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Stakeholder Engagement:

Housing Needs Survey:
This online and paper survey collected data on demographics, housing 
conditions, affordability, and preferences from 1,181 respondents. The survey 
was published on October 16, 2023, and remained open until November 27, 
2023. 

Interviews: 
Nine individual or small group interviews were conducted from December 2023 
to January 2024 with various stakeholders such as planners, developers, and 
housing authority leaders to understand challenges and potential solutions. 

Workshops: 
Two stakeholder workshops were held on January 9 and 10, 2024, engaging 26 
participants from a diverse cross-section of the community in brainstorming 
ideas and identifying barriers to achieving the community’s housing goals. 

Public Forum: 
On January 9, 2024, more than 100 residents participated in-person and 
through Zoom at the public forum which allowed residents to share their 
experiences and concerns regarding housing in the community.

Public Comment Period: 
A draft version of the Regional Housing Recovery Plan was made available 
through the MCRPC’s website from February 29, 2024, through March 14, 
2024. Public comments were submitted through the MCRPC website, and 
this feedback was reviewed and incorporated into the plan.

Data Analysis:

Demographics & Workforce: 
This section examines population trends, age demographics, industry mix, 
and commuting patterns to understand the local housing context.

Housing Stock: 
This section analyzes the existing housing stock by type, age, value, and 
vacancy rates to assess the availability and quality of housing options.

Housing Analysis & Demand: 
This section explores housing affordability, cost burdens, and the projected 
demand for different housing types based on various factors.
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Key Findings:

Limited affordability: 
The survey and forum revealed a lack of affordable housing options, especially 
for specific demographics like young professionals and seniors.

Limited housing diversity: 
The current housing stock heavily favors single-family homes, limiting options 
for those seeking different housing types.

Barriers to access: 
High upfront costs, predatory rental practices, and lack of support services 
create challenges for vulnerable populations in securing stable housing.

Competitive market: 
Low vacancy rates and rising prices make it difficult for potential buyers and 
renters to find suitable housing.

Public concerns: 
Participants expressed concerns about limited public transportation, NIMBYism 
(«Not in My Backyard») attitudes, and the need for diverse representation in 
future planning efforts.

Strategic Recommendations: 

Coordinate on Regional Resources:
•	 Establish a Cross-Sectoral Housing Recovery Implementation 

Committee, which includes governmental, non-profit, and private sector 
employers and stakeholders to define goals, establish metrics, and 
ensure regional alignment.

•	 Collaborate with regional planning organizations for technical expertise 
and data analysis.

•	 Hire or assign a Housing Coordinator to oversee coordination efforts 
and advocate for funding.

Expand Centralized Housing Information Hub:
•	 Create a user-friendly online and print resource guide with information 

on housing programs, services, and available units.

•	 Partner with various access points to ensure wide community reach and 
offer multilingual assistance.

Develop and Host a Housing Education 
Campaign:
•	 Partner with media outlets and community organizations to raise 

awareness about the housing crisis.

•	 Develop targeted educational materials and conduct outreach efforts to 
address the specific needs of diverse populations.

Extend Position of Housing Stability Navigator:
•	 Secure sustained funding and expand the Housing Stability Navigator’s 

role to provide case management support and partner with landlords.
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Zoning and Land Use Adjustments:
•	 Conduct a review of land-use ordinances to identify and address 

regulations hindering affordable housing development.

•	 Establish overlay districts in targeted areas to incentivize specific 
development types (e.g., mixed-use, transit-oriented, affordable 
housing).

•	 Develop and implement an inclusionary zoning ordinance that balances 
affordability requirements with developer incentives.

•	 Expand the permitted housing mix to include smaller single-family 
homes, duplexes, triplexes, quadplexes, and Accessory Dwelling Units 
(ADUs).

Expand and Maximize Funding Opportunities:
•	 Establish a dedicated Affordable Housing Trust Fund with diverse 

funding sources.

•	 Advocate for state-level economic development policies that direct 
resources to communities impacted by economic activity.

•	 Explore opportunities to support organizations such as the Central 
Illinois Land Bank Authority and Bloomington-Normal Community Land 
Trust through financial support and project partnerships.

•	 Advocate for state and federal funding for land banking and community 
land trusts.

Partnership Opportunities for Preservation and 
Maintenance:
•	 Partner with housing authorities to acquire and rehabilitate properties 

exiting the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) program.

•	 Develop a Renaissance Loan program to provide low-interest loans to 
homeowners for repairs and improvements.

•	 Consider additional strategies such as redevelopment districts or 
property tax relief programs for low-income homeowners.

Support Permanent Supportive Housing (PSH) 
and Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC)
•	 Participate in Illinois Housing Development Authority (IHDA) listening 

sessions, advocate for funding and policy changes, and develop 
a coordinated approach with McLean County Behavioral Health 
Coordinating Council.

•	 Facilitate public endorsement and matching grants for LIHTC applicants 
with PSH units.

Engage Landlords and Employers:
•	 Collaborate with employers to understand employee housing needs and 

develop employer-assisted housing programs.

•	 Advocate for public policies that incentivize employers to support 
affordable housing.

•	 Partner with community organizations to connect employers with 
resources and promote “living wage” campaigns.

•	 Initiate a Landlord Risk Recovery Fund to assist landlords renting to 
at-risk populations and offer training and technical assistance on best 
practices.
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Stakeholder 
Engagement
Housing Needs Survey
The Housing Needs Survey was designed to collect quantifiable input from a 
wide range of McLean County residents and workers. The survey was published 
on October 16, 2023, and remained open until November 27, 2023. In addition 
to the English version of the survey, translated versions in French and Spanish 
were available. All versions could be accessed through the McLean County 
Regional Planning Commission’s website, and paper copies were available. 
Over the six-week period, 1,181 responses were recorded. A complete version 
of the survey can be found in Appendix I. 

Survey responses were limited to one per household. Participants were not 
required to live in McLean County to complete the survey; in fact, responses 
from residents of 45 unique ZIP codes were collected. A large age demographic 
was represented, and the breakdown of respondents by age can be seen in 
Figure 1.

FIGURE 1: SURVEY RESPONDENTS BY AGE
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Most respondents reported having lived in the county for more than 10 
years. A handful had lived in the county for less than 1 year, and a larger 
percentage had lived in the county for 1-10 years. 21 people reported living 
outside of the county. 

FIGURE 2: SURVEY RESPONDENTS BY TIME LIVING IN MCLEAN COUNTY 

A wide variety of households were represented. The average household size 
reported by survey respondents was 3.1. Some reported living in households of 
up to 12 people. However, most households contained between 1-4 occupants. 
home

FIGURE 3: SURVEY RESPONDENTS BY HOUSEHOLD SIZE

Next, respondents were asked to report the number of occupants who 
were presently employed. Employment could be counted if any occupant 
were employed on a full- or part-time basis. On average, 1.6 occupants per 
household were employed. 

FIGURE 4: HOUSEHOLD EMPLOYMENT

Approximately two thirds of respondents reported that they owned their 
home; about 30% reported that they currently rent. About 3% selected the 
“Other” option, and explained that they were living with friends, homeless, or 
in transition between homes. Some indicated that they owned their mobile 
home but parked on a rented property. 

FIGURE 5: HOUSING TENURE
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Most respondents reported living in single-family homes. The next most 
common dwelling type was an apartment unit. A handful of people reported 
living in duplexes, townhouses, modular homes. Those who selected the 
“Other” category indicated that they lived in mobile homes, senior living 
centers, condominiums, or other dwelling types. 

FIGURE 6: HOUSING TYPE INHABITED

A wide variety of household incomes were reported, which indicates a balanced 
sample of the local population. About 80 respondents indicated that they 
earn less than $20,000 a year, and about the same reported earning more 
than $200,000 a year. 

FIGURE 7: HOUSEHOLD INCOME

When asked to indicate whether they had trouble in affording housing-related 
costs since the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic, about half of respondents 
reported that they had. Housing costs were defined broadly and included 
mortgage or rent payments, homeowners or renters insurance, property 
taxes, homeowners association fees, and utilities.

FIGURE 8: DIFFICULTY AFFORDING HOUSING COSTS

Respondents who indicated they had had trouble affording housing costs 
since the COVID-19 pandemic were then asked to explain why. Most reported 
that increases in housing costs burdened them, and others reported that 
non-housing costs and shifting employment conditions contributed to the 
difficulty. 

FIGURE 9: REASON FOR DIFFICULTY WITH HOUSING COSTS DURING COVID-19 
PANDEMIC
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About one-third of respondents indicated that they had trouble maintaining 
their home. Maintenance could include repairs or upkeep for any major asset 
of the home, such as HVAC, electric, yard maintenance, etc. For about 16% of 
respondents, this question was not applicable. 

FIGURE 10: DIFFICULTY WITH MAINTENANCE & UPKEEP COSTS

Of 1,118 respondents who answered a question about whether they were 
considering moving out of the county, about 54% answered “yes”. Figure 11 
provides a breakdown of the reasons listed for doing so. Most who indicated 
they considered leaving McLean County said housing costs were the main 
factor motivating their decision. 

FIGURE 11: REASONS FOR MOVING OUT OF MCLEAN COUNTY

To understand which types of housing stakeholders feel is most highly 
demanded, they were asked to select a price range of homes which McLean 
County is perceived to need the most. Most respondents indicated that the 
greatest demand in the county is for housing which costs less than $1,000 
per month. 

FIGURE 12: HOUSING DEMANDED BY PRICE
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When considering their preference for their next home, most respondents 
indicated that they would be interested in a single-family home. Respondents 
could select more than one option; townhomes, apartments, and duplexes 
were popular options, as well. About 200 respondents indicated that they 
have no intention of moving to another home. 

FIGURE 13: NEXT HOME PREFERENCES

To understand which features of a home were most important to respondents, 
a list was provided, and respondents were asked to rate the importance of 
each on a scale of 1-5. The higher the score of the feature, the more important 
it was, on average, to respondents. Having a yard was most highly prioritized. 
Proximity to employment and amenities were the next most highly prioritized 
features. 

FIGURE 14: HOUSING PRIORITIES

When considering new developments in McLean County, respondents were 
asked to score a variety of development types on a scale of 1-5. The higher 
the score, the more favorable the development type was, on average, to the 
respondent. The preference for single-family homes was the highest, followed 
by townhomes, duplexes, and multifamily developments. 

FIGURE 15: DEVELOPMENT PREFERENCES
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As a variety of policies could be implemented to address housing needs 
within the county, a handful were proposed to respondents to gauge support. 
Respondents could select which of the following policies they would support. 
The support for a policy which would allow for the replacing of vacant or 
blighted commercial areas with residential development was the strongest. 
Support for the development of affordable housing was strong, as well. 

FIGURE 16: PROPOSED POLICY SUPPORT

Finally, respondents were given the opportunity to provide general comments 
on the housing conditions within McLean County. Their comments were coded 
and organized into a variety of categories, which are presented in Figure 17. 
A key to the labels used in Figure 17 is provided below. Most open responses 
were related to the affordability of local housing and expressed concern 
about rising housing costs. Local tax policies, landlord accountability, and 
specialized housing were also common themes of open-ended responses. 

FIGURE 17: OPEN RESPONSES

Label Title Label Description

A FF ORDA BIL I T Y Costs of housing are too high; efforts should be 
made to increase affordability; lack of low-income or 
subsidized housing

SUPPOR T LOW- DENSI T Y Avoid high-density development; build single-family 
homes; avoid low-income or subsidized housing

LOC A L TA X E S Revisit local tax policies: property taxes are too high

L A NDLORD 
ACCOUN TA BIL I T Y

Implement landlord accountability measures; prevent 
unwarranted or extreme rent hikes; require rental 
maintenance

SUPPOR T DENSI T Y Increase housing density; build ADUs, cottage 
communities, or mixed-use developments

V ULNER A BLE 
POPUL AT ION

Expand housing options for those with mental and 
physical disabilities; provide recovery and transitional 
housing

GREEN & COMMUNI T Y 
SPACE

Increase amount of green and community space, like 
parks

PERM A NEN T 
SUPPOR T I V E

Expand permanent supportive housing options

SENIOR S Expand senior housing options

PUBLIC T R A NSI T Improve public transportation infrastructure 

DI V ER SI T Y Support a diverse population in new housing 
developments
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Interviews & Workshops
Nine individual or small group interviews were conducted from December 
2023 to January 2024. Examples of Interviewees included planners, permanent 
supportive housing providers, developers, major employers, realtors, housing 
authority leaders, and elected Town/City Council members​. Themes of barriers, 
what is working, and what can be added, scaled, or improved were considered 
for the interview results.

Key Findings: 
Barriers to Housing Efforts:
•	 Shortage of affordable housing: Limited availability across all income 

levels, including missing middle and workforce housing.

•	 Rising housing costs: Inflation, material, and labor costs impacting 
overall affordability.

•	 Quality concerns: Availability of safe and well-maintained housing.

•	 Zoning and ordinances: Existing regulations hindering diverse housing 
development.

•	 Communication and collaboration: Ineffective communication and 
collaboration among stakeholders.

•	 Infrastructure limitations: Lack of infrastructure to support new 
housing development.

What areas have shown positive outcomes?
•	 Housing stability navigator program: Aiding connect individuals with 

housing resources.

•	 Court-based rental assistance program: Supporting individuals facing 
eviction, despite the reduction in reduced cap per individual.  

•	 Strong local housing coalition: Collaborative efforts towards housing 
solutions.

•	 Increased stakeholder involvement: Broader participation in 
addressing housing challenges.

What can be added, scaled, or improved?
•	 Housing stability navigator program: Scale up on its success.

•	 Increase funding: Secure additional resources to support housing 
initiatives.

•	 Expand existing program: Establish eviction prevention funds. ​

•	 Financial coaching: Provide support to improve financial literacy and 
ability to secure housing.

•	 Develop more housing units: Focus on mixed-income, mixed-style 
developments accessible by public transportation.

•	 Need more permanent supportive housing: Address the needs of 
vulnerable populations.
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Two stakeholder workshops were held on January 9 and 10, 2024. While 
many stakeholders representing different industries and sectors in McLean 
County were invited, participants in both sessions included City, Town, and 
County staff members, Illinois State University employees, Carle Bromenn and 
OSF Healthcare, Bloomington Housing Authority, Connect Transit, Catalyst 
Construction, and McLean County Chamber of Commerce. There were 14 
attendees on January 9 and 12 on January 10, each lasting two hours.

Participants were invited to reach a consensus on a group long-term goal for 
McLean County within two years. They also identified barriers to the goals 
and action steps. A detailed breakdown of this information can be found in 
Appendix II.

Group one’s goal was to have “At least one amazing mixed-income, mixed-
housing style residential development in a location accessible by/near bus 
and/or trail.” Group two’s goal was to have “Additional low/mid-income level 
housing with transportation and permanent supportive housing.​”

Common workshop barriers identified included:
•	 NIMBYism (resistance to new developments in existing neighborhoods)​

•	 Developer willingness and capacity to build affordable housing​.

•	 Cultural barriers and/or misconceptions​ about affordable housing 
needs

•	 Lack of incentives​ for developers to build affordable housing.

•	 Challenges in securing full engagement and follow-through from local 
leaders on key initiatives. 

Potential action steps identified (but not limited to) 
included:
•	 Implement affordable housing incentives​ for landlords and developers.

•	 Conduct community education​ and awareness about affordable 
housing needs and solutions.

•	 Foster intentional collaboration among stakeholders, including 
developers, community organizations, and local government​.

•	 Advocate for zoning changes to facilitate diverse housing development​.

•	 Create a housing trust fund to promote local affordable housing non-
profits such as Thrive Housing, Mid Central Community Action, and 
Bloomington-Normal Community Land Trust.
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Public Forum on Housing Needs
The McLean County Regional Planning Commission (MCRPC) held a public 
forum on January 9, 2024, to gather community input for their “Regional 
Housing Recovery Plan.” More than 100 residents participated in-person or 
through Zoom, offering crucial insights into the housing challenges faced by 
the Bloomington-Normal area.

Key Findings:
LIMITED AFFORDABILITY AND DIVERSITY:
•	 Participants highlighted a lack of affordable housing options, especially 

for specific demographics like young professionals, recent graduates, 
and seniors, who require smaller units like one-bedroom apartments or 
studios.

•	 The current housing stock heavily favors single-family homes, limiting 
overall housing diversity and hindering potential solutions.

Barriers to Access:
•	 High upfront costs associated with renting, such as application fees and 

deposits, were identified as a significant barrier to access, particularly 
for low-income residents.

•	 Predatory rental practices, like exorbitant fees or unfair lease terms, 
further disadvantage vulnerable populations.

•	 A lack of supportive services, especially for the homeless and formerly 
incarcerated populations, creates additional challenges in securing 
stable housing.

Competitive Market and Limited Supply:
•	 The forum revealed a competitive housing market with low availability of 

units, leading to:

	— Rising prices, making homeownership increasingly challenging.

	— Quick sales, pushing out potential buyers, especially those who 
need more time to arrange financing or search for suitable options.

Public Concerns:
Beyond the identified key findings, the forum unearthed several specific 
concerns voiced by the community:

•	 Transportation limitations: Difficulty accessing housing due to the lack 
of reliable public transportation, especially for those without personal 
vehicles.

•	 Single-family housing focus: Residents expressed concerns that 
focusing solely on building single-family homes does not address the 
needs of diverse community members.

•	 NIMBYism (“Not in My Backyard”) attitudes: Resistance from some 
residents towards new housing developments in their neighborhoods 
was noted as a potential hurdle.

•	 Need for diverse representation: While participation was good, 
concerns were raised about ensuring voices from all demographics 
within the community were heard.
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Potential Solutions:

Participants proposed various solutions to address these challenges:

•	 Zoning reforms: Allowing for diverse housing options beyond 
single-family homes, including apartments, duplexes, mixed-use 
developments, and potentially Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) and tiny 
homes.

•	 Financial assistance programs: Initiatives to ease upfront rental 
costs, support first-time homeownership, and potentially offer rental 
assistance programs.

•	 Increasing housing supply: Encouraging infill development, exploring 
innovative housing models, and potentially implementing affordable 
housing requirements for developers.

•	 Improved rental regulations: Implementing stricter regulations to 
address predatory practices, ensuring quality enforcement of existing 
regulations, and exploring rent control measures.

•	 Enhanced support services: Expanding access to transitional and 
supportive housing, improving outreach to the homeless, and 
addressing the specific needs of marginalized groups.

•	 Improved public transportation: Investing in reliable public 
transportation options to connect residents to jobs, education, and 
amenities without relying solely on personal vehicles.

•	 Community education and outreach: Addressing NIMBYism through 
education campaigns highlighting the benefits of diverse housing 
options and fostering inclusive community development.

Public Comment Period
A draft version of the completed Regional Housing Recovery Plan was posted 
on the McLean County Regional Planning Commission’s website on February 29, 
2024. After reviewing the plan, the public was encouraged to provide comments 
and feedback through a linked submission form. The public comment period 
remained open until March 14, 2024. All public comments were considered 
by the project team and revisions were made to the plan where appropriate. 
A list of all public comments received can be found in Appendix V. 
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Data Analysis
Demographics & Workforce

Population Trend
Population growth rates in McLean County have varied widely over the last 
twenty years. Between 2000 and 2010, the county’s population increased by 
20,000 people, or about 12.7%. Over the next 10-year period, the population 
increased by less than 1,400 people – a growth rate of approximately 0.8%. 
According to Esri’s Community Profile estimates, a low growth rate as the one 
seen over the last decade is expected to continue for the next several years 
given the current housing shortage and current factors. However, there are 
many factors which influence shifts in population trends, and housing – the 
focus of this study – is certainly one of them. 

Changes in the housing market, job market, and other economic conditions 
could cause the actual population trend to deviate significantly from this 
projection. Although Esri’s projection predicts moderate growth over the 
next ten years, there is reason to believe that growth in McLean County will 
far outpace the projection. Large employers in the region, such as Rivian, 
are expected to substantially expand their workforce soon, which will attract 
many new residents to the county. 

FIGURE 18: MCLEAN COUNTY POPULATION ESTIMATES. SOURCE: 2020 US CENSUS, 
2022 ACS 1-YEAR ESTIMATES, ESRI PROJECTION
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Aging Characteristics
Due to the presence of three colleges - Illinois State University, Illinois Wesleyn 
University, and Heartland Community College, McLean County is home to a 
young population. In 2022, the county’s median age was 33.9 years, which is 
much lower than the State of Illinois’ median of 39.1 years. The large share of 
college-age students does not exempt the county from experiencing other 
shifts in the age demographic which are affecting other parts of the country, 
though. The ‘Baby Boomer’ generation – which comprises those born between 
1946 and 1964 – is aging, and a significant part of the population is transitioning 
into a new age bracket. Between 2017 and 2022, McLean County, Bloomington, 
and Normal all saw notable increases in the percentage of the population 
over 65. This shift, which will continue for the next several years, will impact 
housing, workforce, healthcare, and many other areas of the economy. This 
would include but not be limited to a growing need for affordable senior 
housing that is accessible and permanent supportive housing for those aging 
in place who require additional supportive services.

FIGURE 19: AGE DEMOGRAPHICS. SOURCE: ACS 2017 & 2022 5-YEAR ESTIMATES

Industry Breakdown
One of the easiest ways to measure the direct impacts of the COVID-19 
pandemic on the local economy is through employment data. Between Quarter 
3 of 2019 and Quarter 3 of 2023, McLean County experienced significant shifts 
in the local industry mix. Over the 4-year period, many industries saw their 
total workforce shrink by several hundred employees. Others, however, saw 
growth. The most considerable growth has been seen in the manufacturing 
industry, which has added 7,000 jobs since Quarter 3 of 2019. This industry 
will likely see continued growth over the next several years. As Rivian begins 
production of the R2 – its next generation of electric vehicle – their employment 
figures in McLean County are expected to increase substantially. 

As the industry mix has changed within the county, so has the financial 
makeup of the community. The median annual earnings for workers in the 
county have increased by more than $11,000 since 2019 (see Figure 22). As a 
result, the demand for housing has shifted; households of different income 
levels have different housing preferences. Methods for ensuring the proper 
mix of housing type and price is maintained will be discussed later in this 
report. The cost of housing rose by 37% between January 2022 and August 
2023 according to the U.S. Federal Housing Finance Agency housing price 
index. Like other communities in the United States, rising housing costs and 
inflation have outpaced growth in wages and incomes. As of 2021, middle 
class households in the United States earned an average of 5% less than in 
2000, after adjusting for inflation, according to USA Facts, IRS, and Census 
Bureau data.

FIGURE 20: JOB CHANGE & ANNUAL EARNINGS BY INDUSTRY IN MCLEAN COUNTY. 
SOURCE: ILLINOIS DEPARTMENT OF EMPLOYMENT SECURITY, 2023
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Commuting Patterns
Much of the job growth that has been realized within the county is being met 
by workers residing beyond county limits. According to the Bloomington-
Normal Economic Development Council and Rivian, 50 to 80% of Rivian’s 
workforce commutes 45 minutes or more to the Normal plant. In 2023, the 
net number of commuters in all occupations who traveled into the county 
for work was 5,427. In other words, after considering the number of workers 
entering the county for work, and those who leave it, the county attracts 
about 5,427 more workers than it loses. A map of commuters by distance 
can be found in Appendix III.  

High inbound commuter levels can indicate demand for housing, as it is 
expected that some percentage of those workers would choose to live closer to 
their place of employment if the opportunity were available. This indicates that 
local wages are being spent outside of McLean County, so local spending and 
tax bases are directly restricted. This topic will be revisited when considering 
demand for housing in McLean County. 

FIGURE 21: NET COMMUTERS BY OCCUPATION. SOURCE: LIGHTCAST, 2023

Occupational Income & Earnings
Employment and earnings data for common occupations within the county 
can be another helpful metric for understanding what affordability means 
within the local context. Waiters and servers often earn minimum wage, and 
their low hourly wages are reflected in their annual earnings. Firefighters and 
elementary school teachers earn similar wages, totaling between $61,000 
and $62,000 per year. Registered nurses and police officers typically earn 
more than $75,000 per year. 

The demand for individuals within each of the occupations presented in Figure 
22 (and many others not included) is constant; each are critical components 
of the community. Therefore, efforts should be made to ensure that the 
local housing market reflects their specific residential needs and financial 
ability. Their annual earnings can help inform a local definition of affordable 
housing. For example, based on this data, the typical waiter in McLean County 
can afford to spend about $670 on rent or a mortgage; police officers could 
afford upwards of $2,000. It is crucially important that local leadership devise 
a strategy for providing accommodations for individuals across the spectrum, 
as each makes an important contribution to the local ecosystem. A more in-
depth look at demand will be provided in the following sections of this report. 

FIGURE 22: EMPLOYMENT & MEDIAN ANNUAL EARNINGS IN MCLEAN COUNTY. 
SOURCE: LIGHTCAST, 2023
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Poverty & Homelessness
Poverty levels have increased in McLean County over the last 5 years, 
Bloomington and Normal. Poverty is measured by the Official Poverty 
Measure (OPM), which measures pre-tax income against a food cost threshold 
and accounts for family size. At the county level, the poverty rate rose 1.5 
percentage points, from 14.2% in 2016 to 15.7% in 2021. Bloomington saw a 
comparable increase in poverty rates (up 0.6 percentage points, from 12.9% 
to 13.5%), but the change in Normal was more pronounced. Over the 5-year 
period, poverty levels increased by about 3.4 percentage points in Normal, 
reaching 25.6% by 2021. 

FIGURE 23: POVERTY RATES. SOURCE: ACS 2016-2021 5-YEAR ESTIMATES

When poverty levels in the county are examined, it is evident that poverty 
is experienced differently by race. In McLean County, the White population 
comprises about 78.5% of the total population, and the non-White population 
makes up the remaining 21.5%. While 12.3% of White residents fell below 
the poverty threshold in 2022, 37% of Black or African American residents 
fell below the same threshold. Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islanders, 
residents of Hispanic or Latino origin, and other races experience poverty at 
higher-than-average rates in McLean County, as well. Local policymakers should 
consider promoting equitable solutions that alleviate the racial disparities 
by partnering with the NAACP and racial minority-based organizations and 
designing policy solutions that target groups who have historically needed 
more access and more stable housing.

FIGURE 24: POVERTY BY RACE IN MCLEAN COUNTY. SOURCE: 2017 & 2022 ACS 
5-YEAR ESTIMATES
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When it comes to estimating demand for new permanent supportive housing 
(PSH) development, there are several methodologies that can be used. However, 
accurate data on current levels of the unhoused population are difficult to 
acquire. The data provided by PATH Crisis in Figure 25 provide the best estimate 
available, but it should be noted that this estimate is likely a conservative one 
which does not include individuals who are precariously housed, recently 
displaced, or otherwise unhoused but omitted from the official count. 

In an article from the Corporation for Supportive Housing1, it is estimated 
that between 85-90% of individuals captured in the point-in-time counts need 
permanent supportive housing.  Based on the PIT counts from 2023 from 
the Bloomington/Central IL Continuum of Care and the formula provided by 
the Corporation for Supportive Housing, at least 330-350 new permanent 
supportive housing units are needed to meet the growing demand due to 
rising homelessness. Note, this formula (refer to Appendix) does not account 
for precariously housed individuals who are “doubling-up” or “couch-surfing” 
in unstable living conditions. To provide a more specific estimate, a more 
thorough analysis should be pursued in future planning efforts.  

FIGURE 26: SHELTER WAITLISTS. SOURCE: MCLEAN COUNTY HOUSING COALITION, 2024

1 Corporation for Supportive Housing: Estimating the Need. https://www.csh.org/wp-content/
uploads/2013/08/Estimating-the-Need.pdf

Homeless rates in McLean County were higher in 2022 than at any other point 
over the last four years. 878 residential evictions were filed in 2022, and 865 
were filed in 2023. High eviction rates contribute to the homeless issue, and 
homelessness rates have risen in the county after the pandemic. In 2022, 
there were more than 1,200 homeless persons in the county – 200 of which 
were children. The number of homeless households has increased by 160% 
since 2019. This indicates a greater need for support services and housing 
throughout the county and emphasizes the effects of COVID-19 on housing 
and the local economy. A recent study published in 2022, “Homelessness is a 
Housing Problem,” found that the two main factors contributing to a growing 
homeless population include declining vacancy rates and rapidly escalating 
rental costs. Homelessness is a systemic issue due to inadequate affordable 
housing, rather than individual failings, substance abuse or mental health 
crises. 

FIGURE 25: HOMELESSNESS IN MCLEAN COUNTY. SOURCE: PATH, 2022

Local Temporary Shelter Waitlists for local shelters and supportive housing 
properties can be useful for understanding the capacity of local resources. The 
McLean County Housing Coalition tracked the number of people on waitlists 
at two shelters: The Salvation Army and Home Sweet Home Ministries. As 
illustrated in Figure 26, in the beginning of 2023, between 5 and 30 people 
were on a waitlist at any given time. This data does not include precariously 
housed individuals who lack stable, independent housing and are “doubled-up” 
with family or friends nor does it include those without the mental capacity 
to seek out temporary shelter on their own.
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Housing Stock

Housing by Type
In Figure 27, housing units in McLean County, Bloomington, and Normal are 
presented by the total number of units in the structure. In other words, housing 
density can be compared using the data in this graphic. In McLean County, 
about two-thirds of housing units are single-family, detached homes. There 
are few units in medium-density structures (with 2-9 units per structure), and 
15% of units are in larger multifamily developments (10+ units per structure). 
In Bloomington, the trend is similar, with a slightly higher proportion of higher 
density units. In Normal, only about half of all housing units are single-family, 
detached. Approximately 24.1% of housing units are in medium-density 
structures, and about 22.9% are larger, multifamily developments. 

Since the number of individuals per household continues to decline, 
demographic data has shown nationally and locally that nuclear family single-
family homes are not necessary for smaller households. Many communities 
around the country have begun to focus on developing the “missing middle,” 
or housing units which are typically categorized as medium density (such as 
townhomes, duplexes, triplexes, and fourplexes). These units can be useful 
for maximizing land use in a way that maintains the appeal of lower-density 
housing subdivision. Moreover, these medium-density units can provide more 
appropriate housing options for smaller households, as well as those looking 
for more affordable options with a smaller footprint and less maintenance. 
Ultimately, promoting diverse housing types increases a variety of housing 
prices and sizes that can more flexibly accommodate a variety of household 
income levels and composition.

FIGURE 27: HOUSING BY TYPE. SOURCE: ACS 2022 5-YEAR ESTIMATES
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Housing by Year Built
The rapidly aging housing stock illustrates the overall quality of housing in 
McLean County. In many cases, an older housing stock is more difficult to 
maintain, which can affect housing costs and the degree to which the entire 
housing stock can be inhabited. In Mclean County, about 77.7% of housing 
units were built before 2000. About half were built before 1960. Improving and 
utilizing the existing housing stock is important for growing communities, and 
this often requires an effort to rehabilitate or maintain an older housing stock. 

FIGURE 28: HOUSING BY YEAR BUILT. SOURCE: ACS 2022 5-YEAR ESTIMATES

Home Values
Home values in McLean County have grown substantially between April 2019 
and September 2023. The median single-family home value (according to the 
Mid-Illinois Realtors Association)2 rose by approximately 27% from 159,000 to 
202,500. While heavy fluctuations in home values are common, the market has 
been exceptionally volatile over the last five years. The COVID-19 pandemic 
coincided with a sharp rise in housing prices which has only continued. 
Mortgage and refinance interest rates have been elevated to 8% to cool the 
market, but data have not yet indicated that home values are stabilizing. 
According to the Mid-Illinois Realtors Association, closed single-family homes 
resales decreased by 41% between April 2019 (177 total for the month) and April 
2023 (104 total for the month). This further exemplifies a dwindling housing 
supply and fewer affordable housing options for first-time homebuyers and 
new workforce arrivals. The median price of a resale home in McLean County 
skyrocketed from $167,000 in 2020 to $232,000 in 2023; a 39% increase in 
the matter of three years.

Of course, such dramatic increases in home value reduce housing affordability 
and accessibility. With home values and interest rates so high, fewer households 
can purchase homes. This could result in higher demand for multi-family 
housing, as well as smaller, more affordable for-sale units like condominiums 
or townhomes. If Residential Zoning Reform were implemented and allowed 
the creation “missing-middle” housing, more diverse housing types would 
be permitted.

FIGURE 29: HOME VALUES IN MCLEAN COUNTY. SOURCE: ZILLOW HOME VALUE 
INDEX, 2023

2 Mid-Illinois Realtors Association Annual Home Sale Reports, 2019-2023. 
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Another indicator of high demand for new housing in the county is the vacancy 
rate of single-family homes. In a healthy housing market, vacancy rates 
typically float between 8-10%. In McLean County, the vacancy rate for single-
family homes (attached and detached) was 5.01% in 2022. In Bloomington 
and Normal, the rates were even lower, at 3.86% and 3.68%, respectively. 
Low vacancy rates can indicate a tight housing market and high demand for 
additional housing.

FIGURE 30: SINGLE-FAMILY HOME VACANCY RATES. SOURCE: ACS 2022 5-YEAR 
ESTIMATES.

Multi-Family Unit Counts
As McLean County’s population has grown, so has demand for multi-family 
rental units. The number of units in McLean County has increased steadily 
over the past two decades. Between 2000 and 2023, a net total of 2,283 units 
were added within the county, which is an increase of roughly 20%. Many 
of those have provided a variety of market-rate housing options; more than 
1,100 units were developed with the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) 
program between 2000 and 2023, which ensures their affordability for a 
30-year period. As will be seen in the following sections of the report, the 
availability of LIHTC units has remained steady within the county over the 
past three years and is expected to fall sharply over the next ten years. Other 
developments have provided a variety of market-rate options. 

FIGURE 31: MULTI-FAMILY UNIT COUNTS. SOURCE: COSTAR, 2023
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Rent per Square Foot
For many years, the rent per square foot of multi-family units in McLean 
County remained stable. Between 2000 and 2018, this rate increased by only 
about $0.09, from $0.73 to $0.82. Then, between 2018 and 2023, the market 
saw a rapid increase in rental costs. Over this period, rent prices per square 
foot increased from $0.82 to $1.15, which is an increase of over 40%. Such a 
dramatic increase over a brief period indicates a significant increase in demand 
for multi-family housing in the county in the face of housing underproduction 
in the region and nation. In other words, limited availability of multi-family 
housing has resulted in extreme increases in existing units’ value. 

FIGURE 32: EFFECTIVE RENT PER SQUARE FOOT. SOURCE: COSTAR, 2023

Multi-Family Vacancy Rates
The demand for multi-family housing demonstrated in Figure 31 is also 
reflected in the multi-family vacancy rates for the county. Vacancy rates for 
multi-family units fluctuated over the standard range between 2000 and 2018. 
Over the 5-year period between 2018 and 2023, however, the vacancy rate fell 
from 8.3% to 2.8%. Such a low vacancy rate in 2023 indicates an extremely 
tight market, with a low supply of multi-family housing relative to demand in 
the county. The tight rental market has allowed property owners to be more 
selective in their tenant selection, establishing further barriers to housing 
through high application fees, strict credit history/score requirements and 
more than one month rent upfront requirement.

FIGURE 33: MULTI-FAMILY VACANCY RATES. SOURCE: COSTAR, 2023
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Rent by Census Tract
In the maps provided in this section, there is a significant variation in rental 
costs throughout the county.3 In some areas of the county, a typical monthly 
rent is between $2,000 and $4,000; in others, less than $800 is standard. 
An understanding of the distribution of affordable housing within the 
community can be helpful for identifying gaps and opportunities for improved 
development. 

FIGURE 34: MEAN RENT IN BLOOMINGTON & NORMAL BY CENSUS TRACT. SOURCE: 
MCRPC, 2023
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3 Additional maps with data relating to Census Tracts are provided in Appendix III

FIGURE 35: MEDIAN RENT IN BLOOMINGTON & NORMAL BY CENSUS TRACT. 
SOURCE: MCRPC, 2023
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Group Quarters
When estimating housing demand, it is important to know how much of the 
population is housed in group quarters. In 2020, the US Census reported 
8,588 people living in group quarters in McLean County; 7,688 people were 
noninstitutionalized, and 900 people were institutionalized. In McLean County, 
the vast majority (97.42%) of noninstitutionalized people living in group 
quarters are college students. About 76.44% of the institutionalized population 
is housed in nursing facilities, and 18.33% is housed in a correctional facility. 

FIGURE 36: POPULATION IN GROUP QUARTERS IN MCLEAN COUNTY. SOURCE: 
2020 US CENSUS

The student population at Illinois State University (ISU) does skew   overall 
segment of the population living in group quarters. Enrollment levels at ISU 
have remained constant over the last six years, falling between 20,000 and 
21,000. The university provides some on-campus housing for its students, 
in five different neighborhoods. Four residence halls (Tri-Towers, Watterson 
Towers, Hewett-Manchester, and Cardinal Court) serve the undergraduate 
population, as well as two apartment complexes (Fell Avenue and School 
Street). Most complexes provide partially or fully furnished units, access to 
laundry, support, and other amenities. 

While many students take advantage of university-sponsored housing, 
others must find accommodation off campus. Some occupy multi-family 
developments, like apartment complexes, but others rent single-family 
homes (see Figure 38). In fact, a substantial portion of McLean County’s 
stock of single-family homes is renter occupied. This could indicate a lack 
of appropriate housing options for students and other groups interested in 
short-term housing. The occupation of single-family homes by a transient 
renting population can be an inefficient use of space, strain local parking and 
transportation infrastructure, and diminish the quality of existing housing 
stock over time.

FIGURE 37: ILLINOIS STATE UNIVERSITY ENROLLMENT. SOURCE: ILLINOIS STATE 
UNIVERSITY, 2023
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Renter-Occupied Units by Type
In 2022, there were 68,879 occupied housing units in McLean County. Of those 
units, 24,556 were occupied by renters. In Figure 38, renter-occupied housing 
units are categorized by type. About 21.5% of renters occupy single-family 
homes. A little over 36% occupy units in medium-density structures, and 
approximately 42% are residents in high-density structures of 10 or more units. 

FIGURE 38: RENTER-OCCUPIED HOUSING UNITS BY TYPE. SOURCE: ACS 2022 
1-YEAR ESTIMATES
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LIHTC Inventory
The Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) program is 
one of the primary federal tools for creating affordable 
housing. This program provides tax credits to developers 
in exchange for a commitment to provide affordable rent, 
based on the Area Median Income (AMI) for thirty years. 
LIHTC housing provides financing for approximately 90% 
of all affordable housing in the United States.

In McLean County in 2023, there were 1,951 total units in 
LIHTC properties, 1,841 of which were income restricted. 
While many contracts will provide low-income housing for 
decades to come, the contracts for a significant portion 
of income-restricted units are set to expire in the next 
ten years. As the contracts expire, fewer developments 
in McLean County will be obligated to provide affordable 
housing. According to a recent White Paper on LIHTC 
Housing in McLean County conducted by MCRPC in June 
2023, 96 of the 120 LIHTC units that are up for renewal 
by 2027 will be converted to market rate. 

In Table 1, the most recent list of LIHTC developments in 
McLean County is provided. To view a regularly-updated, 
interactive map of LIHTC properties in the county, visit 
this link.4 

4 https://ihda.maps.arcgis.com/apps/instant/interactivelegend/index.
html?appid=dd6ab0b6ea3a41fab46e0d8fd57bac9b

TABLE 1: LIHTC INVENTORY. SOURCE: ILLINOIS HOUSING DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY, 2023

Property Name Property Address City Total Units

Income-
Restricted 
Units

A M A NDA BROOK E A P T S . 1402 E College Avenue Normal 120 120
A NGLER S M A NOR 1017 S Mercer Avenue Bloomington 96 96
BLOOMING TON - NORM A L 
SC AT T ERED S I T E S

604 E Jackson Street Bloomington 26 26

BR A DLEE PA RK 404 E Maple Street Leroy 36 36
BRI A RWOOD I I 100 Northfield Drive Normal 120 120
COT TAGE A PA R T MEN T S 1000 S Cottage Avenue Normal 50 50
CRE S T WOOD A P T S 404 E Vernon Avenue Normal 12 12
DA NBURY COUR T A PA R T MEN T S 19 Basil Way Bloomington 128 96
DA NBURY COUR T A PA R T MEN T S 
I I

19 Basil Way Bloomington 128 96

FA IRV IE W R IDGE A PA R T MEN T S /
SUMMER T REE REN TA L

711 W Orlando Avenue Normal 136 136

GRIDLE Y M A NOR A P T S 108 E 10Th Street Gridley 12 12
L A NC A S T ER HEIGH T S 1462 E College Avenue Normal 198 198
LE X ING TON PL ACE FK A 
COUN T RY GROV E

706 N Orange Street Lexington 12 12

LINCOLN LOF T S 2220 E Lincoln Street Bloomington 56 56
LINCOLN LOF T S PH A SE I I 1015 Four Seasons Road Bloomington 54 54
LINCOLN TOW ER S 202 S Roosevelt Avenue Bloomington 101 100
M AYOR S M A NOR 504 W Washington 

Street
Bloomington 26 26

PHOENI X TOW ER S 202 W Locust Street Bloomington 158 158
PR A IR IE V IE W AT HE Y WOR T H 106 N Delane Drive Heyworth 30 30
S TONEM A N CORNER 302 S Madison Street Bloomington 10 10
T HE V ILL A S AT PR A IR IE V IS TA 111 Southgate Drive Bloomington 48 48
T URNBERRY V ILL AGE I I  A P T S . /
T R A DI T IONS BLOOMING TON I I

276 Reeveston Drive Bloomington 108 108

T URNBERRY V ILL AGE /
T R A DI T IONS BLOOMING TON I

901 Valleyview Cir Bloomington 228 184

WA SHING TON SENIOR 510 E Washington Street Bloomington 58 57
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Housing Analysis & Demand

Fair Market Rent/Minimum Wage Affordability Analysis
According to the ACS 2022 1-Year Estimates, the Median Household Income (MHI) for McLean County was $70,674 per year. Using this MHI estimate, Table 
2 breaks down local income brackets along with the maximum housing cost threshold for housing cost burden. 

TABLE 2: COST BURDEN THRESHOLDS. SOURCE: ACS 2022 1-YEAR ESTIMATES

Median Household Income (MHI) Median Monthly Income Housing Cost Burden Threshold

MHI $70,674.00 $5,889.50 $1,766.85 

120 % MHI $84,808.80 $7,067.40 $2,120.22 

8 0 % MHI $56,539.20 $4,711.60 $1,413.48 

6 0 % MHI $42,404.40 $3,533.70 $1,060.11 

3 0 % MHI $21,202.20 $1,766.85 $530.06 

HUD Income Limits
The figures in Table 2 use the County’s estimated MHI, not the Median Family Income (MFI) metric that is used by the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD) to set affordability thresholds. The Median Family Income limits for FY 2023 are presented in Table 3. 

TABLE 3: HUD INCOME LIMITS. SOURCE: US DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT, 2023

Median Family 
Income

FY 2023 
Income Limit Category

Persons in Family

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

$115,000

LOW INCOME
(8 0 % MFI )

 $61,800  $70,600  $79,450  $88,250  $95,350  $102,400  $109,450  $116,500 

V ERY LOW INCOME 
(5 0 % MFI ) $38,650 $44,150 $49,650 $55,150 $59,600 $64,000 $68,400 $72,800

E X T REMELY LOW INCOME 
( 3 0 % MFI ) $23,200 $26,500 $29,800 $33,100 $35,750 $40,280 $45,420 $50,560
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Housing Cost Burden
The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) defines a 
cost-burdened household as any household which spends more than 30% of 
its income on housing costs. An extremely cost-burdened household spends 
50% or more of its income on housing costs. In McLean County, approximately 
14.5% of owner-occupied households were cost burdened; 9.32% spent 
between 30%-50% of their income on housing costs, and 5.22% spent more 
than 50% of their income on housing costs. 38% of renters in McLean County 
are cost-burdened and 50% of U.S. renters are cost-burdened according to 
recent ACS data – the highest since 2012. Cost burden incidence in owner-
occupied units was comparable in Bloomington in 2022, and slightly lower 
in Normal. 

FIGURE 39: HOUSING COST BURDEN IN OWNER-OCCUPIED UNITS. SOURCE: ACS 
2022 5-YEAR ESTIMATES

Cost burden rates in renter-occupied units are higher than in owner-occupied 
units. In McLean County, about 38% of all renter-occupied units were spending 
more than 30% of their income on housing costs in 2022. A little over one-fifth 
of households spent more than 50% of their income on housing costs. The 
percentage of cost-burdened households is slightly lower in Bloomington, but 
much higher in Normal. In Normal, 50% of households were cost burdened; 
almost one-third were extremely cost burdened. Although student housing 
may skew this trend, it is worth noting that over half of Illinois State University 
students live off-campus, which keeps the demand for rental housing constant 
and prices high for local non-student residents.

FIGURE 40: HOUSING COST BURDEN IN RENTER-OCCUPIED UNITS. SOURCE: ACS 
2022 5-YEAR ESTIMATES

It can also be helpful to measure housing cost burden by household income. 
Cost burden rates are significantly higher in low-income households. In McLean 
County, Bloomington, and Normal, between 85%-95% of households earning 
less than $20,000 per year are cost burdened. Those levels fall as income 
increases—households earning more than $75,000 per year, between 3%-5% 
are cost burdened. This is exceptionally problematic for senior citizens and 
residents living on fixed incomes.

FIGURE 41: HOUSING COST BURDEN BY HOUSEHOLD INCOME. SOURCE: ACS 2022 
5-YEAR ESTIMATES
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Figure 42 provides data on the quantity of households that fall into each income 
category measured in the previous graphic. In McLean County, for example, 
about 10% of all households earn less than $20,000 per year. Since around 
90% of those households are cost burdened, it follows that the cost-burdened 
households earning less than $20,000 per year comprise approximately 9% 
of the overall household population.

FIGURE 42: % OF TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS IN EACH INCOME GROUP. SOURCE: ACS 
2022 5-YEAR ESTIMATES
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Demand for Housing
There are several approaches that can be used to calculate demand for new 
housing development. In McLean County, rapid job growth from Rivian and 
Ferraro have heavily strained the housing market, increasing home costs and 
property taxes due to property value growth between 11-20% for Bloomington 
and Normal, respectively. Employment data, which track jobs and wages in 
the county, can be used to estimate the amount of housing development 
required to keep housing costs from increasing further. Rapid job growth 
combined with inadequate affordable housing supply has been exacerbated 
by historically high inflation. As of August 2023, 68% of total inflation was 
housing-related across the U.S., according to an Up for Growth 2023 Report.

As seen in Figure 44, countywide employment hovered just above 80,000 prior 
to the COVID-19 pandemic. Then, in 2020, employment figures in the county 
plummeted by 10 percent. At the same time, housing prices rose sharply due 
to supply chain issues and new housing preferences after COVID-19 pandemic. 
In the years following the pandemic, county employment levels have recovered 
and far surpassed the pre-pandemic levels. This surge in employment – coupled 
with lack of affordable housing development and the financial and housing 
instability catalyzed by the pandemic – has caused housing prices to increase 
dramatically between 2021 and 2023 in McLean County.

FIGURE 43: MCLEAN COUNTY EMPLOYMENT. SOURCE: ILLINOIS DEPARTMENT OF 
EMPLOYMENT SECURITY, 2023

Therefore, the task of the demand model is to estimate how many housing units 
will be required to keep up with rising employment in the county. According 
to the American Planning Association, the target balance of jobs and housing 
units should be a ratio of 1.5:1.5 In other words, for every increase in one and 
a half jobs, the county should add at least one housing unit. Doing so will help 
to minimize the increase of housing costs as the county’s economy grows to 
maintain affordability.

In Table 4, the annual increase in jobs in McLean County is provided, as well 
as the target number of housing units associated with each annual increase. 
Over three years, McLean County added or recovered over 12,000 jobs to 
its workforce. As a result, several workers are community long distances (as 
demonstrated by the commuting data presented in Appendix III, increasing the 
demand for housing. MCRPC gathered recent data that estimates 50-80% of 
Rivian’s employees in Normal commute 45 minutes or more one-way.  This is 
a significant tax base that are spending their wages outside of McLean County, 
limiting the economic development in the community. Therefore, according to 
the APA’s target balance, McLean County should add an additional 8,134 livable 
housing units to accommodate this significant increase in jobs in the county. 

TABLE 4: JOBS AND HOUSING UNIT DEMAND. SOURCE: ILLINOIS DEPARTMENT OF 
EMPLOYMENT SECURITY, 2023

Year Increase in Jobs
Housing Unit Development 
Target

2020-2021 4,527 3,018

2021-2022 5,690 3,793

2022-2023 1,985 1,323

Totals: 12,202 8,134

5	  Weitz, Jerry. (2003). Jobs-Housing Balance. American Planning Association. https://planning-org-
uploaded-media.s3.amazonaws.com/publication/download_pdf/PAS-Report-516.pdf
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It is important to note that the housing demand of an additional 8,134 units 
does not necessarily mean that the county needs to add that many new 
units. Some of this demand could be met by the rehabilitation of dilapidated 
or otherwise uninhabitable housing units in the county which are currently 
vacant. According to the American Community Survey, in 2022, more than 
6,400 units were vacant in McLean County. As indicated in the sections of 
the report which summarized stakeholder engagement, many residents have 
reported that much of the housing stock is neglected or poorly maintained, 
and therefore uninhabitable. As such, these housing units do not contribute 
to the housing supply. In centralized, urban areas, the redevelopment of 
existing housing stock serves as a cost-effective and environmentally sensitive 
method to increase the housing supply.

In addition, there are many housing units that have recently been developed, or 
are in the process of being developed, for which public data do not yet account. 
In Figures 44 and 45, data on new, approved developments in Bloomington 
and Normal are summarized by housing type. Since these projects have been 
so recently approved and are actively being developed, they are absent from 
housing unit counts provided earlier in the report. 

In Bloomington, around the end of 2023, there were 1,620 units approved/
active. The majority of these are vertically integrated multi-family. A small 
number are exclusively single-family, detached units. 1230 multifamily units 
have been approved or being developed.

In Normal, around the end of 2023, there were 409 units being developed. 
In addition to the data presented in Figure 45, the Town has preliminarily 
approved another 1,433 units. Of these, just over 700 would be developed 
as multifamily units and the rest as a combination of detached and attached 
single-family units. Final Town Council approval is required before these 
developments can move forward.

In addition, rural communities in McLean County, such as the Villages of Downs 
and Heyworth, have begun to increase their housing development. There are 
several developments in these communities that are platted and permitted, 
and these units will help the county meet growing demand pending their 
construction and completion timeline.

In sum, projects currently underway are expected to provide more than 2,000 
housing units in McLean County, which will help meet a substantial part of the 
estimated market demand. While research shows that overall affordability 
can be slightly improved by an influx of newly built market-rate units, it is 
worth noting that the development of these units is not likely to significantly 
impact on the demand for affordable units.

FIGURE 44: CITY OF BLOOMINGTON APPROVED/ACTIVE UNIT COUNTS. SOURCE: 
CITY OF BLOOMINGTON, 2024
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The developments which have been approved or are actively being developed 
are not guaranteed to reach completion; there are many obstacles which could 
arise throughout the process which could prevent a development’s completion. 
Conversely, there are likely to be other projects in the development pipeline 
which are not accounted for in the data presented here. However, a perfect 
estimate is not a requirement for estimating demand. Approximately 1,500-
3,000 new units under current development will directly increase the supply 
of housing in McLean County. However, even after planned developments are 
completed, there will still be unmet affordable housing demand, especially 
for units of specific income or accessibility types.

FIGURE 45: TOWN OF NORMAL APPROVED/ACTIVE UNIT COUNTS. SOURCE:  
TOWN OF NORMAL, 2024

To begin to understand how the local population’s financial characteristics 
translate to housing demand, wage data is tracked in Figure 46. As jobs have 
increased within the county, so have the average wages earned by McLean 
County workers. Between 2019 and 2023, the average annual wages earned 
in McLean County increased by more than $11,000. This shift is a result of a 
changing job market in the county; during the COVID-19 pandemic, service-
providing industries saw a decline in total jobs. Other industries, such as the 
manufacturing industry, increased substantially. Given that workers in these 
industries earn higher wages than those in many service-providing industries, 
the overall county earnings increased. 

FIGURE 46: AVERAGE WAGES IN MCLEAN COUNTY. SOURCE: ILLINOIS DEPARTMENT 
OF EMPLOYMENT SECURITY, 2023

This increase in earned wages might lead to the conclusion that McLean 
County has a greater demand for higher-end housing; indeed, many workers 
who have recently been attracted into the county for work are likely in the 
market for expensive housing. However, most of the population demands 
more affordable housing options. Residents experiencing housing insecurity, 
homelessness or extreme poverty will not be served by high-end housing 
without the inclusion of affordable units in housing development projects.  

Thus, McLean County residents demand a more diverse selection of housing. 
Furthermore, if the local housing market does not provide an appropriately 
diverse and affordable selection of housing types, marginalized populations 
will feel disproportionately burdened by housing costs and housing instability 
will escalate county-wide. This is a problem which many stakeholders in the 
county demand to avoid, and in the sections to follow, we will discuss how 
targeted housing strategies can help to meet specific demand within McLean 
County.
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Data Analysis: Summary of Findings

Housing Analysis & Demand:
•	 High levels of owners and renters alike are cost burdened or extremely 

cost burdened in McLean County. 

•	 In McLean County, Bloomington, and Normal, between 85%-95% of 
households earning less than $20,000 per year are cost burdened.

•	 In the aftermath of the COVID-19 pandemic, housing prices increased 
sharply. As county employment increased rapidly between 2021 and 
2024, housing demand (and consequently, price) increased dramatically. 

•	 To meet a target balance between local employment and housing, 
McLean County should add an additional 8,134 livable housing units to 
accommodate growth.

•	 Many developments in Bloomington, Normal, and other communities 
throughout the county are currently underway and can help meet 
housing demand.

Demographics & Workforce:
•	 The local population is aging, which will have implications for consumer 

demand in the local housing market.

•	 Over the last 4 years, employment in McLean County has increased 
sharply; over the same period, average annual earnings for McLean 
County residents have increased. 

•	 Thousands of individuals who find employment in McLean County live 
beyond county limits but travel into the county for work. 

•	 Despite increases in average annual earnings for McLean County 
workers, poverty rates increased in Bloomington, Normal, and at the 
county level between 2016 and 2021.

•	 Homeless rates in McLean County were higher in 2022 than at any other 
point over the last four years; long waitlists at local temporary shelters 
have become commonplace.

Housing Stock:
•	 Most of the housing in McLean County is comprised of single-family 

homes. In Bloomington and Normal, high-density multi-family units are 
more common. Countywide, medium-density units are lacking. 

•	 Between 2018 and 2023, the estimated value of single-family homes 
increased by more than 32%; between 2020 and 2023, closed home 
sales decreased by 27%. 

•	 Vacancy rates in the county are exceedingly low, indicating very high 
demand.

•	 Although the number of multifamily units in McLean County has 
increased, the effective rent per square foot increased sharply (by more 
than 40%) between 2018 and 2023.

•	 96 of the 120 LIHTC units that are up for renewal by 2027 will be 
converted to market rate. 
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Strategic Recommendations
Coordinate on Regional Resources:

Establish Intergovernmental Housing Recovery 
Implementation Committee:
Action Plan:
•	 Define specific goals for each focus area (e.g., increase affordable 

housing units by 10% in 3 years).

•	 Establish measurable metrics (e.g., number of units built, funding 
secured).

•	 Set achievable targets and timelines.

•	 Ensure goals align with regional needs and priorities.

Performance Metrics:
•	 Track progress towards goals regularly using defined metrics.

•	 Report findings to the public in accessible formats (e.g., dashboards, 
community meetings).

•	 Adapt the plan based on data and feedback.

Regional Planning Organization Partnership:
•	 Collaborate with regional planning organizations for technical expertise 

and data analysis.

•	 Leverage their resources for research, mapping, and policy 
development.

•	 Ensure regional coordination and alignment of efforts.
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Hire/Assign Housing Coordinator:
“Housing Coordinator” is a suggested title, and the Intergovernmental Housing 
Recovery Implementation Committee may choose a different one. This newly 
created (or reassigned) position oversees implementing housing programs, 
ensuring smooth operation and alignment with the overall housing policy 
established by the committee. 

Funding Advocacy:
•	 Partner with stakeholders and/or regional municipalities to secure 

funding for a dedicated housing coordinator position.

•	 Highlight the position’s value in achieving housing goals.

•	 Explore grant opportunities and public-private partnerships.

Resource Guide:
•	 Develop a comprehensive online and print guide to housing programs 

and resources.

•	 Update the guide regularly to reflect changes and new opportunities.

•	 Make the guide accessible in multiple languages and formats.

Developer & Community Meetings:
•	 Organize regular meetings with developers, builders, and community 

organizations.

•	 Facilitate communication and collaboration between stakeholders.

•	 Discuss challenges and opportunities for affordable housing 
development.

Affordable Housing Preservation Inventory:
•	 Create and maintain an inventory of existing affordable housing units.

•	 Identify potential redevelopment opportunities for affordable housing 
preservation.

•	 Use the inventory for informed decision-making and resource allocation.

Expand Centralized Housing Information Hub:
Multiple Audiences:
•	 Assemble in a single location information about County, City, and Town 

housing programs and services.

•	 Provide housing-related information for home seekers, local developers, 
economic development entities, and community organizations.

•	 Collect feedback from various audiences on their information needs and 
update information and strategies accordingly.

Multiple Access Points:
•	 Partner with libraries, community centers, and faith-based organizations 

to establish access points.

•	 Ensure the hub is accessible in underserved communities.

•	 Offer multilingual assistance if needed.

User-Friendly Website:
•	 Develop a website with a clear and intuitive interface.

•	 Provide searchable listings of available housing units, resources, and 
programs.

•	 Offer information in multiple languages and accessibility features.
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Develop and Host a Housing Education 
Campaign:
Media Partnerships:
•	 Collaborate with local media outlets to raise awareness about the 

housing crisis.

•	 Develop public service announcements and educational segments.

•	 Utilize social media and online platforms for outreach.

Targeted Educational Materials:
•	 Create brochures, infographics, and videos tailored to specific 

populations (e.g., first-time homebuyers, seniors).

•	 Address the unique needs and challenges of each group.

•	 Translate materials into multiple languages as needed.

Community Outreach:
•	 Organize community events, workshops, and town halls to engage 

residents.

•	 Partner with trusted community organizations for outreach and 
education.

•	 Gather feedback and address concerns from the community.

Extend Position of Housing Stability Navigator:
Mid Central Community Action is currently piloting a two-year Housing Stability 
Navigator position. This navigator provides direct support to individuals and 
families facing housing insecurity, helping them connect with resources and 
secure stable housing. 

Funding Sustainability:
•	 Advocate for sustained funding from various sources (e.g., local 

government, grants, philanthropy).

•	 Highlight the navigator’s impact on housing stability and community 
well-being.

•	 Explore innovative funding models, such as social impact bonds.

Case Management & Housing Search:
•	 Expand the navigator’s role to provide case management support, 

including:

	— Needs assessment and goal setting.

	— Resource referrals and connection to services

	— Assistance with paperwork and applications

•	 Partner with landlords to increase access to rental units.
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Zoning and Land Use Adjustments:

Conduct Review of Land Use Ordinances:
•	 Conduct a comprehensive review of zoning codes, subdivision 

regulations, and other land-use policies.

•	 Identify regulations that create barriers to affordable housing 
development (e.g., minimum lot sizes, parking requirements).

•	 Consider the impact of regulations on housing affordability and 
accessibility.

Establish Overlay Districts:
•	 Implement overlay districts in targeted areas to incentivize specific 

development types:

	— Mixed-use development for vibrant communities and walkable 
neighborhoods.

	— Transit-oriented development near public transportation hubs for 
accessibility.

	— Affordable housing development in areas with high housing 
demand.

•	 Oakley, CA: Affordable Housing Overlay Zones

	— Oakley converted sixteen acres of light commercial and industrial-
zoned property to “by right” property, which allowed for affordable 
multi-family developments to be developed. 

•	 Puget Sound, WA: Transit-Oriented Overlay District

	— This transit-oriented overlay district is a floating zone that 
implements an array of development regulations to support 
transit usage and create a vibrant neighborhood around the transit 
station. 

	— Partner with developers to create demonstration projects 
highlighting successful implementation.

Develop Inclusionary Zoning:
•	 Develop a model inclusionary zoning ordinance that balances 

affordability requirements with developer incentives. This could include:

	— Density bonuses: Allowing developers to build more units than 
typically permitted in exchange for including affordable units.

	 Portland, OR: Density Bonus: Portland is one of many cities 
that has implemented density bonuses; to encourage green, 
dense housing development, it offers additional square footage 
for “green roofs.”

	— Reduced parking requirements: Relaxing parking mandates to 
make development more cost-effective and encourage alternative 
transportation options.

	— Fee-in-lieu programs: Allowing developers to pay a fee instead of 
providing on-site affordable units, with the funds used to create 
affordable housing elsewhere.

•	 Offer technical assistance to local governments considering 
implementing inclusionary zoning. This could include:

	— Drafting model ordinances and best practice guides.

	— Providing training and workshops for local officials.

	— Helping to conduct feasibility studies and market analyses. 

•	 Montgomery County, MD: Moderately Priced Dwelling Units

	— To ensure that a reasonable portion of the housing stock is 
accessible for low- and moderate-income households, the MPDU 
program imposes resale and occupancy restrictions for a limited 
time. 
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Expand Housing Mix:
•	 Allow for a wider variety of housing types, including:

•	 Smaller single-family homes: Attract a wider range of incomes and 
household sizes.

	— Falls Church, VA: The Railroad Cottages: While The Railroad 
Cottages community is designed to accommodate seniors, it 
serves as a general example of how the ‘missing middle’ can be 
developed with accessible, aesthetically pleasing housing. 

•	 Duplexes, triplexes, and quadplexes: Provide more affordable multi-
family options.

	— Minneapolis, MN: Gentle Density: Minneapolis, MN has adopted 
zoning changes to introduce “gentle density,” which aims to 
allow townhomes, two-to-four-family homes, and small-scale 
apartments into formerly single-family lots. This increases options 
for residents at every stage of the housing lifecycle, reducing 
migration out of the community. 

•	 Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs): Offer additional housing units on 
existing properties.

	— Alexandria, VA: Designing Accessory Dwelling Unit Regulations: This 
policy report provided Alexandria with a set of recommendations 
for increasing the use of ADUs throughout the city, with focuses on 
financing, support, and development allowances. 

•	 Consider density bonuses for developers who include affordable units 
for mixed-use development. This can incentivize the creation of more 
housing units while meeting specific needs.

	— Carmel, IN: Midtown District: A 140-foot boulevard was revitalized 
with a mixed-use approach; offices, apartments, and restaurants 
are juxtaposed within the space to create a vibrant, lively 
atmosphere.
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Expand and Maximize Funding 
Opportunities:

Establish Affordable Housing Trust Fund:
•	 Establish a dedicated funding stream for the trust fund, such as:

	— Real estate transfer tax: A small tax on property sales that 
generates ongoing revenue.

	— Impact fees: Fees charged to developers to offset the impacts of 
new development on infrastructure and public services.

•	 Partner with philanthropic organizations and businesses to raise 
additional funds. Leverage their resources and commitment to social 
impact.

•	 Use the trust fund to provide gap financing for affordable housing 
development. This can cover the difference between development costs 
and available funding from other sources.

	— Philadelphia, PA: Housing Trust Fund: Philadelphia’s Housing Trust 
Fund supports accessible housing through the development of 
affordable homes, the renovation of aging units, and the provision 
of aid to the homeless population. 

Advocate for State-Level Economic Development:
•	 Advocate for state policies that direct resources to communities 

impacted by economic development activities. This could include:

	— Tax credits or grants for businesses that invest in affordable 
housing in impacted areas.

	— Infrastructure investments in communities experiencing rapid 
growth due to economic development.

•	 Partner with regional economic development organizations to leverage 
resources. Combine expertise and efforts for more impactful outcomes.

Support for Land Banking and Community Land 
Trusts:
•	 Explore opportunities to provide financial support to organizations such 

as joining the Central Illinois Land Bank Authority and supporting the 
Bloomington-Normal Community Land Trust. These organizations could 
acquire and manage land for affordable housing development.

	— Example: Durham, NC: Durham Community Land Trustees: 
Durham Community Land Trustees (DCLT) builds, manages, and 
advocates for permanently affordable housing. The land trust 
owns and manages nearly 300 units, which house 325 low‐income 
people.

•	 Partner on land acquisition and development projects. Leverage their 
expertise and access to land resources.

•	 Advocate for state and federal funding for land banking and community 
land trusts. Secure resources to support their continued operations and 
expansion.
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Partnership Opportunities for Preservation and 
Maintenance:
•	 Partner with housing authorities to acquire and rehabilitate properties 

coming out of the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) program. This 
can prevent the loss of affordable housing units.

	— Hopkinson, RI: Upper Rockville Mill: A historic stone mill was 
the target of a $4 million rehabilitation project, which utilized 
the Federal Tax Incentives for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings 
to convert the building into mixed-use commercial space and 
workforce housing. 

•	 Develop a Renaissance Loan program to provide low-interest loans 
to homeowners for repairs and improvements. This can be used (in 
conjunction with the existing CDBG, IHDA Home Repair and Accessibility, 
and ARPA-Housing Rehabilitation programs being offered by the City 
of Bloomington and the Town of Normal) to help maintain existing 
affordable housing stock.

	— Fairfax, VA: City of Fairfax Renaissance Housing Corporation: A 
public-private partnership in Fairfax, VA offers low-interest loans 
for modernizing or repairing owner-occupied detached homes. The 
program was recently expanded to include townhomes, duplexes, 
and condominiums.

•	 Consider additional strategies such as redevelopment districts or 
property tax relief programs for low-income homeowners.

	— Denver, CO: DURA Renew Denver: DURA partners with 
organizations throughout Denver to provide financing for 
redevelopment projects, which capitalize on existing infrastructure 
to expand the housing stock. 
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Support Permanent Supportive 
Housing (PSH) and LIHTC:

Participate in IHDA Listening Sessions:
•	 Continue to participate in Illinois Housing Development Authority (IHDA) 

listening sessions and provide feedback. Share the region’s needs and 
priorities with the state housing agency.

•	 Advocate for funding and policy changes that support PSH and 
affordable housing development. Encourage policies that address the 
specific needs of vulnerable populations.

	— Anaheim, CA: Adaptive Reuse with LIHTC: Anaheim leveraged 
the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit to convert a former motel 
into permanent supportive housing for its growing homeless 
population. 

McLean County Behavioral Health Coordinating 
Council:
•	 Secure funding from the council to support PSH and affordable housing 

projects. Demonstrate the connection between housing and mental 
health and substance use outcomes.

•	 Develop a coordinated approach to addressing the housing needs of 
individuals with mental health and substance use disorders. This could 
involve:

	— Streamlining referrals and access to housing resources.

	— Providing supportive services within affordable housing 
developments.

	— Collaborating with healthcare providers and social service 
agencies.

Facilitate Public Endorsement/Match for LIHTC 
Applicants with PSH Units:
•	 Provide publicly funded matching grants to LIHTC developers who 

include PSH units in their projects. This can incentivize developers to 
create more supportive housing options.

•	 Advocate for state and federal policies that incentivize developers to 
include PSH units. This could include additional tax credits or subsidies.
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Engage Landlords and Employers:

Collaborate with Employers to Support Housing:
•	 Conduct surveys and focus groups to understand the housing needs of 

employees. This can identify specific challenges and opportunities.

•	 Develop employer-assisted housing programs, such as:

	— Direct financial assistance for down payments or rent subsidies.

	— Housing partnerships with developers to offer discounted units to 
employees.

	— Employee relocation assistance programs to attract and retain 
talent.

•	 Advocate for public policies that incentivize employers to support 
affordable housing, such as:

	— Tax credits for businesses that invest in affordable housing 
development.

	— Grants for businesses that partner with housing organizations or 
provide employee housing assistance.

	— Regulatory reforms that remove unnecessary barriers to 
affordable housing development.

•	 Partner with community organizations to connect employers with 
affordable housing resources. This can help employers find housing 
options for their employees and connect them with relevant programs 
and initiatives.

	— Promote “living wage” campaigns to ensure that employees can 
afford housing in the region. This can involve advocating for higher 
minimum wages and supporting policies that reduce the cost of 
living.
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Initiate Landlord Risk Recovery Fund:
•	 Secure funding from public and private sources to create the fund. This 

could include:

	— Government grants

	— Philanthropic donations

	— Private sector contributions

	— Fees from developers or landlords

•	 Develop eligibility criteria for landlords who can receive assistance. This 
could include:

	— Renting to at-risk populations, such as low-income families or 
individuals experiencing homelessness

	— Participating in fair housing training and compliance programs

	— Meeting specific property maintenance standards

•	 Provide financial assistance to landlords to cover costs associated with 
renting to at-risk populations, such as:

	— Security deposits

	— Eviction prevention assistance

	— Damage repair costs!

	— Tenant screening and background checks

•	 Offer training and technical assistance to landlords on best practices for:

	— Tenant screening and selection

	— Lease management and conflict resolution!

	— Fair housing compliance

	— Property maintenance and repairs

•	 Partner with community organizations to connect landlords with 
potential tenants and resources. This can help landlords find qualified 
tenants and reduce vacancies while ensuring responsible and fair rental 
practices.

	— Bloomington, IN: Landlord Risk Mitigation Fund (LRMF): The LRMF 
is a program by the Bloomington Housing Authority (BHA) that 
helps landlords rent to tenants who might otherwise be denied 
due to screening criteria. It offers financial protection to landlords 
in case of damages or unpaid rent. 

PAGE 46

https://bhaindiana.net/programs/supportive-services/lrmf/


Implementation Matrix
Goals Action Items Potential Lead Timeline Budget Resources Performance Measures

COOR DIN ATE ON R EGION A L R ESOURCES

Establish Intergovernmental 
Housing Recovery Implementation 
Committee

Convene stakeholders to establish 
committee structure and 
membership.

Committee Ongoing
Existing 
funding + 
grants

Regional planning 
organizations

Number of units 
built in the region

Define specific goals & metrics
Conduct needs assessment and 
data analysis to identify regional 
housing priorities and gaps.

Committee Q1 2024 N/A

Data from 
regional 
housing needs 
assessments

Community input 
and feedback

Establish performance tracking & 
reporting

Develop data collection and 
analysis protocols. Committee Q2 2024 N/A Data management 

software
Communication 
and outreach plan

Partnership with regional planning 
organizations

Organize joint research projects 
and data-sharing initiatives. Committee Ongoing Existing 

funding

Regional planning 
departments, 
shared data 
platforms

Number of joint 
research projects 
and data-sharing 
initiatives

HOUSING COOR DIN ATOR

Hire/Assign Housing Coordinator Secure funding for dedicated 
position. Committee Q3 2024

Existing 
funding + 
grants

Stakeholders 
and regional 
municipalities

Number of units 
built in the region

Create resource guide Develop comprehensive guide to 
housing programs and services Coordinator Q4 2024 N/A

Stakeholders and 
social services 
agencies

Accessible guide

Facilitate collaboration between 
stakeholders

Organize regular meetings with 
developers/builders/organizations Coordinator Ongoing Existing 

funding
Developers and 
builders

Number of 
partnerships

Use inventory for informed 
decision-making and resource 
allocation

Create inventory of existing and 
potential opportunities Coordinator Q4 2024 Existing 

funding

Stakeholders 
and regional 
municipalities

Pipeline of 
opportunities
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Goals Action Items Potential Lead Timeline Budget Resources Performance Measures

INCR E A SE ACCES S TO INFOR M ATION A ND R ESOURCES

Develop Centralized Housing 
Information Hub

Design and develop user-friendly 
websites and mobile apps.

Housing 
Coordinator Ongoing Grant funding 

+ partnerships

Libraries, 
community 
centers

Number of visitors

Launch Housing Education 
Campaign

Develop targeted educational 
materials and campaigns.

Housing 
Coordinator Ongoing Grant funding 

+ partnerships

Local media 
outlets, 
community 
organizations

Earned media, 
reach

Extend Housing Stability Navigator 
Program

Recruit, train, and hire housing 
navigators. Local Nonprofit(s) Ongoing Grant funding 

+ partnerships

Social service 
agencies, 
healthcare 
providers

Number of 
individuals served 

E X PA ND HOUSING DE V ELOPMENT OPPOR T UNIT IES

Conduct Review of Zoning 
Ordinances

Identify barriers to affordable 
housing development in existing 
ordinances.

Planning & zoning 
department Q1 2024 Existing 

budget

Existing zoning 
codes and 
regulations, 
community input 
and feedback

Number of zoning 
code amendments 
adopted

Establish Overlay Districts

Designate specific areas for 
denser, mixed-use development 
with affordable housing 
incentives.

 Planning & zoning 
department Q2 2024 Grant funding 

+ partnerships
Developers and 
builders, CDCs

Number of 
overlay districts 
established

Develop Inclusionary Zoning 
Ordinance

Draft and adopt an ordinance 
requiring developers to include 
affordable units in new projects.

Planning & zoning 
department Q3 2024 Grant funding

Model 
inclusionary 
zoning 
ordinances, Legal 
Counsel

Number of 
affordable units 
created

Expand Housing Mix Options

Update zoning codes to allow 
for a wider variety of housing 
types, including smaller units and 
accessory dwelling units.

 Planning & zoning 
department Q4 2024 N/A

Community input 
and feedback, 
best practices

Number of new 
housing units
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Goals Action Items Potential Lead Timeline Budget Resources Performance Measures

M A X IMIZE FUNDING A ND PA R TNER SHIP S

Establish Affordable Housing Trust 
Fund

Secure funding and establish 
governance structure for the trust 
fund.

New Task force Q1 2024 Grant funding 
+ partnerships

Legal counsel, 
financial advisors

Amount of funding 
secured

Advocate for State Level Economic 
Development Policies

Lobby state legislators for policies 
that support affordable housing 
development.

Local officials Ongoing
Existing 
advocacy 
efforts

State government 
agencies, business 
organizations

Number of state-
level policies 
passed

Support Land Banking & 
Community Land Trusts

Provide financial and technical 
assistance to land banks and 
community land trusts.

Local 
governments + 
partners + BNEDC

Ongoing Grant funding 
+ partnerships

Land banks and 
community land 
trusts

Legal Counsel

Partnership Opportunities for 
Preservation & Maintenance

Identify and partner with property 
owners and investors to preserve 
and maintain existing affordable 
housing.

Bloomington 
Housing Authority 
+ partners

Ongoing Grant funding 
+ partnerships

Property owners 
and investors, 
nonprofit housing 
organizations

Number of 
partnerships 
established

SUPPOR T V ULNER A BLE POPUL ATIONS

Coordinate IHDA Listening 
Sessions & Advocacy

Attend and actively participate in 
IHDA listening sessions on PSH 
needs and funding opportunities.

Local officials Ongoing
Existing 
advocacy 
efforts

State housing 
agencies, 
community 
organizations

Number of local 
officials who 
participate

Secure County Behavioral Health 
Council Funding

Develop and submit grant 
proposals to secure funding for 
PSH projects.

 Implementation 
Committee Q1 2024 Grant funding

County 
behavioral health 
department, 
Mental health, 
and substance 
abuse service 
providers

Amount of funding 
secured through 
grants

Facilitate Public Endorsement/
Match for LIHTC Applicants with 
PSH Units

Develop and implement a 
program to provide public 
endorsement and matching funds 
for LIHTC developers who include 
PSH units in their projects.

Local 
governments Q2 2024 Grant funding

LIHTC developers, 
community 
development 
organizations

Number 
of projects 
with public 
endorsement and 
matching funds
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Goals Action Items Potential Lead Timeline Budget Resources Performance Measures

ENG AGE L A NDLOR DS A ND EMPLOY ER S

Collaborate with Employers to 
Support Housing

Conduct surveys and focus 
groups with employers to identify 
housing needs and challenges.

Local 
governments + 
partners

Q1 2024 Grant funding

Business 
associations, 
Chambers of 
commerce

Number of 
supporting 
businesses

Initiate Landlord Risk Recovery 
Fund

Secure funding and establish 
criteria for the landlord risk 
recovery fund.

Local 
governments + 
partners

Q3 2024 Grant funding 
+ partnerships

Private lenders, 
nonprofit housing 
organizations

Amount of funding 
secured
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Appendix
Appendix I: Housing Survey
McLean County Regional Planning Commission is creating a Regional Housing 
Recovery Plan to inform and address needs of the local housing sector impacted 
by the pandemic in McLean County. Your survey responses will help your 
local leaders better understand public opinion about housing affordability, 
needs, and types of development. Information collected from this survey is 
anonymous. If you have any questions, please contact Community Planner 
Mark Adams at Madams@mcplan.org or 309-434-6838. Please limit responses 
to one survey per household.  

1.  What is your ZIP Code of your primary residence?  __________________ 

2. Which of the following best describes your age? (Circle your response) 

18-24 years  

25-35 years  

36-45 years  

46-55 years  

56-65 years  

66-75 years  

Over 75 years  

3. How long have you lived in McLean County? (Circle your response) 

Less than 1 year  

1-5 years  

6-10 years  

More than 10 years  

I do not live in McLean County  

4. Including yourself, how many individuals live in your 
household? ____________ 

5. How many children (under 18 years) currently live in your 
household? ____________ 

6. Including yourself, how many adults between 18-65 years old currently 
live in your household? ______________ 

7. Including yourself, how many adults over 65 years old currently live 
in your household? _____________ 

8. Including yourself, how many people in your household are currently 
employed (either full-time or part-time)? ________________ 

9. Do you currently own or rent your home? (Circle your response) 

•	 Own  
•	 Rent  
•	 Other (Explain) __________  

10. Which of the following best describes your current residence? (Circle 
your response) 

•	 Apartment 
•	 Townhome  
•	 Duplex  
•	 Single-family Home 
•	 Tiny home (under 500 square feet) 
•	 Modular home (manufactured or other prefabricated structure)  
•	 Other: _______________________________________  
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11. Which of the following best describes your commute to work? (Circle 
your response) 

•	 Less than 10 minutes one way  
•	 10 – 30 minutes one way  
•	 30 - 60 minutes one way  
•	 Over 60 minutes one way  
•	 I work from home/remote exclusively. 
•	 I work hybrid-remote (split time between home and office/on-

location)  
•	 I am not currently working. 
•	 Other: ________________________________________  

12a. If you do commute, how many days do you commute to your job in 
a typical week? (Circle your response) 

•	 1  
•	 2  
•	 3  
•	 4  
•	 5  
•	 6  
•	 7  
•	 None  
•	 Not Applicable   

12b. What is the longest commute you would be willing to drive to work 
on a typical basis (one-way)? (Circle your response) 

•	 Less than 10 minutes  
•	 10 - 30 minutes  
•	 30 - 60 minutes  
•	 Over 60 minutes  
•	 Other: __________  
•	 Not Applicable  

13a. Since the start of the pandemic in March 2020, have you experienced 
any difficulty affording your housing costs? (Housing costs can include 
mortgage or rent payments, homeowners or renters insurance, property 
taxes, homeowners association fees, and/or utilities) (Circle your response) 

•	 Yes  

•	 No  

•	 Prefer not to answer.  

•	 Other: __________  

13b. If you answered “Yes” for 13a above, what is the reason? (Circle all 
that apply)  

•	 Increase in housing costs (mortgage, rent, utilities)  
•	 Increase in non-housing costs (for example, food, health, 

education) 
•	 Loss of Work Hours  
•	 Loss of Employment  
•	 Other (Explain)__________________________________________  

14. Since the start of the pandemic in March 2020, have you experienced 
any difficulty affording to maintain your home? (including: repairs, yard 
maintenance, septic system, water softeners, HVAC, etc.) (Circle your 
response) 

•	 Yes  
•	 No  
•	 Not Applicable  
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15. If you have considered moving out of McLean County, what are the 
reasons? (Circle all that apply)  

•	 No, I have not considered moving out of McLean County  
•	 Availability of jobs in the area  
•	 Commute time.  
•	 Property taxes  
•	 Cost of home or renters’ insurance  
•	 Cost to buy a home.  
•	 Cost to rent a home.  
•	 Lack of available housing options  
•	 Lack of senior-friendly housing  
•	 I do not live in McLean County  
•	 Other: ____________________  

16a. If/when you move to your next home, which type(s) of home/dwelling 
would you consider? (Circle all that apply)  

•	 Apartment for Rent  
•	 Garden-Type Condominium 
•	 Townhome  
•	 Duplex  
•	 Single-family Home 
•	 Tiny home (under 500 square feet) 
•	 Modular home (manufactured or other prefabricated structure)  
•	 I have no intention of moving to another home.  
•	 Other: _______________________  

16b. If you currently rent, would you like to be a homeowner? (Circle 
your response) 

•	 Yes 
•	 No 
•	 Not Applicable 

16c. If so, in how many years?  

(Leave blank if not applicable) _______________ years. 

17. Please rank how important the following factors are to you when 
choosing a home:   

•	 1 – Not at all important  
•	 2 – Somewhat not important 
•	 3 – Neutral  
•	 4 – Somewhat important 
•	 5 – Very important  

  

•	 Proximity to schools_____________  

•	 Proximity to my job_____________  

•	 Proximity to parks/green space_______________  

•	 Proximity to shopping/groceries ____________  

•	 Proximity to restaurants/bars ____________  

•	 Proximity to public transportation ______________  

•	 Proximity to major roadways ____________  

•	 Having a yard _______________  

•	 Having limited maintenance _____________  

18. McLean County needs more housing options with total monthly 
housing costs __________ (including mortgage, rent, insurance, taxes, 
and/or utilities): (Circle one)  

•	 Less than $1,000 per month  
•	 $1,001 - $1,500 per month  
•	 $1,501 - $2,000 per month  
•	 Greater than $2,000 per month  
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19. Please indicate your level of support for each of the following on a 
scale of 1 to 5:  

•	 1 – Strongly oppose  
•	 2 – Somewhat oppose 
•	 3 – Neutral  
•	 4 – Somewhat support 
•	 5 – Strongly support  

	—  Multifamily development (e.g., apartments and/or 
condominiums) ____________  

	— Rental homes______________  

	— Mixed-use commercial/residential development ____________  

	— Townhomes _____________  

	— Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) ______________ 

	— Modular Homes ____________ 

	— Duplex _____________ 

	— Single-Family Homes __________ 

20. Which of the following housing policies would you support in McLean 
County? (Circle all that apply)   

•	 Additional opportunities for mixed-use development 
(combination of commercial and residential uses.  

•	 Increased opportunities for accessory dwelling units (e.g., “in-law 
suite”).  

•	 Additional flexibility to build duplexes in single-family zones/
neighborhoods.  

•	 Replacing vacant or blighted commercial areas with residential 
development. 

•	 More high-density development (apartment and condominium 
buildings with multiple stories and 20+ units). 

•	 Incentives for developers to include affordable housing units in 
new developments.   

•	 Requirements for developers to include affordable housing units 
in new developments. 

•	 Creation of a small tax or fee to assist in the creation of affordable 
housing units.  

21. McLean County needs more __________ to meet the needs of its senior 
(over age 65) residents. (Circle all that apply)  

•	 Smaller, more affordable housing options. 
•	 Options for creating accessory dwelling units within existing 

homes (e.g., “in-law suites”). 
•	 Single level living options (e.g., housing with bedrooms, kitchen, 

and bathrooms on the same level). 
•	 None of the Above  

PAGE 54



22. Which of the following best describes your annual household income? 
(Including all income earners who contribute to housing costs) (Circle one) 

Note: All personal information collected in this survey will remain anonymous. This 
question will help researchers determine the representativeness of survey results.   

•	 Less than $19,999   
•	 $20,000 - $34,999   
•	 $35,000 - $49,999   
•	 $50,000 - $74,999   
•	 $75,000 - $99,999   
•	 $100,000 - $149,999   
•	 $150,000 - $199,999   
•	 $200,000 or more   
•	 Prefer not to answer. 

23. In the space below, please provide any additional comments you 
have regarding housing needs in McLean County:  

____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________

Thank you for completing this survey! 

PAGE 55



Appendix II: Stakeholder Workshop 
Engagement Results

Day One
Goal:
At least one amazing mixed-income, mixed-housing style residential 
development in a location accessible by/near bus and/or trail.  

Def. “amazing”: visually interesting quality materials, environmentally friendly 
great shared spaces (in + out) 

Barriers: 
1.	 Developer with experience and willingness to build it. 
2.	 NIMBYISM 
3.	 Cultural barriers/ misconceptions – finding higher income residents 

to share space with lower income and vice versa.  

All Barriers:
•	 NIMBYISM 
•	 Cultural barriers/misconceptions. Finding lower-income residents to 

share space with higher-income. 
•	 Oversight, capacity, advocacy, reporting, grant, upkeep. 
•	 Zoning and location 
•	 Funding 
•	 Size 
•	 Developer with experience and willingness to build it. 
•	 Law of diffusion of innovation – Late majority community 
•	 Ready and willing and able developer 
•	 Upfront capital and interest rates 
•	 Availability of the right property 
•	 The right developer 
•	 Financing 
•	 Too diverse of population mix to satisfy only my specific need. 
•	 Location that fills all the requirements 
•	 Definition of affordable will be debated. 
•	 Low income, the definition of development will reduce private sector 

interest or ability to participate. 
•	 Public-private partnership 

•	 Timing for project approval, funding, and implementation – agreement 
between government agencies 

•	 obtaining subsidies 
•	 Development cost, materials, labor, and interest 
•	 Increase construction costs. 
•	 Complicated funding/financing 
•	 Push back from established residents. 
•	 Cost of land and construction 
•	 Zoning 
•	 If subsidies are involved, need a developer with experience with govt 

programs. 
•	 Available land 
•	 Securing agreed upon location. 
•	 Traffic concerns 
•	 Developer risk tolerance 
•	 No obvious local example to use as a model.  
•	 Limited available subsidies 
•	 Funding resources 
•	 Timeline 
•	 Narrowing down the location 
•	 Designing the space architecture 
•	 Funding 
•	 How will this be incentivized?  
•	 Where? 
•	 Who will Develop? 
•	 Cultural/generational divide 
•	 Aggressive time 
•	 Interest rates are high, building costs inflation, zoning laws, local buy-in, 

bank restrictions on lending. 
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All Goals: 
•	 At least one amazing mixed income mixed housing style residential 

development in a location accessible by/near bus or trail. Amazing – 
visually interesting quality materials, environmentally friendly, great 
shared spaces in and out.  

•	 Reduce housing cost burdened households by 20%. 
•	 Enough additional supply to meet demand and stabilize rents at 

affordable rates and more transitional housing. Options to avoid 
trauma/crisis impacts during transition to stable housing. 

•	 Plan to rescue 100 dwelling units that would otherwise be torn down. 
Build 300 new dwellings that have access to public transportation.  

•	 Additional 25 PSH units with sufficient funding for operational expenses.  

•	 Increased investment in affordable housing – rental, owner occupied 
and supportive – a true commitment is needed to prioritize this type of 
housing development.  

•	 Developers creating 100 subsidized housing units – integrate social 
services for the unhoused community – more local government 
collaboration and funding with social service agencies to combat 
homelessness in McLean County.  

•	 Short term transitional housing options – affordable student housing 
•	 Increase in short term housing opportunities. 

Team 1:  Anti NIMBYISM 
EDUCATION 
•	 Create consensus around the housing needs. 
•	 Create an education campaign around creative success for projects in 

other communities. 

DEVELOPER RECRUITMENT 
•	 Provide clear achievable expectations with clear incentives. 
•	 Over incentivize 1 site for this development 
•	 Pre-Identify willing residents up front. 

	— Take a part in the education campaign. 

PUBLIC PRIVATE PARTNERSHIPS 
•	 A CDC without baggage (non-partisan) 
•	 NOTE: Property tax abatement for LLCs committed to renting % to low-

income or other incentives.  

CONSENSUS AROUND BREAKDOWN OF HOUSING NEED 
•	 Example 8000 units needed. 

	— % at or above median income 
	— % at 80% of median income 
	— % at 50% AMI 
	— % at supportive 
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Team 2:
GATHER EXAMPLES OF SPECIFIC COMPARABLE SUCCESSES 
(INCLUDING OVER TIME/AS PROJECT AGES) 
•	 NOTE: and some with missteps to inform our project to learn from 
•	 NOTE: interviews with the development and maintenance teams? To 

learn challenging and missteps along with successes.  

CONDUCT SITE VISITS TO AT LEAST TWO SIMILAR PROJECTS. 
•	 NOTE: Communities with similar profile or local communities 
•	 NOTE: Community must identify what we want and where and reach out 

to developers, but the money must be there - ROI 

EXAMPLES:
•	 Chick-fil-a development – Atlanta, GA 
•	 March Collective – Opelka, AL 
•	 Renew Moline 
•	 Pella, IA 
•	 Conway, AR 

Team 3:
EDUCATION:
•	 Partner with local media 

	— Press release. 
	— List of viable media 
	— Timeline for media campaign 

•	 NOTE: negative and positive impacts 
•	 Conduct an impact study. 

	— Quantitative data 
	 Traffic 
	 Economic 
	 Health and education 

	— Qualitative 
	 Quality of life for residents 

•	 Define Central Message and audiences. 
	— Determine geographic focus of message. 
	— Differentiate messages, based on geography of audience. 

	 NOTE: Better communicate and access to where and when 
development decisions are being made 

•	 Understand objections to the project. 
	— Focus groups. 
	— Phone interviews. 
	— On the street interviews 

•	 NOTE: need to know just understand objections but look at reframing 
optics 

•	 Coalition building with community organizations. 
	— Orgs that support those who are unhoused. 
	— Social justice/civic engagement orgs 
	— Local businesses 
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Day Two
Goal:
Additional Low/Mid Income Level Housing with transportation and permanent 
supportive housing 

Goal Notes:
1.	 Additional Permanent Supportive Housing, decrease homelessness, 

increase quality of affordable home for middle income families, increase 
quality of affordable apartments,  

2.	 Adequate “missing middle” affordable workforce housing, adequate 
permanent supportive housing, and ability to setup/ flex temperature 
safe outdoor shelter for surges in need, Adequate funding sources for 
coordinated housing stability navigator, awareness among community 
of the importance of adequate affordable housing.  

3.	 A connection between housing and transportation IE: If mid-low-income 
housing is planned, access to public transportation before locating it. 

4.	 To see large complexes with newer amenities to attract a young and vibrant 
workforce, live, work, play. More than just “Shelter” 

5.	 Use of “empty buildings for affordable housing, awareness of issues in 
our community, more new affordable housing, less vacant housing, more 
affordable housing from existing stock 

6.	 More homes for first time home buyers 0-200k 
7.	 To budget for the growth of McLean County by increasing the yearly 

budget to help with homelessness and displacement 
8.	 To see affordable housing available throughout all of McLean County 

(esp. remote/outside city limits) 
9.	 High quality standards and requirements. Currently too much housing 

that is subpar.  
10.	 Additional housing units at market rate for middle income households, 

more LIHTC units, more permanent supportive housing units, zoning 
codes to increase density in the urban core, city town to create housing 
trust fund.  

11.	 Affordable Housing for all, housing availability for those with challenges, 
BH, special needs, family supportive resources related to housing.  

Top Barriers:
1.	 Lack of Incentives (for non-luxury new builds, update older homes, from 

local government for affordable housing developments, incentives for 
builders,  

2.	 NIMBY (do not build the affordable, denser housing by me, biases on 
public housing, public resistance to new housing developments, especially 
affordable housing developments, educating the community of the 
importance of housing projects) 

3.	 Lack of Commitment of Community (community vision, all money together 
on goal) 

Other Barriers:
•	 Lack of land available. Lack of Affordable Land 
•	 Lack of Developers in Central IL for Affordable Housing 
•	 Increase in cost of homes since pandemic. 
•	 Political Willingness to address zoning and other regulations, agreement 

to vote to move forward on housing projects.  
•	 Landlords buy-in for rentals. 
•	 Lack of creative thinking by development teams of residential 

developments 
•	 Apartments for non-students 
•	 Development of smaller communities outside of Bloomington/Normal  
•	 More funding for nonprofits, especially new ones 
•	 Housing easier to access. 
•	 Availability of skilled labor, cost of labor, material scarcity, available land 

in inner city.  
•	 Older housing units and developments are not updated.  
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Team 1:
INCENTIVES 
•	 Who gets them? 

	— Landlords 
	— Builders 
	— Property Owners (affected) 

•	 Who provides/How? 
	— City & Town  

•	 Reduce Regulations 
•	 Tax Breaks 
•	 Grants 
•	 Compensation for affected owners 
•	 Freeze property tax. 

	— State/Fed Grants – Reduce Regulations 
	— Housing Trust Fund  

Team 2:
COMMUNITY EDUCATION 
•	 Who? 

	— Media 
	— Nonprofit led townhalls with City and County 
	— Universities  

•	 Community Relations 
•	 Student Project 
•	 How? 
•	 Mailers 
•	 Public Outreach Events 

	— Dedicated Column in Local Newspaper or other media 
	— Community Organized Event 
	— Bring Advocacy through town and city (mayor) to explain issues. 
	— Address Publicly what is going on. 
	— Beyond what now how 
	— Articulate vision and next steps 
	— Need urgently to move. 
	— Community Leadership 

Team 3:
“TBR” 
•	 Attracting skilled laborers (decrease costs) NOTE: Please explain 
•	 Repurposing/Demo Unused Buildings NOTE: Who & How 
•	 Fix/Beautify Property/Infrastructure 
•	 Attract more business/create jobs NOTE: EDC? NOTE: Community 

outreach to educate the residents 
•	 Community Education (Housing Crisis) (lower bias) (Facts/best practices) 
•	 Engage Stakeholders (all) – Coordinated Approach NOTE: Who & How – 

EDC 
•	 Intentional Collaborations (public/private)  

	— NOTE: City & County 
	— PVT 
	— Landlords 
	— Community 

•	 Address Outdoor Shelter (TSOS) immediate issues and decrease crisis. 
	— NOTE: Make it easier to shelter and over night  

•	 Regulations 
•	 Zoning 
•	 Understanding wants/desires of housing insecure individuals. 
•	 Zoning changes (open) 
•	 Create a housing Trust Fund (build new, rehab, etc.) 
•	 Public Engagement being aligned, same vision NOTE: Community 

education – Nonprofits and government working together.  
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OTHER INITIATIVES NOTED:
•	 Address immediate issues. 

	— Funding for housing stability navigator 
	— Failures of our CoC 
	— Temp Safe Outdoor Shelter 

•	 More Intentional Public-Private Collaboration 
•	 Coordinate consortium of developers to minimize risk to any one 

developer. 
•	 Develop a plan of action. 

	— What land is available? 
	— Reach out to developers. 
	— Decide what type of housing project. 
	— Work with connecting transit. 

•	 Review and reduce some development regulations to make it easier for 
developers to invest private money. 

•	 More and better transparency about housing developments 
	— Accept trust position for taxpayers. 

•	 Incentives for landlords- damage and money and rental assistance that 
is easier to access. 

•	 Research incentives to landlords to encourage more rentals to low/mid 
vs. luxury. 

•	 Community education about needs and success stories 
	— Develop a plan of action to educate the community. 

•	 Town hall meetings 
•	 Newspaper articles 
•	 Create letters to mail out. 
•	 Create a long-term strategy for communication/education around 

housing needs.  
•	 Offer education to the community on the issues and build awareness. 
•	 Look into communities outside of Bloomington/Normal 
•	 Coordination with governments and nonprofits to educate new 

homeowners about care for housing and home ownership. 
•	 Create requirements for developers of high-end units to build a percent 

of affordable units as a % of high end.  
•	 Lobby to the city to discuss and plan for incentives to offer. 
•	 Incentives to private companies to build non luxury homes. 

•	 Develop incentives for developers to develop new or update existing 
properties. 

•	 Revitalization incentives for old homes and apartments 
•	 Research financial incentives to builder or landlords for updates to new 

builds focus on low/mid housing. 
•	 More grants, tax breaks and seed money 
•	 Meetings with community members and organizations 
•	 Presence in community at events 
•	 Incentivize infill development of affordable housing and walkability 

areas near shopping/grocery. 
•	 NIMBY – incent existing property owners to compensate them for the 

reduction in property values. 
	— Lower taxes 
	— More law enforcement to reduce safety concerns. 

•	 Taxpayer referendum 
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Appendix III: Additional Maps
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FIGURE 47: INBOUND COMMUTERS TO MCLEAN COUNTY. SOURCE: LIGHTCAST.
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Appendix IV: Public Forum Flyer
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Appendix V: Public Comments
The following comments were collected between February 26, 2024 – March 
14, 2024. During this period, a draft version of the plan was posted to the 
MCRPC’s website, and the public was encouraged to review the plan and 
provide feedback. All feedback was considered for incorporation in the plan. 

Aside from general comments about the quality or importance of the Plan, 
some of the key themes of public feedback included: 

•	 Support for affordable and equitable housing.

•	 Outlines of specific programs that could be used to address challenges 
presented in the report.

•	 Support for high-density or middle density development.

•	 Suggestions for future stakeholder engagement efforts.

•	 Effects of property taxes on overall housing costs.

•	 Methods for leveraging existing housing stock through infill 
development.

In addition to the feedback received from the public, the Regional Housing 
Recovery Plan Steering Committee provided invaluable feedback throughout 
the duration of the project. As elements of the report have been completed, 
brief presentations have been made to the Steering Committee. Their feedback 
has been incorporated at each stage in the process. 
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Public Comments
The plan addresses several of the communities’ concerns such as the prices of rental housing. It offers some solutions such as allowing for a housing mix (zoning changes) and others

I always have concerns about the possibility of higher-income households making up a higher proportion of the housing needs survey. Certainly, the discussion on maintaining low 
density should be parsed for rich, middle-income, and working-class respondents. NIMBYism is a strong force among the ownership class, as their investments demand the value of 
their homes continue to go up.

Requests: plz. make a housing plan for recently immigrant people whose are battling with fatal disease like cancer or other incurable chronic illness to reduce their stress.

There is a housing crisis in our region.  I spent 9 months in Housing Court/Evictions. Here is what works, in my view:

1. Re-establish the R3 Grant Program, Restore, Reinvest, and Renew. The grant ran out.

2. Fund Civil Legal Aid, like Prairie State Legal Services and or Land of Lincoln to enable them to staff attorneys full time in Housing/Eviction court. Almost like a public defender for 
Housing Court.   They can employ dedicated Housing Court Attorneys. That will prevent many evictions.

3. Court Based Rental Assistance work. I know, I was there in the courtrooms. Most LLs accept the funds and Evictions are dismissed and expunged from the record. 

4. Emergency Housing Vouchers work as administered by Catholic Charities, Ada S. McKinley, Duane Deane, that has the licensed case workers and staff to screen clients.  Those 
vouchers are spent at motels.

5. Many unhoused or tenants facing eviction had broken bodies.  NOT from addiction.  Several were in their 50s and they just became ill or suffered from serious metabolic issues. 
Some had mental health issues that were beyond their control. Even early dementia. Sometimes they were thrown out of work or employers like Red Lobster cut their hours so that 
the employer didn’t have to provide health insurance.  Court Based Rental Assistance was tremendous. 

6. DCFS Norman Funding Works.

7. The wait list for project based public housing is 5 to 10 years.

8. Grants to Agencies that will assist with housing the formerly incarcerated. Fortitude in Kankakee works well. They have grant funding for single formerly incarcerated women, for 
instance. It works. It turns people’s lives around.

I would like to echo my support for the need for Bloomington-Normal to incentive developers to establish the “missing middle”. The extraordinarily high rates of single-family 
dwellings are likely a product of urban design from decades ago, but I think now we can see the downside of such a singular focus on housing. I feel it would also be beneficial for 
zoning boards to reimagine how to zone where you could have mixed use properties in a single area. Ideally, I think you’d be able to have developments with duplexes, triplex, cottage 
homes, apartments, and townhouses, while also having commercial buildings for restaurants, shops, and office parks. This could do several things such as provide incentive for 
developers as the density will allow for more units to be sold, the commercial buildings can help raise the return for developers, while also providing a higher taxable revenue per sq 
ft of land ensuring the development can pay for the infrastructure needed going forward. Not to mention the quality of life for the inhabitants if they can reduce commute time by 
living in a walkable distance from work, while hopefully enjoying green space in the development as well. 

Lastly, I think we’d be naive to think there wouldn’t be large backlash in trying to implement the above practice in established single family home neighborhoods. My suggestion 
would instead be to look for infill areas of the town or blighted lots to be redeveloped, rather than forcing new zoning on an existing neighborhood or continuing urban sprawl and 
expanding into the farming ground on the edge of town. 

Overall, I applaud the effort of this study and hope to see real, impactful changes because of it. I believe there is a great opportunity to re-think urban planning and what impact it can 
have on the lives of our residents. I hope we have the willingness to be bold in our ideas and follow through with the execution.

While it would be great to bring down housing values (and in turn presumably property taxes which have become unaffordable to many) --- the concern/question is:

Will single family neighborhoods now be mixed with multi-family properties? One upside to income segregation is crime prevention. There is a concern that many are uncomfortable 
speaking about out of fear of looking elitist BUT the concern is real.

Will existing neighborhoods need to spend $ to become gated communities? Will the city help subsidize this since the plan could potentially increase crime for existing neighborhoods 
that are far removed from multifamily properties currently?

People could better afford housing if governments at all levels did not tax them so highly.  Nice to have, but not essential things like the arts district or the coliseum take value from 
people and put it in the hands of government, making it more expensive for citizens to live.  Bloomington city government grows larger every year with no value delivered.  The area 
transit system has 10 non-working electric buses that were purchased based on ideology not on practicality.  This is a further waste of money.  Get government out of the way if you 
want people to have affordable housing
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Really like the trajectory this is going… One major comment (because of proximity to two neighbors who are dealing with a challenging landlord situation) is for equal advocacy 
between landlords and tenants. We should encourage landlords to be local/regional with a vested interest in this community, not just some out-of-state investor looking to profit off 
the backs of hardworking folks. Relatedly, responsible but vulnerable tenants should be able to collectively negotiate with landlords and property management companies to keep 
rent and services for their rental properties appropriate and fair—not opportunistic and stingy. My two cents…

This is a well-researched and engaging housing plan!  It does make sense that Bloomington-Normal will be frequently highlighted, since more than 3/4’s of the county’s population 
lives there, but we should still make sure to engage our rural communities.  The people who would benefit from this plan the most need to be deeply engaged and part of the 
decision-making process.  This plan requires political will and courage and will require additional funding from both public and private organizations.  If we are serious about 
addressing our homeless issue and providing more affordable housing, we will need to work together and keep an open mind and an open heart.  I would love to see Rivian, Ferrero, 
and State Farm contribute the proposed Housing Trust Fund and echo the need for a community land trust and a community land bank.

I would like to see a greater emphasis on infill development & neighborhood revitalization among the plan goals. The idea was listed among potential solutions from the stakeholder 
forum & engagement sessions (pgs 26 & 96), but I do not see it represented among the goals/implementation steps.

The housing supply can’t increase fast enough to stop predatory renting practices. An intervention of some sort is necessary. If nothing is done, companies like Young America and 
Tentac will continue to price working class people out of this housing market.

Overall looks like a pretty good plan. I would encourage a committee of housing providers and more positive engagement and incentives. Example, I have property I would be 
interested in developing but need assistance with low interest loan and other possible incentives. Is there consideration of outreach to see who and what may be out there such as 
that? I have looked at several properties that were in such horrible shape and have violations on them, but the city didn’t seem interested in removing any fines for a new property 
owner to take over and rehab the units. It is a property that is now vacant, with no housing, and looks horrible for the landscape. Just some ideas to consider. Overall plan does look 
good.

The plan is very well done. More emphasis on investment in the existing housing stock is needed.
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My major comment is that the term “stakeholder” be redefined in McLean County to include the people living in housing units, not simply those who build them, own them, sell them, 
or employ workers who live in them. To implement this redefinition, the County needs to hold community meetings block by block, in which those recording feedback will have the 
ability to hear a true sense of what it is like to live in that area of housing. Block-by-block community meetings need to be facilitated by community leaders who will be trusted by 
people on the block, and who will not try to shape or limit the nature of the feedback provided by residents. This is the most important change that the MCRPC can make to its plan.

Additionally, I have been asked to resubmit my comments on housing in McLean County, originally submitted in January of this year. These comments focus on how zoning and 
planning policies covering a broad spectrum of McLean County are affecting how new housing is perceived, how it does or does not happen, and how it is affected by policies from a 
diverse set of offices.

Comments first submitted in January of 2023: 

As someone who has lived in Bloomington/Normal, in several neighborhoods, for many years, I have had a long time to develop my perspective on what seems to be happening in 
the urban part of our community. Just this morning I said to my husband as we drove south on Main St from Normal into Bloomington, “Is it just me or does our community seem to 
look more and more like Decatur?’ His reply was, “ Well, the struggling parts of Bloomington and Normal tend to be on the west sides, and when you drive through on main arteries, 
you’re on the dividing line.” 

The neighborhoods I have lived in include:

[Addresses omitted]

Our current address accommodates our son’s needs to be within walking distance to ISU. We live on a street with mostly older people. Just to our south are very small homes with 
young families. Housing further to the east often switches to student rental housing and then converts to the large apartment buildings and dormitories housing many ISU students. 
Further west of us, housing converts again to ISU student housing apartment complexes. 

We lived at our first home in Bloomington (1997-2012) while I was an associate professor at Illinois Wesleyan University. The neighborhood gave our family an unrealistic sense of 
Bloomington. I thought we were moving into an area that would be full of my colleagues. Instead, I found myself living in a neighborhood both conservative and extremely well off. 
Efforts at that time to connect with other economic and social groups outside this neighborhood were difficult. The neighborhood was truly insular, as it seems to continue to be.

When I took early retirement, we downsized. I found a very small house, [address omitted], with a large yard for my garden, our dog, and my growing son. Unfortunately, here I also 
did not have the necessary information to choose a property wisely. A crack dealer lived in the house next door. A woman’s son committed suicide in her garage in the house across 
the street.  Bloomington swat teams practiced maneuvers just blocks from our house 2 or 3 times during the short time we were there. The day we had our first open house to sell 
the house, a huge drug bust with 6 or more vehicles happened just a few blocks from ours. In they came, lights blazing as my husband pushed the for-sale sign onto the front lawn.

I received a BS and MA at ISU, which explains the 1970’s housing. After getting out of dorms, most students found grad housing in moldering old houses, as did I.

I truly believe I’ve seen many perspectives of McLean County Housing.

Here are my thoughts on McLean County housing needs. I know there are more pressing problems that others will talk about powerfully, but some of what I will describe here I hope 
will also be considered.

 ‘Traffic control’: Last year my husband and I canvassed for a local candidate. We walked many Normal neighborhoods and were really disturbed to see how just blocks from our 
house; enclaves of low-income apartment complexes had literally been fenced off with 8’ chain link fences from slightly nicer townhouse areas just on the other side of the fence. 
We literally had to make multiple block detours to get from one of these areas to another. Imagine being a mother with little kids trying to travel out of her apartment complex, 
sometimes on foot to catch a bus, and having to add blocks to the family walk to accommodate what I can only imagine are the fears of those living in nicer homes about ‘apartment 
dwellers’ driving and walking on ‘their’ streets and sidewalks. Again, street planning contributes to this situation. Through streets between two disparate economic neighborhoods 
are often difficult to find. We learned this on Bloomington’s west side as we would try to travel efficiently to areas of east Bloomington. I learned from a leader at West Bloomington 
Revitalization about an extreme attempt to isolate a west side neighborhood that was perceived to house ‘gangs’ by literally tearing out part of an east/west street and putting up 
barriers so that residents in that area could not travel through. That barrier was eventually removed after much protest from neighborhood residents, but it caused difficulty for 
people there for years. To solve a ‘crime’ problem (which is really a social inequality problem) with the use of street planning burdens too many innocent people who are already 
struggling with economic issues. Planning is attempting to isolate the poorer areas of both our cities from the wealthier ones. This is an important issue that MCCPC could, probably 
with great contention, discuss. Maybe no changes would result from this discussion, but the topic would be public. Denials will fly at what I am writing here, but you’ve asked for our 
perspectives, so I’ve taken you at your word. This is what I’ve perceived in my years in this county.
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As for Heat Islands, in Normal and ISU’s rush to create student housing, they have created hot box neighborhoods sans trees and green space. When my husband and I canvassed 
these west Normal areas, the temperature difference between these areas and areas just a block away could be as much as 10 degrees or more. We saw minimal areas where kids 
could play. Most kids played in parking lots, and I know you can imagine what a bad idea that is. And residents in these areas, living in buildings without shade cover, paying their own 
utilities, enduring the heat of cheaply built housing whose insulation will not keep the buildings from overheating in the summer, must suffer through multiple indignities because of 
the way that zoning departments are allowing these housing developments to be constructed. And this is happening not only Normal. Bloomington has many such areas too. These 
are places where cities get a quick boost to property tax income and developers get to cheaply erect housing that will bring in high incomes to them for years. The people do not 
benefit from this approach to housing. Zoning and county planning need to work together to balance the human needs of renters with the profit desires of cities and developers. 

Are there housing issues, or income inequality issues? We can’t in one county end the endemic problem of income inequality, but in county and city planning, policies could redefine 
definitions such as whose streets get plowed first, whose potholes get repaired first, and which neighborhoods are asked to endure reduced front yards to accommodate the 
widening of certain streets. Our family is not blind. It is apparent that lower income neighborhoods all endure the discomforts I list above. That should not be. Here’s an example 
from our current neighborhood.

Housing is related to schools, and schools are related to children and their families. We’ve now lived on Fairchild for several years. During this time other bicyclers and we have 
maneuvered around very rough payments on Adelaide St. between College and Hovey. There seems to be a sewer/flooding issue on this stretch too. Just a block from the worst patch 
sits a large grade school. Traffic on this street is heavy every day. This stretch also has had its berm strip removed, making the front yards very small. People must often step into the 
rough street to get around an obstacle of one kind or another. Why is this not fixed? to street planning need to work together to prevent situations like the one on Adelaide.

OK, I’ve been working on this for some time now and this is all I can put together for today. Though this may express some anger, I also want to emphasize that I see many positive 
changes in our county over the years I’ve lived here. There is progress. But this housing issue is really an income inequality issue. Governments, at least for now, cannot easily work 
on this issue, but government planning of all kinds can come at these problems from the side, if you will. The privilege of those with more economic clout over those scraping by need 
not be reinforced by government policies and assumptions. Keep doing better, Bloomington and Normal--for all your people.

Glaring red flag on the survey is exclusion of a question considering modes of transportation on commutes. It looks as though it was written with the assumption that the respondent 
owns and drives a car. Many people affected by the housing disparity do not drive for a variety of reasons - cost being one of them. Commuting to work can be done by walking, 
biking, public transportation, and that’s not addressed which is problematic.

Leaning on employers as a solution is also problematic and fails to alleviate or consider them as part of the causes of homelessness. Discriminatory hiring practices (against formerly 
incarcerated peoples, with “unsatisfactory credit,” and unhoused people) make employment extremely difficult to obtain and retain for the same people this is trying to assist. It 
further feeds into the reliance on corporate establishments and the capitalist structure that has perpetuated these same issues.

It’s an ill bird that fouls its own nest.

I’m impressed with the depth of this study and encouraged by its topical breadth. All sides of issues are being considered with room to consider more where necessary. Very pleased 
that steps are being taken to help house our neighbors.

Thank you for the thoughtful and thorough collection and presentation of data with strong impact statements.

Suggestions/comments:

1,169 responses received to Oct/Nov Housing Needs Survey - over 814 respondents have lived in McLean County over 10 years Should this be compared to how many people live in 
McLean Co?

54% said they were considering moving out of the county-why - property taxes, cost to buy a home, cost to rent a home, lack of available housing options.

(Were they more likely to respond to survey if they felt this way?)

List of strategic recommendations (starts on pg. 62)  - which one is most achievable? Which one is most ambitious?

Who is responsible for follow through/pushing this forward? (Address the “who”- can “Potential Lead” in implementation matrix be more specific at all?)

Address potential impact of announcement of suspension of McLean Co behavioral health council meetings (pg. 70)

For those strategic recommendations that require the approval of government bodies, i.e. city council or county board - do you feel there is adequate support? For the workshops, 
were there any notable absences that might indicate a lack of support/engagement? 

More explanation of the process associated with the strategic recommendations might be helpful - what are the steps to making these a reality? The action item column of 
implementation matrix could be more specific, or it could be changed to first/next actionable item.

Should this report point out/discuss some of the barriers to achievement? This was pointed out in the stakeholder workshop section and public forum section, but can this be 
addressed from a more cumulative standpoint? Which strategic recommendations have the lowest level of support based on all sources consulted?
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This is a very important and impressive effort.  Thank you.  However, despite seeing that having access to open, green and/or park space was rated relatively high as a demand in the 
survey information, I didn’t see ways to address this (I skimmed however).  I implore the MCRPC to include a focus on this and especially on maintaining existing (older growth areas 
especially with mature trees and habitat), include (require) native plants as landscaping and recreate native plant communities as well as having traditional park space available to 
everyone.

Suggestions for the Regional Housing Recovery Plan [Name Omitted], March 14, 2024 

I have lived for forty years in what certainly qualifies as the “missing middle.” The Old East Side (between Empire and Locust streets, Clinton, and the Constitution Trail) is a mix of 
single-family homes, multi-family residences, duplexes, and businesses. The properties are inhabited by owners, some who rent out part of their properties, absentee landlords and 
institutions. We have also been home to mentally ill individuals, registered sex offenders and drug dealers. 

I have concerns about the new national trend to create greater density in communities through the wholesale elimination of zoning regulations. This is a radical idea that ignores the 
reasons for long-established zoning codes and eliminates the participation of those who live in neighborhoods. Although some projects that have added density have not harmed 
neighborhoods, many have. Developments in my neighborhood have eliminated trees and reduced landscaping, produced traffic in the alleys, and even added barbed wire around 
businesses. 

There is no reason to expect that further eliminating restrictions on development will produce compatible projects or that it will provide more affordable housing. Decades of 
incentives for developers have not resulted in affordable rental properties, and there is no indication that giving them more flexibility will have a different result. 

I’m especially concerned that the proposals include a call for combatting NIMBYism which has been used to describe those who oppose new ideas for social restructuring. There is 
no data to show that neighbors in Bloomington have prevented viable affordable housing projects in the past. I believe history would show that hearings have been a valuable tool 
for protecting the orderly development of the community. Hearings allow the legitimate concerns of conscientious citizens to be heard on neighborhood matters. It is name calling to 
introduce the term NIMBY, and it creates an emotional atmosphere that is unproductive and divisive. It has no place in important policy decisions. 

Problems and Solutions 

- The most important problem I see in the central city is the increase in out-of-town property owners, especially those speculators who outbid would-be homeowners and do not 
maintain their properties. There is the corresponding loss of owner occupants. We should look for ways to encourage local ownership, especially owner-occupied duplexes. 

- Another problem is properties that are not maintained. There is a shortage of inspectors to enforce safe, livable housing conditions. We need a stronger property inspection 
program. 

- Some of these properties also disrupt neighborhoods. We need to find better ways to make landlords responsible for their properties. 

- Larger apartments can be especially problematic. We should require live-in managers of apartments with six or more units. - There are no effective incentives to lower rents. It is 
time to consider a rent control program.

This is a very well thought-out and put-together plan and thank you to all who worked on it. It certainly shows the increasing housing hardships we have throughout the county 
and those who this plan will, presumably, be presented to should make housing affordability and availability their #1 priority. Every government level should pull out all the stops 
to address these issues. A couple important thoughts or blind spots I saw throughout the plan are lack of direct government involvement/solutions and demographic imbalances. 
Much of this plan, ultimately, relies on the private market or public entities enticing the private market to do something. We can no longer rely on the private market to work for 
the needs of our communities. Municipalities and/or the county should look towards public and social housing to directly address our shortcomings. If we cannot find a developer 
or development we like, we must become the developer. This has been done across the country and world. If little ol’ conservative Baldwin, FL can open a grocery store, we can 
build some housing (https://www.washingtonpost.com/nation/2019/11/22/baldwin-florida-food-desert-city-owned-grocery-store/). There are groups already putting in the work 
advocating for these social/public housing solutions (https://www.peoplespolicyproject.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/04/SocialHousing.pdf). If there really is such an aversion to 
public sector solutions to systemic issues, local governance should work directly with, and fund, the Bloomington-Normal Land Trust mentioned so they may create non-market 
affordable housing for our residents. Secondly, the types of people who fill out these surveys, attended meetings, made public comments, or have otherwise been involved in this 
process tend to skew more affluent and educated with free time. We see most responses are middle aged and above. About 3/4s of respondents make more than $30 an hour if I’m 
reading income right (take home amount rather than pre-tax and deductions. Even if it’s pre-tax, it only drops about $25. $10 above min wage). If it has not already been accounted 
for, presentations and reports should more clearly address the income inequality shown here. People who need the most help (folks making minimum or below) are the least 
represented.

As a last comment, more density, more missing middle, more transportation, proactive and bold governance. Our communities cannot continue to be passive in the challenges we 
face, hoping and wishing for someone to come along and save us. 
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1. I think additional information on upcoming LIHTC expirations would be beneficial for understanding our future.  You did survey the 2027 expirations, but there doesn’t appear to 
be data on the 2034 expirations.  I would like to know what the next 10 years bring, not just the next 3 as it can take 4-5 years to get a LIHTC project off the ground.  In addition, it 
seems like the LIHTC Property table presented in “table 1: LIHTC Inventory” does not show all LIHTC units in McLean County. https://lihtc.huduser.gov/  Example: Fox Hill Apts, Anglers 
Manor, Orlando 

2. on pages 58-61 there is a lot of data on approved/active developments.  I would prefer to see a timestamped chart on active developments as there have been many completely 
abandoned or stalled-out projects that were presented in 2023. Without a more accurate timestamp or separation of potential vs. active developments, it is hard to know how real 
these numbers are. I think the actual number of active projects is significantly smaller than what is presented.
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