
Percent 
Change 

 
City vs. 
County 
Percentage 
Point  
Difference 
2005 

Ann Arbor 114,024 113,271 -0.7 322,895 341,847 5.9 -6.6 
Battle Creek 53,364 53,202 -0.3 137,985 139,191 0.9 -1.2 
Detroit 951,270 886,671 -6.8 2,061,162 1,998,217 -3.1 -3.7 
Flint 124,943 118,551 -5.1 436,141 443,883 1.8 -6.9 
Grand Rapids 197,800 193,780 -2.0 574,335 596,666 3.9 -5.9 
Kalamazoo 77,145 72,700 -5.8 238,603 240,536 0.8 -6.6 
Lansing 119,128 115,518 -3.0 279,320 278,592 -0.3 -2.7 
Muskegon 40,105 39,919 -0.5 170,200 175,554 3.1 -3.6 
Pontiac 66,337 67,331 1.5 1,194,156 1,214,361 1.7 -0.2 
Saginaw  61,799 58,361 -5.6 210,039 208,356 -0.8 -4.8 
Traverse City 14,532 14,513 -0.1 77,654 83,971 8.1 -8.2 
Warren 138,247 135,311 -2.1 788,149 829,453 5.2 -7.3 
Wyoming 69,368 70,122 1.1 574,335 596,666 3.9 -2.8 
    
Total 2,028,062 1,939,250 -4.4 6,490,639 6,550,627 0.9 -5.3 
State Population 9,938,444 10,120,860 1.8  
    
Urban as Percentage of State 20.4 19.2 -6.1  
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Population 
2000 

 
County 
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Estimate 
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Percent 
Change 

 
City vs. 
County 
Percentage 
Point  
Difference 
2005 

Ann Arbor 114,024 113,271-0.7322,895 341,8475.9-6.6 
Battle Creek 53,364 53,202-0.3137,985 139,1910.9-1.2 
Detroit 951,270 886,671-6.82,061,162 1,998,217-3.1-3.7 
Flint 124,943 118,551-5.1436,141 443,8831.8-6.9 
Grand Rapids 197,800 193,780-2.0574,335 596,6663.9-5.9 
Kalamazoo 77,145 72,700-5.8238,603 240,5360.8-6.6 
Lansing 119,128 115,518-3.0279,320 278,592-0.3-2.7 
Muskegon 40,105 39,919-0.5170,200 175,5543.1-3.6 
Pontiac 66,337 67,3311.51,194,156 1,214,3611.7-0.2 
Saginaw  61,799 58,361-5.6210,039 208,356-0.8-4.8 
Traverse City 14,532 14,513-0.177,654 83,9718.1-8.2 
Warren 138,247 135,311-2.1788,149 829,4535.2-7.3 
Wyoming 69,368 70,1221.1574,335 596,6663.9-2.8 
    
Total 2,028,062 1,939,250-4.46,490,639 6,550,6270.9-5.3 
State Population 9,938,444 10,120,8601.8  
    
Urban as Percentage of State 20.4 19.2-6.1  
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Free and Reduced Lunch Program  
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A number of districts saw a significant increase in  
eligible students including Warren 62.2 percent,  

Wyoming 55.3 percent, and Battle Creek 31.5 percent. 

Note: School districts and their cities are rarely coterminous; all schools data are presented by district, not city. 
Source: Center for Educational Performance and Information (CEPI); Michigan Department of Education. 

 Percentage  
Eligible  
2000 

Percentage 
Eligible 
2005 

Percent 
Change 

 

Percentage 
Eligible 
2005 

County/ISD 

City vs. ISD  
Percent 

Difference 
2005 

City vs. State 
Percentage Point 

Difference  
2005 

Ann Arbor Public Schools 17.1 18.0 5.3 22.1 -18.6 -16.7 

Battle Creek School District 50.2 66.0 31.5 40.1 64.6 31.3 

Detroit Public Schools 68.5 72.0 5.1 48.0 50.0 37.3 

Flint Community Schools 64.2 70.0 9.0 38.8 80.4 35.3 

Grand Rapids Public Schools 65.4 77.0 17.7 37.6 104.8 42.3 

Kalamazoo School District 59.6 61.0 2.3 35.9 69.9 26.3 

Lansing School District 51.7 63.0 21.9 35.0 80.0 28.3 

Muskegon Public Schools 66.5 80.0 20.3 48.3 65.6 45.3 

Pontiac School District 63.9 74.0 15.8 18.7 295.7 39.3 

Saginaw City School District 63.3 74.0 16.9 46.8 58.1 39.3 

Traverse City Area Public Schools 23.1 28.0 21.2 30.5 -8.2 -6.7 

Warren Consolidated Schools 14.8 24.0 62.2 22.6 6.2 -10.7 

Wyoming Public Schools 30.9 48.0 55.3 37.6 27.7 13.3 

     

Average (unweighted) 49.0 58.1 18.1 35.5 63.4 23.4 

State 28.9 34.7 12.5   

The percentage of  
students eligible for  
free and reduced 
lunches in public schools 
serves as a measure of 
socio-economic status  
of students in the  
district. 
 
On average, the 13 
school districts had an 
increase of 18.1 percent 
in students eligible for 
free and reduced 
lunches over the 2000-
2005 period. 
 
 

 
Arguably, this measure is the 
best proxy  
available to assess  
poverty for families with chil-
dren, and the  
working poor. 
 
Only Ann Arbor, Warren and  
Traverse City had lower  
rates of eligible students  
than their Intermediate 
School Districts. 




