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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 
 

Executive 
Summary 



 xiii 

 

 This study of the Impediments to Fair Housing was conducted for 

Genesee County. It is an update of the Darden study, conducted in 1997. It also 

contains additional information not included in the Darden study. A brief summary 

of the factual findings follows. This study relies on the 2000 census, and is 

broader in range than the Darden study. 

 

KEY FINDINGS 

 
DEMOGRAPHICS 

 

 Demographic analysis indicates that the patterns of discrimination and 

segregation based on race referred to in the Darden study have continued 

through the 2000 census. Genesee County is still one of the most segregated 

areas in the country, and the most segregated in Michigan. In addition, 

demographics indicate segregation based upon disability within the county. 

 

TESTING RESULTS 
 

 Testing conducted by the Fair Housing Center of Eastern Michigan 

indicates that in 37% of tests, evidence of discrimination is found, while no 

evidence of discrimination was found in 32% of cases. In 31% of cases there 

were inconclusive indications of discrimination. While these figures represent a 

large amount of discrimination, they also represent a decline from the early years 

of testing by the Fair Housing Center, when rates of evidence of discrimination 

approached 80%. 

 

LENDING PATTERNS 

 
 A complete study of lending patterns was conducted. An analysis of Home 

Mortgage Disclosure data indicates disparities between acceptance rates for 

Caucasian persons as opposed to minorities. These disparities occur without 

regard to income. In addition, the rate of mortgage applications by minorities is 

disproportionately low compared to Caucasian populations.              



 xiv 

 
SUBSIDIZED HOUSING 

 
 A separate analysis of subsidized housing was conducted throughout the 

County. That analysis indicates that subsidized housing is overly concentrated in 

racially impacted areas.  Minorities make up the largest portion of the population 

in subsidized housing for families.  There is an over-emphasis on senior housing 

and inadequate emphasis on family housing. The Flint Housing Commission is 

out of compliance with minimum requirements for housing for the disabled. A 

review of all subsidized housing in the County indicates that not a single complex 

met disability parking requirements. 

 

GOVERNMENTAL POLICIES 

 
 A review of master plans and zoning was conducted throughout the 

County. It indicated improvement by governmental units since the Darden study. 

However, all units did not have master plans, and some units of government 

have not passed Fair Housing policies. A number of governmental units did not 

provide zoning access for housing for the disabled in single-family areas.  

 

TRANSPORTATION 

 
 A review of public transportation was conducted. This included an analysis 

of availability and testing through a mystery rider program. The result of both 

analysis and testing indicates no evidence of discrimination in public 

transportation. 
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CHAPTER I 

 
IMPEDIMENTS TO FAIR HOUSING IN THE PRIVATE MARKET 

 
I. Background Statement and Scope of the Study 

 

Every resident of the United States has a fundamental right to fair housing.  

The federal Fair Housing Act of 1988 prohibits discrimination in housing on the 

basis of race, sex, color, national origin, religion, handicap, and family status.  

The Michigan Elliot-Larsen Civil Rights Act also protects age and marital status.  

Discriminatory rental, sales, and lending practices may result unintentionally from 

lack of knowledge or a misunderstanding of the law, or intentionally from 

prejudices based on unfounded myths or unreal stereotypes.  Regardless of its 

cause, discrimination in housing is illegal and bad business practice.  

Genesee County and the City of Flint agreed to collaborate on an extensive 

study designed to determine impediments to fair housing in Genesee County 

(Map 1.1), including the City of Flint (Map 1.2).  The study was the result of a 

decision by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to 

issue revised regulations in September of 1988 for the Community Development 

Block Grant (CDBG) Program.  To be in compliance, the grantees were federally 

mandated to meet the requirements of the revised regulation, “Affirmatively 

Furthering Fair Housing.”  The regulation included: 1) conduct an Analysis of 

Impediments to Fair Housing Choice; 2) develop actions to eliminate any 

identified impediments; and 3) maintain records reflecting the analysis and 

actions taken to remedy the identified impediments.  This is accomplished by



Map 1.1 
Genesee County Jurisdiction, 2000 
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Map 1.2 
City of Flint, 2000 
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adhering to applicable laws and regulations, policies,  procedures, and  programs 

designed  to reduce,  eliminate, and prevent housing discrimination based on 

race, age, color, religion, gender, national origin, disabilities, familial, and marital 

status. 

The study, “Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing in Genesee County 

including the City of Flint,” (Darden Study) was conducted by Joe T. Darden, 

Ph.D., Professor of Geography & Urban Affairs – Michigan State University and 

Joshua G. Bagaka Ph.D., Assistant Professor of Educational Research & 

Statistics – Cleveland State University.  The results, published April 19, 1998, 

show a variety of fair housing barriers and provide the recommendations 

necessary to reduce the housing impediments in Genesee County.  The following 

suggestions were offered: (1) establish a countywide fair housing center; (2) 

develop a testing program, conduct housing discrimination tests and publish the 

results; (3) conduct annual studies related to the areas impacting fair housing, 

such as lending patterns, transportation, and housing needs for people with 

disabilities; and (4) conduct a five-year follow-up study. 

The Fair Housing Center of Eastern Michigan has played a major role in 

executing recommendations set forth by the Darden Study.  The Fair Housing 

Center is a division of Legal Services of Eastern Michigan, a non-profit, tax-

exempt organization.  The Fair Housing Center was established in October 1997 

as the Genesee County Fair Housing Center.  In 2004, the service area 

expanded to include a Fair Housing Center located in Saginaw with a jurisdiction 

of Saginaw, Bay, and Midland counties.  Therefore, the name of the Center was 
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changed to include all service areas.  The new name is the Fair Housing Center 

of Eastern Michigan.  At its inception, the Fair Housing Center in Genesee 

County received a two-year grant from the Charles Stewart Mott Foundation. 

Since obtaining initial funding from the C. S. Mott Foundation, the Fair Housing 

Center has moved to solidify its funding for the future.  Funding commitments 

were received from the City of Flint, Genesee County, and the U. S. Department 

of Housing and Urban Development.  

The mission of the Fair Housing Center is to ensure equal housing 

opportunities for all people, regardless of race, sex, age, color, religion, national 

origin, familial, marital, or disability status.  The Fair Housing Center addresses 

the needs of individual clients by providing reactive services, such as responding 

to housing complaints.  In addition, impact projects that help identify and resolve 

problems in the community are incorporated into the Fair Housing Center‟s 

mission.  As such, the Center acts both reactively and proactively to fair housing 

concerns. 

In 2000, Legal Services of Eastern Michigan won the U.S. Department of 

Housing and Urban Developments “Best Practice” award for its innovative 

approach to fair housing enforcement.  It is believed to be the first time a legal 

services office has earned this award. 

The three priority areas of focus for the Fair Housing Center are enforcement 

(testing), research, and community awareness.  In 2003, over three hundred 

tests (sales and rental) were performed as well as 274 in 2004 and 265 in 2005.  

Where there was evidence of discrimination, a complaint was filed with HUD. 
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        Research is ongoing and includes a variety of topics.  The information is 

used to support and assist many community groups, such as neighborhood 

organizations, Flint Area Citizens to End Racism (FACTER), and The Disability 

Network, in their quest for housing equality.  In addition, the Fair Housing Center 

provides community awareness by reporting its research findings on a variety of 

fair housing matters on a regular basis such as community presentations, 

conferences, fair housing quarterly meetings, news papers, libraries, etc... 

The 2006 Study serves as the five-year follow-up study to the original 

“Impediments to Fair Housing in Genesee County Including the City of Flint - 

Darden Study.”  The Study is designed to examine changes in Genesee County 

since that time.  This study explores where people reside within Genesee County 

and the City of Flint.  It investigates racial composition, distribution, and 

socioeconomic characteristics and how these relate to barriers to realizing fair 

housing.  The primary resources used in this analysis were the 2000 U.S. Bureau 

of the Census data and Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) data.  The Study 

focuses on racial and disability disparities.  Ideally, populations of persons of all 

races and disabilities are evenly distributed through out the County. 

 

III. Impediments to Fair Housing: Implications Drawn from the Demographic 
Patterns 

 

 

The U.S. 2000 Census data is used to identify two barriers, exclusionary and 

segregative.  An exclusionary barrier exists when practices and/or policies 

exclude members of a designated group from living in an entire area, such as a 

municipality or census tract.  Such examples may include zoning ordinances and 
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lot sizes, which are discussed in Chapter 5.  Due to exclusionary barriers, 

representation of designated groups will be disproportionately low compared with 

what would be expected given its representation in the County or metropolitan 

area as a whole.   

The second impediment to fair housing is segregative barriers wherein 

practices and/or policies do not exclude members of a designated group from the 

entire municipality or census tract.  Rather, designated groups living within the 

area are disproportionately restricted through practices and/or policies to residing 

within specific geographical areas.  Segregative barriers may be represented by 

patterns of distribution of designated groups that are not evenly distributed 

throughout the municipality or census tract.  

According to the 2000 Census data the predominant racial groups in 

Genesee County, of one race, are Caucasian (75.3%), African-American 

(20.4%), and Hispanic of any race (2.3%).  Asians (0.8%) and American Indian/ 

Alaskan Native (0.6%) have a combined total of 1.4% of the entire population in 

Genesee County.  The principal analysis for this study includes Caucasian, 

African-American, and Hispanic populations (Table 1.2).  The Study also includes 

assessments of fair housing issues relative to persons who may face 

impediments based on their disability status.  

 

A. Assessment of Exclusionary Barriers – Race/Ethnicity 
 

1.  African-American 
 
     Assessment of exclusionary barriers in Genesee County Cities, Townships, 

and Villages begins by comparing the percentage of Caucasians, African-
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Americans, and Hispanics in each of the municipalities with the percentage of 

Caucasians, African-Americans and Hispanics in the County as a whole.  

Exclusionary barriers are the practices or policies that exclude members of a 

designated group from living in the entire municipality (Maps 1.3, 1.4, 1.5, 1.6).   

For example, according to U. S. Census 2000 data, the percentage of African-

Americans in Genesee County is 20.4% and if no exclusionary barriers exist 

within the County, each municipality would be comprised of 20.4% African-

American residents, creating an equal racial distribution.  

     Thirty-one of the 33 municipalities in the County exhibit a percentage for the 

African-American population for that municipality that is less than the County 

average of 20.4%.   Municipalities (14 of 33) that have the highest level of 

African-American under representation, i.e., where the range is from “0” to <1 

percent African-American, are listed in Table 1.1. The closer to 0% in a 

municipality for any designated group, the more likely it is that exclusionary 

barriers exist.  The 14 municipalities that have less than 1% of African-American 

population in this Study are the same municipalities that had an African-American 

under-representation in the 1995 Darden Study. 

     Other racial and ethnic groups experience populations of less than one 

percent in municipalities throughout the County (Table 1.1).  For example, the 

Hispanic population for Atlas Township, Forest Township, and Linden City is less 

than one percent.  All municipalities in Genesee County have less than 1% 

Native American Indian population.  Furthermore, Flint Township, Grand Blanc 
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City, and Grand Blanc Township are the only municipalities that have an Asian 

population greater than 1%.  

Table 1.1  
Municipalities with African-American Population Less Than 1% 
 

Cities Townships Villages 

Clio (0.5% Argentine (0.2%) Goodrich (0.2%) 

Davison (0.5%) Atlas (0.3%) Lennon* (0.4%) 

Fenton (0.6%) Fenton (0.3%) Otter Lake* (0%) 

Flushing (0.6%) Forest (0.4%)  

Linden (0.1%) Gaines (0.3%)  

Montrose (0.1%)   

*U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census 2000 *Located in part, in adjacent counties. 

     Another indicator that exclusionary barriers exist in Genesee County may be 

represented by 2000 Census data that provides that 88,864 African-Americans 

reside in Genesee County that is comprised of 33 municipalities.  The majority of 

African-Americans (66,650 or 53.3%) live in one municipality – the City of Flint.   

Three municipalities in Genesee County contain 92% of the entire African-

American population - City of Flint (75%), Flint Township (6%), and Mt. Morris 

Township (11%).  This leaves only 8% of the entire African-American population 

residing in the other 30 local municipalities. 
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Table 1. 2 
Number & Percentage of Caucasian, African-American, Asian, Indian, and Other Races Living in the Municipalities of 
Genesee County in 2000 
Municipality Total White Ratio Black Ratio Hispanic Ratio Asian Ratio Indian* Ratio Other**

Argentine Township 6,521       6,339       97.2% 15          0.2% 76            1.2% 12        0.2% 55        0.8% 100        

Atlas Township 7,257       7,080       97.6% 24          0.3% 64            0.9% 37        0.5% 23        0.3% 93          

Burton City 30,308     27,910     92.1% 1,075     3.5% 705          2.3% 224      0.7% 230      0.8% 869        

Clayton Township 7,546       7,198       95.4% 85          1.1% 142          1.9% 58        0.8% 38        0.5% 167        

Clio City 2,483       2,371       95.5% 12          0.5% 55            2.2% 4          0.2% 15        0.6% 81          

Davison City 5,536       5,340       96.5% 28          0.5% 132          2.4% 20        0.4% 32        0.6% 116        

Davison Township 17,722     16,712     94.3% 364        2.1% 370          2.1% 155      0.9% 65        0.4% 426        

Fenton City 10,582     10,185     96.2% 63          0.6% 191          1.8% 100      0.9% 41        0.4% 193        

Fenton Township 12,968     12,582     97.0% 36          0.3% 153          1.2% 100      0.8% 53        0.4% 197        

Flint City 124,943   51,710     41.4% 66,560   53.3% 3,742       3.0% 547      0.4% 798      0.6% 5,328     

Flint Township 33,691     26,200     77.8% 5,430     16.1% 784          2.3% 740      2.2% 205      0.6% 1,116     

Flushing City 8,348       8,096       97.0% 53          0.6% 134          1.6% 33        0.4% 27        0.3% 139        

Flushing Township 10,230     9,813       95.9% 112        1.1% 201          2.0% 59        0.6% 47        0.5% 199        

Forest Township 4,738       4,609       97.3% 17          0.4% 30            0.6% 10        0.2% 16        0.3% 85          

Gaines Township 6,491       6,291       96.9% 22          0.3% 77            1.2% 23        0.4% 26        0.4% 129        

Genesee Township 24,125     21,206     87.9% 1,973     8.2% 651          2.7% 72        0.3% 161      0.7% 713        

Grand Blanc City 8,242       7,349       89.2% 413        5.0% 138          1.7% 265      3.2% 22        0.3% 193        

Grand Blanc Township 29,827     26,285     88.1% 1,998     6.7% 622          2.1% 749      2.5% 115      0.4% 680        

Linden City 2,861       2,799       97.8% 2            0.1% 26            0.9% 14        0.5% 10        0.3% 36          

Montrose City 1,619       1,576       97.3% 2            0.1% 29            1.8% 2          0.1% 10        0.6% 29          

Montrose Township 6,336       6,066       95.7% 112        1.8% 107          1.7% 3          0.0% 50        0.8% 105        

Mount Morris City 3,194       2,975       93.1% 98          3.1% 71            2.2% 13        0.4% 19        0.6% 89          

Mount Morris Township 23,725     12,940     54.5% 9,526     40.2% 722          3.0% 61        0.3% 148      0.6% 1,050     

Mundy Township 12,191     11,708     96.0% 172        1.4% 225          1.8% 100      0.8% 27        0.2% 184        

Richfield Township 8,170       7,723       94.5% 201        2.5% 128          1.6% 17        0.2% 39        0.5% 190        

Swartz Creek City 5,102       4,889       95.8% 62          1.2% 107          2.1% 32        0.6% 18        0.4% 101        

Thetford Township 8,277       7,815       94.4% 241        2.9% 155          1.9% 20        0.2% 57        0.7% 144        

Vienna Township 13,108     12,583     96.0% 147        1.1% 258          2.0% 45        0.3% 67        0.5% 266        

Village of Gaines 366          343          93.7% 7            1.9% 6              1.6% 2          0.5% -       0.0% 4            

Village of Goodrich 1,353       1,333       98.5% 3            0.2% 14            1.0% 8          0.6% 2          0.1% 7            

Village of Lennon 517          508          98.3% 2            0.4% 11            2.1% -       0.0% -       0.0% 7            

Village of Otisville 882          848          96.1% 9            1.0% 14            1.6% -       0.0% 4          0.5% 21          

Village of Otter Lake 437          425          97.3% -         0.0% 12            2.7% -       0.0% 5          1.1% 7            

Genesee County 436,141   328,350   75.3% 88,843   20.4% 10,152     2.3% 2,515   0.6% 3,515   0.8% 13,019   
 

U. S.  Census 2000, Summary File 1 (SF1) 100 Percent Data-P3.  Race [71] – Universe:  Total Population 
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Map 1.3 
African-American Population in Cities, Townships, and Villages, 
Genesee County, 2000 
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2. Hispanic 

In Genesee County the 2000 Census indicates the Hispanic population to be 

10,152.  This constitutes 2.3% of the County population.  Forest Township and 

Linden City show a Hispanic population of less than 1%.  However, the analysis 

of the Hispanic pattern reveals that 26 of the 33 municipalities have a Hispanic 

population of less than 2.3% (Map 1.4). Again, the municipalities with an under-

representation of Hispanics are the same as the 1995 Darden Study. Burton City, 

Davison City, Flint City, Flint Township, Mt. Morris Township, Genesee 

Township, and Village of Otter Lake each have a Hispanic population percentage 

greater than the County average.  In fact, 65% of all Hispanics that live in 

Genesee County reside in these five municipalities – Burton (705), Flint City 

(3,742), Flint Township (784), Mt. Morris Township (222), and Grand Blanc 

Township (622). 

3.  Asian 

In Genesee County the Asian population constitutes 0.6%.  Twenty-six of the 

33 municipalities are less than County average, three are the same, and nine are 

above the County average.  Seven of the municipalities have zero to four Asian 

residents (Map 1.5).  In addition, 90% of all Asian residing in Genesee County 

live in four of the thirty-three municipalities – Burton with 9% of the County‟s 

Asian population, Flint City with 22%, Flint Township with 29%, and Grand Blanc 

Township with 30%. 
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4.  American Indian and Alaska Native 

The American Indian/Alaska Native race is represented as 0.6% (2,414 

persons) of the total Genesee County population.  Within 21 municipalities, this 

population is less than the County average; in seven municipalities the 

population is equal to the County average; and in five municipalities, the 

American Indian/Alaskan Native population is greater than the County average 

(Map 1.6).  The five municipalities are: Burton (230 persons 9.5%), City of Flint 

(547 persons 0.4%), Flint Township (740 persons 2.2%), Genesee Township (72 

persons 0.3%), and Mt. Morris Township (61 persons 0.3%). 

5. Population Changes: 1990 – 2000 
 

Genesee County experienced an increase in total population by 5,745 

persons.  However, there was a decrease in the Caucasian population of 5.6%, 

or 8,546.  There was a 4,586, or 5.2%, increase for the African-American 

population in Genesee County and a 1,275, or 12.6%, increase for the Hispanic 

population. In addition, 2000 U.S Census allowed persons to declare more than 

one race.  Persons reporting two or more races in 2000 were 8,770.  These 

changes have little or no negative impact on a county with a population of 

436,141.  However, the drastic racial shifts within the County reveal that few 

African-Americans and Hispanics are overcoming exclusionary and segregative 

barriers. The real problem appears to be “White flight.” 

“White flight” occurs when Caucasian people in a particular neighborhood 

begin to move out as African-American people begin to move in.  But what is the 

tipping point?  When do Caucasian people begin to move out of neighborhoods? 
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Map 1.4 
Hispanic Population in Cities, Townships, and Villages, Genesee County, 
2000  
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Map 1.5 
Asian Population in Cities, Townships, and Villages, Genesee County, 2000 
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Map 1.6 
American Indian & Alaskan Native Population in Cities, Townships, and 
Villages, Genesee County, 2000 
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In the book by M. Gladwell, The Tipping Point: How Little Things Can Make A 

Big Difference.  Little Brown & Company (2000), the author sites a 1971 study by 

sociologist Thomas Schelling that indicated that a small number of African-

Americans moving into a neighborhood had little impact.  However, when it 

reached 20% there was a drastic increase in the number of Caucasians moving 

out. 

The November 2002 issue of Demography presents a Multi-City (Detroit, 

Boston, and Atlanta) “Caucasian Flight” study by Maria Krysan from the 

University of Illinois, Chicago.  The subjects were 1,600 randomly selected Non-

Hispanic Caucasian residents from the three locations.  They were shown four 

cards representing 15-house neighborhoods with 7%, 20%, 33%, and 53% 

African-American residents.  The participants were asked how comfortable they 

would be living in each integrated neighborhood.  As the percentage of African-

Americans moving in increased so did the percentage of Caucasians moving out 

of the neighborhood.  The range was 7% African-Americans move in – 3% 

Caucasians move out, 20% - 6%, 33% - 10%, and 53% - 19%.  The number one 

reason for the Caucasians to move was based on prejudice and stereotypes 

towards African-Americans, such as an increased crime rate, blighted 

neighborhoods, and lower property values. 

        Many other studies show the changing of predominately Caucasian 

neighborhoods   to predominately   African-American neighborhoods within the 

1990 to 2000 Census time period (Poe –2002, Farley, Danziger, & Holzer, 2002, 

and Hong – 2002). 
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Tables 1.3 and 1.4 show the demographic changes between 1990 and 2000 

for each municipality.   The dramatic decrease in the Caucasian population in two 

of the thirty-three municipalities may be the result of “Caucasian flight.”  The City 

of Flint experienced a loss of 18,078 of its Caucasian residents, while Mt. Morris 

Township lost 12,258 Caucasian residents. 

Flint Township had a unique situation between 1990 and 2000.  The 

perimeter of Census Tract 41, which is part of the City of Flint, was redesigned to 

be included into Flint Township.  Therefore, there was an actual increase of 9 

African-Americans and 1,952 Caucasians in that ten-year period.   

The municipalities with the greatest increase in Caucasian population were 

the City of Fenton 1,895, Argentine Township 1,737, Davison Township 2,457, 

Fenton Township 2,670, and Grand Blanc Township with 2,838. 

The 18,078 (26%) decrease in the Caucasian population in the City of Flint 

between 1990 and 2000 may support the theory of “White Flight”.  However, the 

City of Flint experienced a decrease, to a lesser degree, in the African-American 

925 (1.4%), Asian 143 (21%), Hispanic 272 (6.8%), and American Indian 247 

(24%) populations, which leads one to believe that there was not only 

“Caucasian Flight” but also “Flint Flight” in general.  Table 1.5 shows the 

population changes in Genesee County and the City of Flint. 

The population for Genesee County increased by 5,745 (1.3%).  This 

included population increases for: Caucasian 8,546 (5.2%), African-American 

4,586 (5.2%), Hispanic 1,275 (12.6%), and Asian 613 (17.4%).  The American 

Indian and Alaskan Native population decreased 718 (-22.9%).  The Caucasian,
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Table 1.3  
Population change 1990 – 2000:  Caucasian, African-American, and Hispanic Genesee County  

2000 1990 Change 2000 1990 Change 2000 1990 Change 2000 1990 Change

Argentine Township 6,521        4,651        1,870        6,339          4,602         1,737       15            6             9              76            23        53              

Atlas Township 7,257        5,551        1,706        7,080          5,480         1,600       24            3             21            78            56        22              

Burton City 30,308      27,617      2,691        27,910        26,295       1,615       1,075       710         365          705          578      127            

Clayton Township 7,546        7,368        178           7,198          7,190         8              85            39           46            153          125      28              

Clio City 2,483        2,629        (146)          2,371          2,565         (194)         12            11           1              55            39        16              

Davison City 5,536        5,693        (157)          5,340          5,612         (272)         28            8             20            132          85        47              

Davison Township 17,722      14,671      3,051        16,712        14,255       2,457       364          165         199          370          220      150            

Fenton City 10,582      8,444        2,138        10,185        8,290         1,895       63            35           28            191          98        93              

Fenton Township 12,968      10,055      2,913        12,582        9,912         2,670       36            18           18            153          105      48              

Flint City 124,943    140,761    (15,818)     51,710        69,788       (18,078)    66,560     67,485    (925)         3,742       4,014   (272)           

Flint Township 33,691      34,081      (390)          26,200        30,233       (4,033)      5,430       2,606      2,824       784          558      226            

Flushing City 8,348        8,542        (194)          8,096          8,424         (328)         53            16           37            134          96        38              

Flushing Township 10,230      9,160        1,070        9,813          9,007         806          112          64           48            201          93        108            

Forest Township 4,738        4,409        329           4,609          4,338         271          17            8             9              56            39        17              

Gaines Township 6,491        5,391        1,100        6,291          5,306         985          22            7             15            83            39        44              

Genesee Township 24,125      24,093      32             21,206        21,682       (476)         1,973       1,966      7              651          500      151            

Grand Blanc City 8,242        7,760        482           7,349          7,309         40            413          219         194          138          90        48              

Grand Blanc Township 29,827      25,392      4,435        26,285        23,447       2,838       1,998       1,241      757          622          420      202            

Linden City 2,861        2,415        446           2,799          2,399         400          2              -         2              26            32        (6)               

Montrose City 1,619        1,811        (192)          1,576          1,787         (211)         2              1             1              29            21        8                

Montrose Township 6,336        6,236        100           6,066          6,003         63            112          161         (49)           107          107      -             

Mount Morris City 3,194        3,292        (98)            2,975          3,131         (156)         98            59           39            71            53        18              

Mount Morris Township 23,725      25,198      (1,473)       12,940        15,793       (2,853)      9,526       8,689      837          722          819      (97)             

Mundy Township 12,191      11,511      680           11,708        11,184       524          172          170         2              225          157      68              

Richfield Township 8,170        7,271        899           7,723          6,982         741          201          201         -           128          118      10              

Swartz Creek City 5,102        4,851        251           4,889          4,704         185          62            48           14            107          91        16              

Thetford Township 8,277        8,333        (56)            7,815          7,968         (153)         241          243         (2)             155          129      26              

Vienna Township 13,108      13,210      (102)          12,583        13,210       (627)         147          78           69            258          172      86              

Genesee County 436,141    430,396    5,745        328,350      336,896     (8,546)      88,843     84,257    4,586       10,152     8,877   1,275         

 Hispanic 

Municipality

 Total  Caucasian   African-American 

 
                U. S. Census 2000, Summary File 1 (SF1) 100 Percent Data-P3.  Race [71] – Universe: Total Population 
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Table 1.4  
Population Change for 1990 – 2000:  Asian, Indian, and Other Genesee County  

2000 1990 Change 2000 1990 Change 2000 1990 Change

Argentine Township 12            7              5              55            32            23            100          4              96            

Atlas Township 37            25            12            23            27            (4)             93            16            77            

Burton City 224          127          97            230          276          (46)           869          209          660          

Clayton Township 58            46            12            38            69            (31)           167          24            143          

Clio City 4              7              (3)             15            22            (7)             81            24            57            

Davison City 20            15            5              32            33            (1)             116          25            91            

Davison Township 155          110          45            65            63            2              426          78            348          

Fenton City 100          38            62            41            40            1              193          41            152          

Fenton Township 100          60            40            53            50            3              197          15            182          

Flint City 547          690          (143)         798          1,045       (247)         5,328       1,753       3,575       

Flint Township 740          683          57            205          324          (119)         1,116       235          881          

Flushing City 33            40            (7)             27            19            8              139          43            96            

Flushing Township 59            45            14            47            63            (16)           199          44            155          

Forest Township 10            15            (5)             16            38            (22)           86            10            76            

Gaines Township 23            19            4              26            48            (22)           129          11            118          

Genesee Township 72            62            10            161          223          (62)           713          160          553          

Grand Blanc City 265          183          82            22            17            5              193          32            161          

Grand Blanc Township 749          452          297          115          119          (4)             680          133          547          

Linden City 14            7              7              10            6              4              36            3              33            

Montrose City 2              1              1              10            15            (5)             29            7              22            

Montrose Township 3              9              (6)             50            27            23            105          36            69            

Mount Morris City 13            28            (15)           19            45            (26)           89            29            60            

Mount Morris Township 61            70            (9)             148          255          (107)         1,050       391          659          

Mundy Township 100          55            45            27            55            (28)           184          47            137          

Richfield Township 17            12            5              39            48            (9)             190          28            162          

Swartz Creek City 32            33            (1)             18            51            (33)           101          15            86            

Thetford Township 20            24            (4)             57            55            2              144          43            101          

Vienna Township 45            39            6              67            67            -           266          61            205          

Genesee County 3,515       2,902       613          2,414       3,132       (718)         13,019     3,517       9,502       

 Asian  Indian*  Other** 

Municipality

 
*American Indian and Alaska Native 
**Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander, Some Other Race, and Population of two or more Races 
U. S. Census 2000, Summary File 1 (SF1) 100 Percent Data-P3.  Race [71] - Universe: Total Population
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African-American, Hispanic, and Asian population increased in the County and 

decreased in the City of Flint.  The American Indian/Alaskan Native population 

decreased in the County and decreased in the City.  Future research should be 

considered to investigate why and where the American Indian population 

relocated.  

The municipalities with the greatest population increase as the result of the 

population shifts were: 

 Caucasian – Davison Township (2,457), Fenton Township (2,670), and 

Grand Blanc Township (2,838), 

 African-American  – Flint Township (2,824), Mt. Morris Township (837),  

and Grand Blanc Township (757), 

 Hispanic – Flint Township (226) and Grand Blanc Township (202), 

 Asian – Grand Blanc Township (297), 

 American Indian/Alaskan Native – Argentine and Montrose Township 

(both with a 23 person increase). 

 Grand Blanc Township had the greatest rate of overall population 

increase in Genesee County (14.9% increase). 
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Table 1.5  
Population Increase or Decrease in Genesee County and the City of Flint from 
1990 to 2000  

 

Race 

Genesee County City of Flint 

Number Percent Number Percent 

Caucasian 8,546 +2.5 18,078 -25.9 

African-American  4,586 +5.2 925 -1.4 

Hispanic 1,275 +12.6 272 -6.2 

Asian 613 +17.4 547 -20.7 

American Indian -718 -22.9 798 -23.6 

U.S. Census 2000 

Between 1960 and 1970 there was a 19% growth rate for Genesee County 

(Table 1.6).  However, between 1980 and 2000 there was a 4.44% population 

loss in Genesee County.  Yet, between 1990 and 2000 there was an increase of 

5,682 persons (1.32%) 

Table 1.6 
Growth Rate for Genesee County 1960 - 2000 

1960-1970 1971-1980 1981-1990 1991-2000 

19.04% 1.09% -4.44% 1.32% 

U.S Census 2000 

There was a steady growth rate for minorities in Genesee County between 

1981 and 2000.  The African-American population increased over the past twenty 

years from 17.4% to 20.4%.  For Hispanics the increase was from 1.7% to 2.3%.  

Yet, there was a steady decline in Genesee County for the Caucasian 

population, which was 79.8% in 1980 and fell to 74.1% in 2000 (Table 1.7). 
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Table 1.7  
Caucasian, African-American, Hispanic, American Indian/Alaskan Native, and 
Asian Populations as a Percentage in Genesee County, 1980, 1990, & 2000 

 

Race 1980 1990 2000 

Caucasian 79.8 77.1 74.1 

African-American 17.4 19.5 20.4 

Hispanic 1.7 2.1 2.3 

American Indian/Alaskan Native * 0.7 0.6 

Asian * 0.7 0.8 

*Numbers not available     U.S. Census, 2000 

There was also evidence of “White flight” and racial shifting within the City of 

Flint (Table 1.8).  The City has 41 census tracts and there was a decrease in the 

Caucasian population between 1990 and 2000 in 38 census tracts.  Seven of the 

tracts show a significant decrease; two of which changed from predominately 

Caucasian to predominately African-American (tracts 13 and 15).  For example, 

the census for 1990 showed tract 13 to be predominately Caucasian, with 60% 

Caucasian and 36% African-American.  However, the 2000 census shows that 

the tract shifted to 22% Caucasian and 72% African-American (Map 1.7). 

The Hispanic population in the City of Flint, as a municipality, had little 

change.  The census tracts had slight alteration in 2000 (Table 1.9).  There were 

however significant shifts within the Asian and American Indian/Alaskan Native 

populations in the City of Flint.  For example, census tract 15 and 19 had a 

decrease Asian population from 64 to 13 persons and 35 to 14 persons 

respectively.  There was also a significant increase in Asian population in census 

tracts three with five persons in 1990 to 36 in 2000 and in census tract seven 17 
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Map 1.7 
African-American Population Changes in the City of Flint, 1990 to 2000 
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to 36.  There are also changes in the American Indian/Alaskan Native within the City 

of Flint.  There was a significant decrease in the population for census tract 9 (42 to 

20), tract 22 (113 to 80), tract 23 (54 to 30), tract 26 (91 to 36), and tract 37 (72 to 

28).  Census tract 40, however, had an increase from 34 to 71. 

 

B. Assessment of Segregative Barriers – Race/Ethnicity 

 

The second category of barriers to fair housing is segregative, in which practices 

and/or policies disproportionately restrict members of a designated group from 

accessing housing within a particular municipality or census tract.  According to 

CensusScope 2000, which is a product of the Social Science Data Analysis Network 

– www.censusscope.org, the City of Flint has the highest segregation rate of any city 

in Michigan and Genesee County is the 7th most segregated Metropolitan Statistical 

Area in the nation. 

Census tracts within Genesee County were examined to discover any over- 

and/or under- representation of designated groups by municipality, which is 

exemplified by non-uniform residential living patterns.   Such lack of uniformity in 

spatial distribution patterns of population groups is called residential segregation.  

The greater the lack of uniformity in spatial distribution, the greater the amount of 

segregation of the designated population group. 

     Residential segregation is illustrated in seven of the thirty-three municipalities 

with an African-American population over 1,000; Burton City, Flint City, Flint 

Township, Genesee Township, Grand Blanc City, Grand Blanc Township, and Mt. 

Morris Township (Table 1.8 and Map 1.8).  For example, Burton City has eight 

http://www.censusscope.org/
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census tracts, yet 73% of all African-Americans residing in Burton City live in three of 

the eight census tracts.  Generally, over-representation of African-Americans is 

formed in census tracts and municipalities that adjoin one other, making a greater 

concentration of minorities and increases residential segregation (Maps 1.7 and 1.8).  

All seven municipalities exhibit patterns of adjoining census tracts for African-

American residence. 

Table 1.8 
Segregation Rates for African-Americans in Genesee County, 2000 

Municipality 
Total  

Population Segregation Within the Municipality  

Burton City 1,075 

73% of African-Americans Reside in 3 
of 8 Census Tracts Within the 
Municipality  

Flint City  66,560 52% in 10 of 41 Census Tracts  

Flint Township 5,430 57% in 2 of 7 Census Tracts  

Genesee Township 1,973 69% in 1 of 10 Census Tracts  

Grand Blanc City 8,242 85% in 1 of 2 Census tracts 

Grand Blanc Township 1,998 66% in 2 of 6 Census Tracts  

Mt. Morris Township 9,526 74% in 2 of six Census Tracts 

U.S. Census, 2000 

     Map 1.9 reveals similar residential segregation patterns within municipalities in 

Genesee County for Hispanic populations.  Grand Blanc Township has six census 

tracts, yet 62% of all Hispanics that reside in Grand Blanc Township reside in three 

of the six census tracts (Table 1.9). All seven municipalities exhibit patterns of 

adjoining census tracts for Hispanic residence:  
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 Burton census tracts 113.01 and 113.02,  

 Flint City census tracts 16, 19 22, 23, 26, and 27, 

 Flint Township census tracts 108.12 and 108.13, 120.03 and 121, 

 Genesee Township census tracts 12.03 and 122.01,  

 Grand Blanc Township census tracts 112.11, 112.12, and 112.13, 

 Mt. Morris Township census tracts 103.04, 103.05, and 105.01. 

Table 1.9  
Segregation Rates for Hispanics in Genesee County, 2000 

 

Municipality 
Total  

Population Segregation Within the Municipality  

Burton City 705 
55% of Hispanics Reside in 3 of 8 
Census Tracts within the Municipality 

Flint City 3,742 42% in 6 of 41 Census Tracts  

Flint Township 784 23% in 2 of 8 Census Tracts  

Genesee Township 651 35% in 2 of 10 Census Tracts  

Grand Blanc City 138 82% in 1 of 2 Census Tracts  

Grand Blanc Township 622 65% in 3 of 6 Census Tracts  

Mt. Morris Township  722 48% in 3 of 6 Census Tracts 

U.S. Census, 2000 

     Segregation rates for Asian (Table 1.10) and American-Indian/Alaskan Native 

populations (Table 1.11) show similar patterns in the seven municipalities with the 

greatest number of said populations.  Eighty-three percent of all Asians residing in 

Flint Township reside in three of the ten census tracts.  Four municipalities 

demonstrate adjoining census tracts: 

 Flint City census tracts 16 and 36 & census tracts 23, 26, and 30, 
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 Flint Township census tracts 108.10 and 108.13, 

 Genesee Township census tracts 122.01 and 123.01, 

 Grand Blanc Township census tracts 111.01 and 112.11. 

Table 1.10 
Segregation Rates for Asian Genesee County, 2000  

 

Municipality 
Total  

Population Segregation Within the Municipality  

Burton City 368 

44% of Asian/Pacific Islanders Reside in 
2 of 8 Census Tracts within the 
Municipality 

Flint City 547 57% in 2 of 41 Census Tracts  

Flint Township 746 83% in 3 of 10 Census Tracts  

Genesee Township 90 57% in 3 of 10 Census Tracts  

Grand Blanc City 276 97% in 1 of 2 Census Tracts  

Grand Blanc Township 745 48% in 2 of 6 Census Tracts  

Mt. Morris Township 70 63% in 2 of the 6 Census Tracts 

U.S. Census, 2000 

     American Indian/Alaskan Native populations exhibit segregation patterns (Table 

1.13).  For example, in Mt. Morris Township 40% of American-Indian/Alaskan Native 

Reside in 2 of 8 census tracts within the municipality.  Two of the municipalities have 

concentration of American Indian/Alaskan Native populations with adjoining census 

tracts: 

 Genesee Township census tracts 120.03 and 120.09 & 122.01 and 123.11, 

 Mt. Morris Township census tracts 105.01 and 105.02.  
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Table 1.11  
Segregation Rates for American-Indian/Alaskan Native Genesee County, 2000 

 

Municipality 
Total  

Population Segregation Within the Municipality  

Burton City 230 

40% of American-Indian/Alaskan Native 
Reside in 2 of 8 Census Tracts within 
the Municipality 

Flint City 298 37% in 5 of 41 Census Tracts  

Flint Township 205 39% in 2 of 8 Census Tracts  

Genesee Township 180 64% in 4 of 10 Census Tracts  

Grand Blanc City 23 74% in 1 of 2 Census Tracts  

Grand Blanc Township 101 32% in 1 of 6 Census Tracts  

Mt. Morris Township  148 68% in 3 of 6 Census Tracts 

U.S. Census, 2000
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Map 1.8 
African-American Population in Cites, Townships, and Villages Genesee 
County, 2000 
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Map 1.9 
Hispanic Population in Cities, Townships, and Villages in Genesee County, 
2000 
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The City of Flint is divided by the U.S. Bureau of the Census into 41 census 

tracts.  Within the City, census tracts 1-12, 17, 20 are adjacent and have an African 

American population from 86% to 97% (Map 1.10 & Table 1.12).  The greatest 

concentration of Hispanic population within the City of Flint is in adjacent census 

tracts 19, 23, 26, and 27 (Map 1.11 & Table 1.12). A similar pattern exists with a 

greater concentration of Asian population within adjacent census tracts 16, 38, 36, 

37 and 23 and 26 (Table 1.13).  American Indian/Alaskan Native populations have a 

greater concentration in census tracts 36, 39, and 40, all adjacent, and census tracts 

22 and 27 (Table 1.13). 
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Map 1.10 
African-American Population in the City of Flint, 2000 
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Map 1.11 
Hispanic Population in the City of Flint, 2000 
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Table 1.12  
Percentage of African-Americans & Hispanics City of Flint by Census Tracts, 1990 & 2000 

Census 
Tract 

Total Population            
In Tract 

Percentage of  
African-Americans 

In Tract 

Percentage of 
Caucasians in Tract 

 
Percentage of 

Hispanics in Tract 

1990 2000 1990 2000 1990 2000 1990 2000 

1 3,585 3,234 96 97 3.7 2.8 .9 .6 

2 4,062 3,140 94 89 4.7 2.9 1.9 1.9 

3 3,817 3,490 95 95 4.4 2.4 .8 .8 

4 3,765 2,775 93 93 6.5 3.9 1.2 1.5 

5 3,285 2,752 89 92 9.9 4.1 1.8 1.0 

6 4,169 3,708 94 93 5.0 3 1.4 1.3 

7 4,652 4,363 92 92 7.8 3.2 .6 1.1 

8 2,663 2,262 95 95 4.2 2.8 .8 .8 

9 6,194 5,992 76 86 22.6 8.4 2.0 1.0 

10 4,570 3,961 93 92 6.1 3 1.4 .6 

11 4,300 3,419 98 94 1.4 1.6 1.8 1.4 

12 4,603 4,108 52 86 50 10 3.0 1.4 

13 3,495 3,723 36 72 60.4 21.8 2.1 1.8 

14 2,880 2,289 74 64 22.3 17.2 3.9 2.6 

15 3,418 2,436 37 62 58.2 32.2 4.3 3.0 

16 4,928 4,787 5 19 92.5 75.9 2.6 3.7 

17 2,703 2,072 91 86 5.1 637 2.4 1.3 

18 2,965 2,386 54 56 43.5 37.7 3.8 2.9 

19 2,821 2,284 8 14 85.2 71.4 6.4 6.8 

20 2,602 2,275 96 95 3 2.7 .5 1.3 

21 122 474 67 71 31.2 23.7 1.6 3.2 

22 5,299 4,486 1 5 90.9 81.5 10.3 1.1 

23 2,875 2,799 .1 5 94.6 83.2 8.5 7.6 

24 3,433 2,974 3 8 93.4 85.6 3.5 3.8 

25 815 778 55 79 43.6 15.8 1.6 1.3 

26 4,054 3,758 1 7 93.9 85.8 5.7 7.1 

27 4,333 3,757 2 3 95.1 90.2 4.7 6.7 

28 3,205 2,562 39 46 58.5 47.7 2.3 2.8 

29 1,752 1,992 45 48 51.5 40.8 3.0 2.4 

30 3,672 3,450 8 12 89.6 79.1 2.3 3.2 

31 2,973 2,567 86 87 12.8 10.3 .8 1.8 

32 3,104 2,818 95 96 3.9 3.5 1.3 1.0 

33 1,760 1,844 13 39 85 59.3 3.5 3.3 

34 3,576 2,610 60 62 38.6 32.3 .9 3.1 

35 3,211 3,083 5 9 92 85.1 2.8 3.4 

36 5,396 5,123 10 4 95.9 89.9 2.4 2.9 

37 3,621 3,240 5 7 91.4 82.2 3.8 4.5 

38 2,344 2,031 22 23 73 68.8 5.3 3.6 

39 5,406 5,242 5 17 92.4 77.1 2.2 3.1 

40 4,437 3,892 .7 3 97.2 90.7 3.0 3.8 

41 2,017 27 .5 4.2 97.5 58.3 2.4 0 

Flint 
City 140,761 124,943 47.9 53.3 50 41.4 47.9 53.3 

Gen. 
Co. 430,396 436,141 19.6 20.4 78.2 75.3 2.1 2.3 
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Table 1.13 
Total Number of Asian and American Indian/Alaskan Natives in the City of Flint by 
Census Tracts, 1990 & 2000 

 

Census 
Tract 

Number of Asian  
In Tract 

Number of American 
Indian/Alaskan Native in 

Tract 

1990 2000 1990 2000 
1 3 13 3 2 

2 1 0 9 7 

3 4 3 5 3 

4 3 0 8 2 

5 1 0 12 17 

6 0 1 12 11 

7 1 6 6 6 

8 3 0 13 5 

9 1 10 45 30 

10 2 1 12 3 

11 0 0 16 9 

12 18 7 26 5 

13 38 24 36 13 

14 9 2 24 17 

15 64 13 37 18 

16 96 81 16 17 

17 0 1 10 10 

18 10 4 7 23 

19 35 14 42 20 

20 2 2 10 6 

21 1 0 0 6 

22 18 11 113 80 

23 5 36 54 30 

24 24 20 36 35 

25 4 7 3 3 

26 29 48 91 36 

27 14 13 50 48 

28 17 6 26 38 

29 23 7 8 12 

30 48 38 6 12 

31 10 5 20 6 

32 2 1 13 9 

33 18 20 4 7 

34 14 2 21 14 

35 21 18 21 14 

36 70 64 42 59 

37 17 36 72 28 

38 4 5 47 26 

39 22 28 43 40 

40 16 21 34 71 

41 6 9 18 0 

Flint City 566 690 1,045 798 
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C. Index of Dissimilarity  

To measure the extent of residential segregation, researchers commonly use the 

index of dissimilarity.  The dissimilarity index measures the relative separation or 

integration of groups across all neighborhoods of a city or metropolitan area.  If a city‟s 

Caucasian/African-American dissimilarity index were 65, that would mean that 65% of 

white people would need to move to another neighborhood to make Caucasians and 

African Americans evenly distributed across all neighborhoods.  

For the purpose of this study, the index is used to assess the extent of residential 

segregation of African-American and Hispanic populations from the Caucasian 

population within Genesee County; as well as within each City, Township, and Village 

County with two or more census tracts. The analysis of residential segregation in this 

report focuses on residential distribution of designated groups, compared with the 

Caucasian population in census tracts. 

 The index of dissimilarity is not an accurate tool when a group‟s population is less 

than 1,000; therefore Asian and American Indian/Alaskan Native populations are only 

analyzed within the City of Flint.  According to William H. Frey and Dowell Myers‟ 

analysis of U.S. Census 2000 and the Social Science Data Analysis Network the index 

of dissimilarity is 35.1 for American Indian/Alaskan Native and 41.6 for Asians.    

Data were obtained from the 2000 U. S. Bureau of the Census, Summary Tapes 

Files 3A.  The formula for computing the segregation index also referred to as “D”, the 

index of dissimilarity, is given by: 

                          K 

D = 100 (1/2   | xi – yi | ) 
                         i=1        
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where: 

Xi = the percentage of the County‟s non-Hispanic Caucasian population residing in a 

given census tract;                 

Yi = the percentage of the County‟s African-American or Hispanic population residing 

with the same census tract;  

K = the number of census tracts in the County.   

 

The segregation index, which is one-half the sum of the absolute difference between 

Xi and Yi, ranges from “0” to “100,” and reflects the extent of residential segregation in a 

minority population.  The logic behind this index is that, in the case where uniform 

distribution of the minority population occurs, the proportions Xi and Yi should be equal 

and the index will be zero. 

The extent to which the two proportions differ is a measure of residential 

segregation.  The larger the number, the greater the segregation.  A dissimilarity level of 

50 is considered “high” and a score of 75 or more is considered “very high.” 

According to CensusScope 2000, there is a significant rate of dissimilarity for 

African-Americans in Genesee County and the City of Flint.  The dissimilarity index 

scores indicate “very high” rates of residential segregation in Genesee County, with a 

rate of 81.2, which is ranked seventh in the Nation.  The City of Flint has a segregation 

dissimilarity rate of 76.8, which is the highest in Michigan, making it the most 

segregated city.  Rated second is Saginaw, with a dissimilarity rate of 76.4.  Detroit was 

ranked 5th, with a rate of 63.3.  In 1990, the residential segregation rate for African-

Americans in Genesee County was 81.4 and in the City of Flint it was 75.5.  It appears 

that little change has occurred in the past 10 years.  In fact, over the past 40 years the 
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County and City have had no significant changes in the level of segregation (Table 

1.14).   

Table 1.14 
Residential Segregation of African-Americans and Hispanics in Genesee County, 
1960-1990 

 1960 1970 1980 1990 

African-Americans 
Genesee County 
Flint 
Outside of Flint 
 

 
83.0 
82.9 
72.9 

 
86.4 
77.2 
74.7 

 
84.7 
77.2 
74.7 

 
81.4 
75.7 
67.5 

Hispanics 
Genesee County 
Flint 
Outside Flint 

 
 

  
36.4 
30.6 
23.6 

 
36.7 
33.2 
26.8 

 

Source: Computed by Joe T. Darden from data obtained from the U.S. Bureau of the 
Census.  “Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing in Genesee County Including the 
City of Flint”. 

 
The extent to which African-Americans are segregated within individual Cities, 

Townships, and Villages in Genesee County varies (Table 1.15).  African-Americans in 

the City of Flint are the most residentially segregated, with an index of 76.8.  Flint is 

followed by Genesee Township, with an index of 67.2 and then Mt. Morris Township, 

with an index of 51.8.  These are the only three municipalities with an index of 50 or 

more.  The African-American segregation rate for the other municipalities ranges from 

Gaines Township with 2.3 to 40.5 for Flint Township.  Although Gaines Township 

appears to have a low residential segregation index, it should be noted there are only 

15 African-Americans residing in Gaines.  The Census Tracts are geographically large 

and the total population small. 
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Hispanic residential segregation appears to be less than that for African-Americans.  

The dissimilarity index ranges from 3.7 for the City of Davison to 45.1 for Mt. Morris 

Township (Table 1.15). 

Table 1.15 
Residential Index of Segregation of African-Americans vs. Caucasians and 
Hispanics vs. Caucasians in the Cities, Townships, and Villages of Genesee 
County 

 

Place 
African-American   Hispanic  

1990 2000 1990 2000 

Argentine Township 7.4 13.9 41.9 8.5 

Atlas Township 16.9 NA* 6.8 NA* 

Burton City 48.6 31.8 9.8 9.8 

Clayton Township 1.1 22.9 1.1 21.6 

Davison City 10.4 17.8 14.9 3.7 

Davison Township 23.9 30.5 14.1 12.1 

Fenton City 42.2 18.6 4.5 8.9 

Fenton Township 9.4 12.0 3.5 8.8 

Flint City 75.7 76.8 33.2 24.6 

Flint Township 43.3 40.5 9.0 19.3 

Flushing City 23.3 12.1 3.8 16.8 

Flushing Township 7.4 13.9 41.9 8.5 

Forest Township 17.8 24.7 4.9 2.9 

Gaines Township 7.6 2.3 15.5 10.4 

Genesee Township 72.3 67.2 21.9 25.2 

Grand Blanc City NA* 5.6 NA* 2.6 

Grand Blanc Township 32.9 31.6 10.0 14.7 

Montrose Township NA* 26.9 NA* 6.5 

Mount Morris Township 54.4 51.8 38.6 45.1 

Mundy Township 21.8 26.6 13.6 13.6 

Thetford Township 10.7 33.4 7.0 26.2 

Vienna Township 41.0 28.6 3.6 19.8 

Unweighted Mean 28.4 28.2 15.0 15.4 

 
*NA:  municipality did not have two or more census tracts; therefore a dissimilarity index cannot be 
completed. 
U.S. Census, 2000.  Calculated by the author, Patricia A. Baird. 
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D. Assessment of Exclusionary Barriers - Disability Status 
 

Exclusionary barriers for persons with disabilities (Map 1.12) were assessed in this 

study.  Disability, as defined by the U.S. Census Bureau, is a long-lasting physical, 

mental, or emotional condition, which limits a person‟s ability to perform major life 

activities.  There are 82,814 people with disabilities over the age of five years.  Fifty-

seven percent of that population resides in four of the thirty-three municipalities.   The 

City of Flint has 29,172 people with disabilities, which is 25.9% of the County‟s 

population with disabilities; 6,979 persons (8.4%) reside in Flint Township, 5,725 (6.9%) 

reside in Mt. Morris Township, and 5,636 (6.8%) reside in the City of Burton (Table 

1.16). 

 Furthermore, 25 of the 33 municipalities have an under- representation of persons 

with disabilities due to a rate lower than the County‟s rate of 20.6%.  This leaves only 

eight municipalities that have a percentage rate of persons with disabilities equal or 

greater to that of the County.  They include: City of Davison, City of Flint, City of Mt. 

Morris, City of Swartz Creek, Flint Township, Genesee Township, Mt. Morris Township, 

and Vienna Township.   

In Genesee County, over-representation for persons with disabilities is found in 

adjacent census tracts making a greater concentration of persons with disabilities 

representing residential segregation; such as within City of Flint.  For example, census 

tracts 1-12, 17, 20 are adjacent.  These tracts have from 18.0% to 31.5% residents with 

disabilities.  
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Map 1.12 
Population with Disabilities in the Cities, Townships, and Villages Genesee 
County, 2000 
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Table 1.16 
Distribution of Persons with Disabilities within Genesee County Municipalities, 2000  

 

Municipality 
Total 

Population  
No. Of People 

With Disabilities  

% Of People 
with 

Disabilities 

% Of the County’s 
Disabled 

Population 

Argentine Township 6,521 838 12.9 1.0 

Atlas Township 5,904 873 14.8 1.1 

Burton City 30,308 5,636 18.6 6.8 

Clayton Township 7,029 955 13.6 1.2 

Clio City 2,483 466 18.8 .6 

Davison City 5,536 1,085 19.6 1.3 

Davison Township 17,722 2,609 14.7 3.2 

Fenton City 10,582 1,644 15.5 2.0 

Fenton Township 12,968 1,560 12 1.9 

Flint City 124,943 29,172 23.3 35.2 

Flint Township 33,691 6,979 20.7 8.4 

Flushing City 8,348 1,075 12.9 1.3 

Flushing Township 10,230 1,350 13.2 1.6 

Forest Township 4,319 708 16.4 .9 

Gaines Township 5,759 986 17.1 1.2 

Genesee Township 24,125 4,874 20.2 5.9 

Grand Blanc City 8,242 411 5 1.3 

Grand Blanc Township 29,827 4,178 14 5.1 

Linden City 2,861 413 14.4 .5 

Montrose City 1,619 290 17.9 .4 

Montrose Township 6,336 1,059 16.7 1.3 

Mt. Morris City 3,194 664 20.8 .8 

Mt. Morris Township 23,725 5,725 24.1 6.9 

Mundy Township 12,191 2,160 17.7 2.6 

Richfield Township 8,170 1,227 15 1.5 

Swartz Creek City 5,102 1,142 22.4 1.4 

Thetford Township 8,277 1,509 18.2 1.8 

Vienna Township 13,108 2,526 19.3 3.1 

Village of Gaines 366 55 15 .1 

Village of Goodrich 1,353 186 13.7 .2 

Village of Lennon 517 81 15.7 .1 

Village of Otisville 882 140 1.9 .2 

Village of Otter Lake 437 63 14.4 .1 

Genesee County 436,141 82,639 18.9 100 

 
U. S. Census 2000 Summary File 3, QT-P21.  Data includes all ages and types of disability. 
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E. Assessment of Segregative Barriers - Disability 

Residential segregation is also evident in 13 of the 33 local municipalities for 

persons with disabilities.  Table 1.17 depicts local municipalities with two or more 

census tracts that have a large representation of persons with disabilities, which implies 

residential segregation. 

 
Table 1.17   
Segregation Rates within Municipalities for People with Disabilities Genesee 
County, 2000 

    

Municipality 
Total 

Population Segregation Within the Municipality 

City of Flint 124,943 

43% of the People with Disabilities Reside 
in 13 of the 41 Census Tracts within that 
Municipality 

City of Flushing 8,348 68% in 1 of 2 Census Tracts 

Argentine Township 6,521 67% in 1 of 2 Census Tracts 

Davison Township 5,536 55% in 2 of 5 Census Tracts 

Flint Township 33,691 54% in 3 of 7 Census Tracts 

Gaines Township 5,759 72% in 1 of 2 Census Tracts 

Genesee Township 24,125 59% in 4 of 9 Census Tracts 

Grand Blanc Township 29,827 45% in 2 of 6 Census Tracts 

Mt. Morris Township 23,725 53% in 2 of 6 Census Tracts 

Mundy Township 12,191 55% in 2 of 5 Census Tracts 

Thetford Township 8,277 54% in 1 of 3 Census Tracts 

Vienna Township 13,108 54% in 3 of 7 Census Tracts 

Grand Blanc City 912 70.1% in 1 of 1 Census Tracts 

Montrose Township 586 56.5% in 1 of 1 Census Tracts 

Forest Township 573 56.9% in 1 of 1 Census Tracts 

U.S. Census, 2000 
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Map 1.13 
Population of Persons with Disabilities in the City of Flint, 2000 
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III. Summary 

Analysis of Genesee County census data for spatial distribution pattern of African-

American, Hispanic, Asian, and American Indian/Alaskan Native populations as well as 

persons with disabilities indicates a non-uniform pattern of distribution within the 

County.  Examination of the 33 local municipalities revealed that:  

 African-Americans comprise 20.4% of the total population of one race  in Genesee 

County, 

 African-American residents were under-represented (less than the County average 

of 20.4%) in all municipalities in Genesee County except the City of Flint and Mt. 

Morris Township, 

 58% of the local municipalities have less than 1% African-American population as 

residents, 

 Hispanics comprise of 2.3% of the total population of any race in Genesee County, 

 Hispanic residents were under-represented (less than the County average of 2.3%) 

in 28 of 33 municipalities, 

 Three of the 33 local municipalities have less than 1% Hispanic population, 

 Asians comprise of 0.6% of the total population of any race in Genesee County, 

 Asian residents were under-represented (less than the County average of 0.6%) in  

21 of the 33 municipalities, 

 Thirty of the 33 municipalities have less than 1% Asian population, 

 American Indian/Alaskan Native comprise of 0.8% of the total population of any race 

in Genesee County, 
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 American Indian/Alaskan Native residents were under-represented (less than the 

County average of 0.8%) in 29 of the 33 municipalities, 

 Thirty-two of the 33 municipalities have less than 1% American Indian/Alaskan 

Native population, 

 Persons with disabilities comprise of 20.6% of the total population in Genesee 

County, 

 Persons with disabilities were under-represented (less than the County average of 

18.9%) in 25 of the 33 municipalities, and,  

In addition to exclusionary barriers, analysis of the census data also revealed 

segregative barriers, in which practices and/or policies disproportionately restrict 

members of a designated group from equal access to housing throughout a municipality 

or county. 

In 2000, Genesee County had a dissimilarity index of 81.2, denoting a “very high” 

residential segregation rate between African-Americans and Caucasians in Genesee 

County.  Moreover, there has been little change in the level of African-American 

residential segregation in the County over a 40-year period.  Flint is the most 

segregated city in Michigan and Genesee County is the 7th most segregated 

Metropolitan Statistical Area in the Nation. 

 

A. Identifying Barriers 

When under-representation and high levels of residential segregation occur in 

metropolitan areas for persons of designated populations, it may be related to the 

following factors: 
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1. Differential ability to pay as revealed by differential economic characteristics by 

race/disability status. 

2. Very strong preference to live in homogenous neighborhoods with little racial or 

social diversity. 

3. Racial discrimination practices conducted by real estate agents, landlords, 

apartment management representatives, and mortgage lenders toward 

designated populations. 

The first and third factors listed above will be examined in this Study. 

 

B. Exclusionary Barriers and Relationships to Social and Economic Characteristics of 
Municipalities 

 

Exclusionary barriers for African-American, Asian, and American Indian/Alaskan 

Native persons cannot be adequately explained by portraying differences in social and 

economic characteristics of municipalities.  For example, comparing when median 

residential rent costs in municipalities with severe African-American under-

representation with these municipalities where one percent or more African-Americans 

reside, exclusionary barriers may be exhibited as significant disparities as shown be 

these costs.  Median contractual housing rents are presented by 2000 Census data for 

each local unit of government.  Upon examination of a few municipalities, median 

contact rents indicate several disparities that may indicate the existence of exclusionary 

barriers.  The median contract rent in Clayton Township ($560 per month) is greater 

than thirteen of the fourteen municipalities where African-Americans are severely under-

represented (Table 1.18).  The median contract rent in Flint Township ($459) is greater 
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than the median rent in nine of the 14 municipalities where the African-Americans are 

severely underrepresented. 

The median housing value in the City of Grand Blanc ($148,500) is greater than ten 

of the 14 municipalities with severe African-American under-representation (Table 1.18). 

Examination of patterns of median family income reveals little relationship between 

severe African-American under-representation and high median family income (Map 

1.14), poverty rates, and unemployment.  Grand Blanc City‟s median family income of 

$82,456 was higher than all fourteen municipalities with less than one percent African-

American.  Yet, Grand Blanc had an African-American population of 5%.  This supports 

the theory that differences in income do not account for racial dissimilarity.  In addition, 

the Village of Lennon has a higher unemployment rate (6.6%) than any of the 

municipalities with an African-American population of 1% or higher, with the exception 

of the City of Flint with 7.6% unemployment rate (Table 1.19).  

Further evidence is revealed about the differential social status of municipalities by 

examining the percent of college graduates.  Grand Blanc Township, with 40.6% college 

graduates, exceeds the percentage of college graduates in all of the municipalities with 

severe African-American under-representation (Table 1.20).
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Table 1.18  
Cost of Housing in Municipalities within Genesee County, 2000 
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Argentine Township 0.2 1.2 0.2 0.8 561.00$  18.8 151,200.00$   25

Atlas Township 0.3 1.1 0.5 0.3 401.00 14.7 164,200.00     23

Burton City 3.6 2.3 0.7 0.8 409.00 22.6 84,500.00       40

Clayton Township 1.1 2 0.8 0.5 560.00 24.4 119,900.00     25

Clio City 0.5 2.2 0.2 0.6 395.00 24.7 89,900.00       42

Davison City 0.5 2.4 0.4 0.6 439.00 22.4 100,000.00     35

Davison Township 2.1 2.1 0.9 0.4 437.00 21.8 126,900.00     22

Fenton City 0.6 1.8 0.9 0.4 549.00 23.5 124,200.00     27

Fenton Township 0.3 1.2 0.8 0.4 579.00 22.1 184,100.00     24

Flint City 53.3 3 0.4 0.6 376.00 30.2 49,700.00       47

Flint Township 16.1 2.3 2.2 0.6 459.00 23.5 98,600.00       32

Flushing City 0.6 1.6 0.4 0.3 427.00 23.8 122,500.00     32

Flushing Township 1.1 2 0.6 0.5 447.00 19.2 135,500.00     27

Forest Township 0.4 1.2 0.2 0.3 405.00 19.7 110,600.00     28

Gaines Township 0.3 1.3 0.4 0.4 483.00 20.4 127,000.00     25

Genesee Township 8.2 2.7 0.3 0.7 378.00 30.1 90,100.00       34

Grand Blanc City 5 1.7 3.2 0.3 490.00 22.1 148,500.00     28

Grand Blanc Township 6.7 2.1 2.5 0.4 536.00 19.0 134,900.00     26

Linden City 0.1 0.9 0.5 0.3 506.00 30.8 129,400.00     24

Montrose City 0.1 1.8 0.1 0.6 340.00 24.7 80,300.00       44

Montrose Township 1.8 1.7 0 0.8 441.00 20.9 93,100.00       28

Mount Morris City 3.1 2.2 0.4 0.6 438.00 24.6 67,000.00       45

Mount Morris Township 40.2 3 0.3 0.6 407.00 29.6 68,800.00       37

Mundy Township 1.4 1.9 0.8 0.2 509.00 20.7 122,100.00     34

Richfield Township 2.5 1.6 0.2 0.5 483.00 17.7 115,500.00     24

Swartz Creek City 1.2 2.1 0.6 0.4 444.00 21.7 112,400.00     32

Thetford Township 2.9 1.9 0.2 0.7 365.00 19.6 102,100.00     28

Vienna Township 1.1 2 0.3 0.5 441.00 22.9 109,500.00     29

Village of Gaines 1.9 1.6 0.5 0 400.00 31.7 88,700.00       55

Village of Goodrich 0.2 1 0.6 0.1 413.00 15.3 152,100.00     25

Village of Lennon 0.4 2.1 0 0 429.00 13.9 92,600.00       43

Village of Otisville 1 1.6 0 0.5 388.00 28.1 79,300.00       42

Village of Otter Lake 0 2.8 0 1.1 423.00 28.1 79,300.00       51

Genesee County 20.4 2.3 0.6 0.8 413.00 18.9 90,800.00       35

U.S. Census 2000 Qt-P24, P53, QT-H12, H-35, QT-H7, H76, H85
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The results (Tables 1.18, 1.19, and 1.20) show that there is no significant correlation 

between the percentage of African-Americans living in a city, village, or township and 

the socioeconomic characteristics of the municipality.  Similar patterns exist for Asian 

and American Indian/Alaskan Native populations.  The lone exception was the 

relationship between the percentage of African-Americans and the percentage of the 

population in the municipality with less than a high school education.  

Unlike the pattern for African-Americans, the results show that there is a significant 

relationship between the percentage of Hispanics living in a municipality and the area‟s 

socioeconomic characteristics.  For example, as the housing value, median income, and 

percent of college graduates increase, the percentage of Hispanics living in the 

municipality decreases (Tables 1.18, 1.19, and 1.20).  Thus, the under-representation 

(less than the County average of 2.3%) of Hispanics in Cities, Townships, and Villages 

in Genesee County is related to the different levels of social and economic 

characteristics of the municipalities.  This is not the case for African-Americans.  The 

under-representation of African-Americans in cities, villages, and townships is not 

significantly related to the differential levels of social and economic characteristics of 

municipalities. 

Over the last 30 years, scholars have assessed the question as to whether or not 

the lower socioeconomic status of African-Americans was an important factor in 

explaining their high level of residential segregation and low level of suburbanization 

(Taeuber & Taeuber, 1965; Taeuber, 1968: Hermalin & Farley, 1973: Kantrowitz, 1973: 

Erbe, 1975: Farley, 1975, 1977, 1991: Farley & Allen, 1987: Darden, 1987: Denton & 

Massey, 1988: Massey & Denton, 1993).  The researchers computed segregation 

scores after holding socioeconomic status constant.  The empirical research is 

Americans  and  Caucasians  with  equal incomes.   African-Americans and Caucasians  
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Map 1.14  
Low to Moderate Income Areas Genesee County, 2000 
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Table 1.19  
Income and Unemployment Levels Genesee County Municipalities, 2000 
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Argentine Township 0.2 1.2 0.2 0.8 65,764 1.3 2.2

Atlas Township 0.3 1.1 0.5 0.3 78,349 2.5 4

Burton City 3.6 2.3 0.7 0.8 50,332 3.5 8.7

Clayton Township 1.1 2 0.8 0.5 58,211 3.1 5.2

Clio City 0.5 2.2 0.2 0.6 42,155 3.1 7.9

Davison City 0.5 2.4 0.4 0.6 51,925 3 6.7

Davison Township 2.1 2.1 0.9 0.4 57,716 3.9 6.3

Fenton City 0.6 1.8 0.9 0.4 55,637 3.3 6.2

Fenton Township 0.3 1.2 0.8 0.4 79,579 2 3.4

Flint City 53.3 3 0.4 0.6 31,424 7.6 26.4

Flint Township 16.1 2.3 2.2 0.6 48,763 3.5 10.4

Flushing City 0.6 1.6 0.4 0.3 64,726 1.5 4.7

Flushing Township 1.1 2 0.6 0.5 60,946 2.9 2.2

Forest Township 0.4 1.2 0.2 0.3 57,880 3.8 3

Gaines Township 0.3 1.3 0.4 0.4 69,649 2.6 3.6

Genesee Township 8.2 2.7 0.3 0.7 45,759 5 12.8

Grand Blanc City 5 1.7 3.2 0.3 82,456 2.2 5.5

Grand Blanc Township 6.7 2.1 2.5 0.4 68,220 2.4 4.2

Linden City 0.1 0.9 0.5 0.3 57,798 3.5 4.6

Montrose City 0.1 1.8 0.1 0.6 46,172 3.4 7.8

Montrose Township 1.8 1.7 0 0.8 53,281 3.8 11.7

Mount Morris City 3.1 2.2 0.4 0.6 36,389 3.3 14.5

Mount Morris Township 40.2 3 0.3 0.6 38,899 5.9 18.3

Mundy Township 1.4 1.9 0.8 0.2 62,125 2 3.7

Richfield Township 2.5 1.6 0.2 0.5 58,467 3.8 5.3

Swartz Creek City 1.2 2.1 0.6 0.4 52,147 1.6 6.5

Thetford Township 2.9 1.9 0.2 0.7 50,378 4 7.4

Vienna Township 1.1 2 0.3 0.5 52,060 3.2 8.3

Village of Gaines 1.9 1.6 0.5 0 46,250 2 10.3

Village of Goodrich 0.2 1 0.6 0.1 74,063 3.1 2.7

Village of Lennon 0.4 2.1 0 0 50,227 6.6 5.2

Village of Otisville 1 1.6 0 0.5 45,769 4.7 6

Village of Otter Lake 0 2.8 0 1.1 49,167 3.1 7.9

Genesee County 20.4 2.3 0.6 0.8 50,090 4.5 13.1

U.S. Census 2000, QT-24, PCT49



 54 

Table 1.20  
Levels of Education Genesee County Municipalities, 2000 
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Argentine Township 0.2 1.2 0.2 0.8 11.5 24.6

Atlas Township 0.3 1.1 0.5 0.3 8.2 36.9

Burton City 3.6 2.3 0.7 0.8 19.4 18.1

Clayton Township 1.1 2 0.8 0.5 11.3 29.7

Clio City 0.5 2.2 0.2 0.6 15.2 23.2

Davison City 0.5 2.4 0.4 0.6 18.1 29.6

Davison Township 2.1 2.1 0.9 0.4 11.1 29.0

Fenton City 0.6 1.8 0.9 0.4 13.5 31.5

Fenton Township 0.3 1.2 0.8 0.4 9.2 41.9

Flint City 53.3 3 0.4 0.6 27.3 17.8

Flint Township 16.1 2.3 2.2 0.6 17.0 25.7

Flushing City 0.6 1.6 0.4 0.3 11.7 37.4

Flushing Township 1.1 2 0.6 0.5 10.8 31.1

Forest Township 0.4 1.2 0.2 0.3 14.4 16.4

Gaines Township 0.3 1.3 0.4 0.4 9.6 25.7

Genesee Township 8.2 2.7 0.3 0.7 21.4 13.9

Grand Blanc City 5 1.7 3.2 0.3 7.6 49.9

Grand Blanc Township 6.7 2.1 2.5 0.4 9.1 40.6

Linden City 0.1 0.9 0.5 0.3 10.5 30.0

Montrose City 0.1 1.8 0.1 0.6 16.9 17.2

Montrose Township 1.8 1.7 0 0.8 20.7 16.3

Mount Morris City 3.1 2.2 0.4 0.6 21.3 10.7

Mount Morris Township 40.2 3 0.3 0.6 23.9 14.6

Mundy Township 1.4 1.9 0.8 0.2 12.1 27.6

Richfield Township 2.5 1.6 0.2 0.5 14.2 20.2

Swartz Creek City 1.2 2.1 0.6 0.4 10.9 27.2

Thetford Township 2.9 1.9 0.2 0.7 18.5 18.0

Vienna Township 1.1 2 0.3 0.5 18.6 20.7

Village of Gaines 7 1.6 0.5 0 14.2 10.1

Village of Goodrich 0.2 1 0.6 0.1 6.1 24.1

Village of Lennon 0.4 2.1 0 0 11.6 11.8

Village of Otisville 1 1.6 0 0.5 14.3 8.5

Village of Otter Lake 0 2.8 0 1.1 14.7 12.4

Genesee County 20.4 2.3 0.6 0.8 18.40 24.2

U. S. Census 2000, Educational Attainment QT-P20
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earning $50,000 per year is no less segregated from each other than African-

Americans and Caucasians earning $10,000 per year.  The same is true for 

Genesee County.  For example, Grand Blanc Township has an African-American 

population of 6.7 with a median family income of $82,456 while the Village of 

Otisville has a median family income of $49,167 and an African-American population 

of 1%.  The same pattern exists in Genesee County for the Asian and American 

Indian/Alaskan Native populations.  

Most empirical studies show that African-Americans and Caucasians in poverty 

usually live in separate neighborhoods, as do affluent African-Americans and 

Caucasians (Farley, 1977).  If families were distributed over neighborhoods on the 

basis of income instead of race, most neighborhoods would contain numerous 

African-American and Caucasians, and racial residential segregation in cities and 

their suburbs would be low (Farley & Colasanto, 1980, Downing & Gladstone, 1989). 

This research supports these findings.   

One must search for other reasons to explain why so few African-Americans 

reside in the various Cities, Townships, and Villages of Genesee County other than 

Flint and Mt. Morris Township.  Research is necessary to examine the impact on the 

types of housing and racial segregation and exclusion.  The location of mobile home 

communities (Map 1.15) and subsidized apartments (Map 1.16) may have a relevant 

impact on fair housing choice.  Secondly, it is likely the case for African-American, 

Asian, and American Indians/Alaskan Native populations that discriminatory 

practices of real estate brokers, apartment managers, lending institutions, and 

landlords are excluding these groups from living in municipalities where they are so  
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Map 1.15  
Mobile Home Communities in Genesee County 
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Map 1.16  
Apartment Complexes in Genesee County, 2000 
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severely under-represented.  These practices will be discussed next by examining 

the results of paired discrimination tests conducted by the Fair Housing Center of 

Eastern Michigan. 
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CHAPTER II 

 

PATTERNS OF DISCRIMINATION IN TESTING & COMPLAINTS  
 

I.  Introduction to Testing 
 

 

Testing is a simulation of a housing transaction (purchase, rental, lease, etc.) 

for the purpose of comparing the responses given by housing providers to home 

seekers in protected classes.  Pursuant to federal and state fair housing statutes, 

protected classes consist of race, age, marital status, familial status, disability, 

religion, sex, color, and national origin.  The testing is a controlled method of 

measuring difference in treatment provided by the housing agent to each tester.  

In paired testing, two trained testers are assigned a role to seek housing.  Each 

tester receives a profile with each assignment, which includes income, family 

size, housing specifications, type of employment, etc.  All variables for both 

testers are comparable, except for one, such as: race – one African-American 

and one Caucasian; one family with children the other with only adults; or a 

person with a disability paired with a person with no disability, etc.  Therefore, 

one tester is classified as the protected tester, and the second tester is 

considered the comparison tester. 

II. Testing Results September 2002 to September 2003 

The Fair Housing Center of Eastern Michigan (Center) is an enforcement 

agency that is part of Legal Services of Eastern Michigan (LSEM).  The Center 

receives funds from the City of Flint, Genesee County, and the U.S. Department 

of Housing and Urban Development to conduct testing, research, and community 

awareness.  The Center conducts tests for evidence of discrimination; it does not 
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make decisions regarding discrimination.  The U.S. Department of Housing and 

Urban Development, Michigan Civil Rights Commission, and the Courts make 

the determination of any violation of the Fair Housing Laws. 

Between September 16, 2002 and September 16, 2003, the Fair Housing 

Center-LSEM, conducted a total of 322 tests as detailed in Table 2.1. Thirty tests 

were rejected due to tester error or because it was a one-sided test, as opposed 

to a paired test.  Therefore, 292 complete tests were conducted in a one-year 

period.  

The primary area for testing was race.  82.5% of the tests, or 241, were tests 

for race discrimination. Twenty-nine tests were conducted regarding disability 

(9.9%) and 21tests (7.2%) were for family status. One test was conducted for sex 

discrimination. 

Tests for housing discrimination based on race were conducted at apartment 

complexes and manufactured home communities, new housing developments, 

and of real estate agents throughout the County. 28 out of 33 local units of 

government had at least one test conducted within its jurisdiction. The City of 

Flint had more tests then any other area, while five rural areas had only a single 

test. Five rural areas had no tests conducted within their jurisdiction. This was 

due to the low number of housing providers in that municipality to test.   

51% or 149 of the tests were of apartment complexes (Table 2.1).  Real 

estate agents were subject to 97 tests, or 33% of the total tests. New property 

developments were tested 31 times, or 10.6% of the tests, while manufactured 

home communities were tested 15 times or 5% of the total tests conducted. 
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The tests are broken into three different categories 

1. Yes - Clear evidence of discrimination 

2. Some - Evidence of discrimination but is inconclusive 

3. No - Clear evidence of discrimination 

 

Table 2.2 indicates the results of tests by municipality.   Of the 291 tests, 108, 

or 37%, showed clear evidence of housing discrimination.  32%, or 93 tests, 

showed no evidence of discrimination. The remaining 90 cases, or 31%, showed 

some indications of discrimination, but were not conclusive. These cases were 

placed on a watch list and are scheduled for additional testing. 

Thirteen of the municipalities had nine or more tests conducted.  Seven of the 

13 municipalities showed evidence of discriminatory incidences greater than 

40%.  These include Cities of Clio, Davison, Flint, and Flushing; and Townships 

of Flint, Mt Morris, and Vienna.  There are two municipalities, Davison Township 

and Grand Blanc Township, in which 40% or more of the testing results indicated 

no evidence of housing discrimination.   
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Table 2.1  
Municipality & the Type of Protected Class Tested, Genesee County,  
Sept. 2002 – Sept. 2003 
 

Municipality 

Protected Class 

Total Disability Family Race Sex 

Argentine Twp.   1  1 

Atlas Twp   2  2 

Burton City 4 3 17  24 

Calyton Twp   2  2 

Clio City  1 7 1 9 

Davison City 1 2 15  18 

Davison Twp 2 2 14  18 

Fenton City 3 3 10  16 

Fenton Twp   3  3 

Flint City 3 4 29  36 

Flint Twp 3 1 29  33 

Flushing City 1 1 8  10 

Flushing Twp 1  4  5 

Forest Twp   1  1 

Gaines Twp   1  1 

Genesee Twp  1 6  7 

Grand Blanc City 1  10  11 

Grand Blanc Twp   24  24 

Linden City 1  5  6 

Montrose City 2  4  4 

Montrose Twp 7  1  1 

Mt. Morris City   2  4 

Mt. Morris Twp   15  22 

Mundy Twp  2 13  15 

Richfield Twp   2  2 

Swartz Creek City   6  6 

Thetford Twp   1  1 

Vienna Twp  1 8  9 

Village of Gaines No Tests     

Village of Goodrich No Tests      

Village of Lennon No Tests     

Village of Otisville No Tests     

Village of Otter Lake No Tests     

Total 29 21 241 1 291 
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Table 2.2 
 Municipality & Results for Each Municipality, Genesee County, Sept. 2002 
– Sept. 2003 
 

Municipality 

Results 

Total Yes No Inconclusive 

Argentine Twp.   1 1 

Atlas Twp 1 1  2 

Burton City 8 8 8 24 

Calyton Twp 1  1 2 

Clio City 5 1 3 9 

Davison City 10 5 3 18 

Davison Twp 3 7 8 18 

Fenton City 5 5 6 16 

Fenton Twp  1 2 3 

Flint City 16 9 11 36 

Flint Twp 13 12 8 33 

Flushing City 4 3 3 10 

Flushing Twp 1 2 2 5 

Forest Twp   1 1 

Gaines Twp  1  1 

Genesee Twp 3 1 3 7 

Grand Blanc City 3 4 4 11 

Grand Blanc Twp 9 11 4 24 

Linden City 1 3 2 6 

Montrose City 1 2 1 4 

Montrose Twp 1   1 

Mt. Morris City 2  2 4 

Mt. Morris Twp 12 6 4 22 

Mundy Twp 3 4 8 15 

Richfield Twp  2  2 

Swartz Creek City 2 3 1 6 

Thetford Twp  1  1 

Vienna Twp 4 1 4 9 

Village of Linden     

Village of Gaines No Tests    

Village of Goodrich No Tests     

Village of Lennon No Tests    

Village of Otisville No Tests    

Village of Otter Lake No Tests    

Total 108 93 90 291 
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II. Testing and Complaint Process 

The testers make face-to-face on-site contact with prospective housing 

providers.  They play the role of a home seeker and are instructed to do what 

they would normally do if they were truly seeking housing.  For example, testers 

ask about the rental rates, deposits, amenities, availability, sales price, etc.  After 

the visit, the testers submit a six-page report to LSEM.  The Fair Housing 

Center‟s staff attorney then makes a comparison of the two testing experiences 

to identify and document differences in treatment, information and level of 

service(s) provided to each of the home seekers.  If there is a difference, the site 

will be tested a second time.  If the site has been tested a second time and there 

is evidence found of discrimination based on association with one of the 

protected classes, a complaint is filed with the U.S. Department of Housing and 

Urban Development. 

Testing may be conducted based on a complaint alleging housing 

discrimination or random testing.  The majority of tests conducted by the Fair 

Housing Center of Legal Services of Eastern Michigan are based on random 

testing.  The Center‟s goal is to test all apartment complexes, real estate 

agencies, and manufactured home communities.  Housing providers are always 

tested at least twice.  If, while testing, for example, an apartment complex for 

race and evidence of familial discrimination was also discovered, a second test is 

conducted for race and two tests for family. 

Tests are structured to gather information in many ways and to meet a variety 

of sites/circumstances.  The tester may be asked to apply for housing at an 



 66 

apartment, attend an open house, respond to an advertisement, or visit a real 

estate office.   In each of the cases the testers will have different profiles and 

procedures tailored for that particular site visit. 

The following information includes the steps taken by the U.S. Department of 

Housing and Urban Development to follow up on filed complaints (U.S. 

Department of Housing and Urban Development‟s wed site: www.hud.gov). 

 

HUD‟s Title VIII Fair Housing Complaint Process 

Intake  

     Anyone can file a complaint with HUD at no cost.  Fair housing complaints 

can be filed by any entity, including individuals and community groups.  Those 

that file fair housing complaints are known as “complaints.”  Those against whom 

fair housing complaints are filed are called “respondents.  

Filing 

1. If HUD accepts the complaint for investigation, the investigator will 

draft a formal complaint and provide it to the complainant.  The 

complainant must sign the form and return it to HUD. 

2. Within 10 days after receipt of a signed complaint, HUD will send 

the respondent notice that a fair housing complaint has been filed 

against him or her along with a copy of the complaint.  At the same 

time, HUD will send the complainant an acknowledgement letter 

and a copy of the complaint. 

http://www.hud.gov/
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3. Within 10 days of receiving the notice, the Respondent must submit 

to HUD an answer to the complaint. 

Investigation 

1. HUD will interview the complainant, the respondent and pertinent 

witnesses.  The investigator will collect relevant documents or 

conduct onsite visits, as appropriate. 

2. HUD has the authority to take depositions, issue subpoenas and 

interrogatories, and compel testimony or documents. 

Conciliation 

1. The Fair Housing Act requires HUD to bring the parties together to 

attempt conciliation in every fair housing complaint.  The choice to 

con ciliate the complaint is completely voluntary on the part of both 

parties. 

2. If the parties sign a conciliation agreement, HUD will end its 

investigation and close the case.  However, if either party breaches 

the agreement, HUD can recommend that the U.S. Department of 

Justice (DOJ) file suit to enforce the agreement. 

No Cause Determination  

1. If, after a thorough investigation, HUD finds no reasonable cause to 

believe that housing discrimination has occurred or is abut to occur, 

HUD will issue determination of “no reasonable cause: and close 

the case. 
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2. If HUD declares a finding of not reasonable cause the practice of 

the Fair Housing Center of Legal Service of Eastern Michigan is to 

file a civil court action in the appropriate U.S. District Court. 

 

IV. Examples of Testing Experiences in Genesee County, 2002-2005 

Rental Test – Familial Status 
 

A Caucasian female visited an apartment complex to seek a two-bedroom 

unit for her husband, her mother, and herself.  The leasing agent indicated that 

there were some available and asked the prospective tenant if she would like to 

view an apartment.  She was shown two clean apartments near the office, 

provided leasing information, given an application, and was encouraged to return 

with the application and bring her husband for a tour. 

A Caucasian female arrived 30 minutes later making a request for a two-

bedroom apartment for herself and her two young sons.  The leasing agent said 

there were some available but that the prospective tenant must fill out an 

application before viewing an apartment.  After she completed the application, 

she was shown two dirty apartments in the far back corner of the complex.   She 

had to ask for the leasing information, and was not encouraged to bring her 

family back to tour the complex. 

Sales Test – Racial Steering 

An African-American male arrived at a real estate office to seek a home to 

purchase in a particular community.  He was pre-approved for $150,000 and was 

interested in a three-bedroom ranch style home.  He was asked how many 

children he had, their ages, if he worked, his annual income, and the amount of 
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his car payments (even though he stated he was pre-approved).  He received 22 

listings in a community adjacent to his preference, which happened to be 95% 

African-American.  His desire was to live in a more diverse area.  Although he 

was pre-approved for $150,000, the listings indicated purchase prices that 

ranged between $37,000 and $99,000. 

A Caucasian male went to the same real estate office to seek housing in the 

same community the African-American male had requested.  He was pre-

approved for $140,000 and stated that he was also interested in a three-bedroom 

ranch style home.  He was not asked the same personal and financial questions 

as the African American male and was provided 20 listings in the requested 

community with a purchase price range of $130,000 to $150,000. 

 

Manufactured Home Community – Disability Status 

A Caucasian male (with no disability) applied for a three-bedroom 

manufactured home to rent or buy for himself and his wife.  He was told that 

there were new manufactured homes for sale.  He was also told there were some 

“fixer-uppers” that were free except for the cost of the lot rental.  The “fixer-

uppers” needed minor repairs.  The prospective resident was shown two new 

manufactured homes for sale and three of the free units. 

A Caucasian male who uses a cane for a hip disorder arrived 20 minutes later 

requesting a three-bedroom home to rent or buy for himself and his wife.  He was 

told that they only had 3 new homes for sale and was given the addresses and 

told to drive by the units and to let the agent know if he wanted more information 
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on the units to give him a call.  He was not presented information on the “fixer-

uppers” nor offered the opportunity to view any manufactured homes. 

The three scenarios are all testing experiences.  Although the tests included 

the protected classes of race, family, and disability any of the other protected 

classes (age, religion, color, marital status, sex, and national origin) could have 

had these experiences.  All six testers were treated in a polite and professional 

manner.  Yet, the three testers in protected classes (race, family, and disability) 

experienced evidence of discriminatory housing practices. 

Fair housing laws cover a variety of housing transactions, including sales and 

rental, home mortgage and appraisals, home insurance and accessibility.  Some 

examples of discriminatory practices are withholding information, denying 

availability, and altering terms and conditions.  Unfair procedures may also 

involve insurance and mortgage redlining (higher rates or no services to certain 

communities), illegal steering (placing all the families with children or all African-

Americans in a certain building or neighborhood), race-based appraisals, 

blockbusting (Real Estate Agents and Realtors [members of the National 

Association of Realtors] prey on a predominately Caucasian community after a 

African-American person moves to the community.  The sales agent encourages 

homeowners to put their house up for sale because “they‟re moving in”.), 

constructing inaccessible buildings, and not providing reasonable 

accommodations or modifications for a person with a disability.   

Today, incidences of housing discrimination have a different appearance than 

it had years ago.  Generally, there are no bigoted remarks and no slammed 
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doors.  Housing discrimination is often cleverly disguised with a smile, a 

handshake, or a cup of coffee.  Despite the passage of the Federal Fair Housing 

Act in 1968, housing discrimination continues to be a serious problem for millions 

of Americans.  According to a recent study by the U. S. Department of Housing 

and Urban Development eighty-three percent of the time discrimination occurs, 

the offense is not reported.  According to research in Genesee County, eighty 

percent of the time that “trained testers” are discriminated against, they are 

unaware of it because they received polite and professional treatment.  They 

were not aware that their partner was told about a special, shown the pool and 

laundry area, told of the use of the clubhouse, or shown three apartments.  The 

tester in the protected class did not receive the same services.  Therefore, the 

need for testing is imperative to uncover illegal housing practices and to 

strengthen fair housing enforcement, and as a result, reduce the likelihood of 

further unfair housing discriminatory practices. 
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V. Complaints Received 

Housing discrimination complaint data often underestimates the extent of 

housing discrimination in a community.   Several reasons contribute to the low 

number of complaints.  For example, if a person is unaware that they have 

experienced housing discrimination, there will be no complaint filed with the U.S. 

Department of HUD, Michigan Department of Civil Rights, or a fair housing 

center.  Also, studies show that when people are aware that they experienced 

housing discrimination, and they still do not file a complaint (“Experiencing 

Residential Segregation” Squires, Friedman, and Saidat, 2002). 

In the “Study”, the respondents were asked if they, or anyone they knew, 

encountered any form of racial discrimination in the past three years, during their 

efforts to obtain housing or mortgage loans.  African-American respondents were 

three times more likely than Caucasian respondents to report their discrimination 

experience and twice as likely to report they knew someone who had 

experienced housing discrimination.  Yet, 95% of African-Americans did not file a 

complaint with an enforcement agency.  Multiple reasons were offered for not 

reporting included (some respondents had more than one reason): 

 30% indicated they did not have time, 

 17.3% did not know where to file, 

 20% stated they did not have the funds, and 

 50% reported that they did not think any thing would come from the 

complaint.            
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The Darden “Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing in Genesee County 

Including the City of Flint Study” examined the combined number of fair housing 

complaints in Genesee County for the period of 1985 to 1996 from U. S. 

Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), Michigan Department of 

Civil Rights, the Fair Housing Center of Metropolitan Detroit, and the Tri-County 

Fair Housing Center.  In the eleven-year period, 204 complaints were filed with 

HUD.  The results reveal that the number of complaints varied each year from 7 

to 27, with an average of 17.  The basis of housing discrimination was 53% race-

based, followed by 15% disability.  Discriminatory terms and conditions was the 

most frequent complaint issue reported in sales, rental, and loan making. 

The use of paired testing, recommended in the Darden Study, may be a 

contributing factor to the increased number of fair housing complaints filed with 

HUD and the Michigan Department of Civil Rights.  In three years, 2002 through 

2004, 102 complaints were filed with HUD alone, excluding Michigan Department 

Civil Rights, City of Flint Human Relations Commission, and any other fair 

housing center.  Sixty-seven percent were filed by the Fair Housing Center of 

Eastern Michigan.   The number of complaints each year varied from 20 to 44, 

with an average of 34.  Complaints where the Fair Housing Center was involved 

had a 93% settlement rate.  The basis of the discrimination was 68% race, 

followed by 14% disability and 12% familial status.  Terms and conditions in 

housing sales, rental, and loans was the most frequent type of discriminatory 

complaint.   
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In the three-year period of 2002 through 2004, the Michigan Department of 

Civil Rights received 46 fair housing complaints.  The basis of the discrimination 

was 58% race and 21% disability.  Of the 46 complaints received, only five 

reached a settlement.  The Fair Housing Center was involved in three of these 

five complaints. 

Over the past three years the Fair Housing Center of Eastern Michigan has 

had an increase from no complaints or requests for assistance with reasonable 

accommodation/modifications to an average of 30 a year.  According to the 

federal Fair Housing Act a reasonable accommodation is a change in the”rules, 

policies, practices, or services, when such accommodations may be necessary to 

afford such person equal opportunity to use and enjoy a dwelling.” An example is 

a request for a service animal even when there is a “no pet” policy. A reasonable 

modification is a change in the physical premises when such accommodations 

are necessary to afford such person equal opportunity to use and enjoy that 

dwelling.  A modification is building a ramp to the entrance for easier accessibility 

or assigning a special parking space for a person with a disability.  Most of these 

complaints were managed and resolved by the Fair Housing Center of Eastern 

Michigan, instead of filing a complaint with HUD. 

 

VI. Summary & Recommendations 

The Fair Housing Center of Eastern Michigan has been conducting housing 

discrimination tests for five years.  The testing outcomes still shows 

discrimination incidences are greater than the national average of fifty percent, 
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particularly in the areas of: rentals, mortgage practices, home buying, etc.  Sixty-

eight percent of the paired tests conducted in Genesee County showed some 

evidence of discriminatory behaviors, in race, disability, and familial protected 

classes.   

Since the Darden Study, the housing becoming more aware of the Fair 

Housing Center and the role it plays in the Flint/Genesee County community. 

Data indicates that the Center is being taken more seriously, particularly since 

the community is becoming aware of the enforcement authority of the Fair 

Housing Center.  

The issue of housing discrimination includes so much more than free housing 

choice.  Where a person lives affects and reflects how they feel about 

themselves, the quality of education their children receive; their ability to increase  

financial assets; access to diverse social associations; physical dangers they 

must face; a sense of peace at home; and so much more. Therefore, testing for 

housing discrimination is critical to the process of reducing the likelihood of 

housing discrimination in sales, rental, and the financing of a new home.  Testing 

results in Genesee County reflect high housing segregation rates for the City of 

Flint and Genesee County as a whole.  

The first recommendation is to continue ongoing testing to determine which 

brokers, landlords, apartment managers, or lenders are actually discriminating 

and against whom.  Based on complaint data and testing results, emphasis for 

future testing should be race, disability, and family.   
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The second recommendation is to promote ongoing community awareness 

regarding fair housing laws; disseminate information on where to report and file 

housing discrimination complaints, and publicize that filing a fair housing 

complaint is free and confidential to everyone.   

A third recommendation is to publish testing results, which includes the type 

of site tested, the protected groups and municipalities involved on an annual 

basis.  This publication would be put in an annual fair housing report.  
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CHAPTER III 

LENDING PATTERNS IN GENESEE COUNTY  
 

I.  Mandatory Reporting 
 

Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) 
 

The Federal Financial Institutions Examination Council (FFIEC) was 

established on March 10, 1979, pursuant to Title X of the Financial Institutions 

Regulatory and Interest Rate Control Act of 1978, Public Law 95-630.  The 

Council is a formal interagency body empowered to prescribe uniform principles, 

standards, and report forms for the federal examination of financial institutions 

and to make recommendations to promote uniformity in supervision of financial 

institutions. 

FFIEC was given additional statutory responsibilities by Section 340 of the 

Housing and Community Development Act of 1980.  Its role is to facilitate public 

access to data that depository institutions must disclose under the Home 

Mortgage Disclosure Act of 1975 (HMDA) and the aggregation of annual HMDA 

data, by census tract, for each Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA). 

HMDA does not require lenders to make any particular type of loans or make 

loans in any specific geographic location.  HMDA data does reveal the volume of 

a lender's home loan activity to particular racial groups, or in a particular type of 

neighborhood, and allows for comparison of one lender to others in terms of loan 

disparity rates (Federal Reserve, 1991:860).  Each lending institution is required 

to report: (1) the number of applications received; (2) the race, income, and 

gender of each applicant; (3) the census tract of the property to be purchased; 
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and (4) the disposition of each application – originated, denied, approved but 

applicant turned down, application withdrawn, or closed for incompleteness. 

FFIEC developed criteria to determine which lending institutions must report.  

If a depository institution responds „Yes‟ to the following questions 1 through 4 

and „Yes‟ to at least one question within number 5, then HMDA applies to the 

institution‟s loan origination, purchases, and application in the current calendar 

year.  A negative response to any one of the first four questions or to all the 

questions in 5 would exempt the institution from filing HMDA. 

1. Is the depository institution a bank, credit union, or savings association? 

2. Did the assets of the institution total more than $32 million on the 

preceding December 31? 

3. Did the institution have a home or branch office in a metropolitan area on 

the preceding December 31? 

4. In the preceding calendar year, did the institution originate at least one 

home purchase loan or refinancing of a home purchase loan secured by a 

first lien on a one-to-four-family dwelling? 

5. Is the institution federally insured or regulated; or was the mortgage loan 

insured, guaranteed, or supplemented by a federal agency; or was the 

loan intended for sale to the Federal National Mortgage Association or 

Federal Home Loan Mortgage Corporation? 
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II. Racial Disparity in Lending     
 

The purpose of this section is to examine residential real estate-related 

lending patterns in MSA 2640-Flint, MI (which is inclusive of all Genesee 

County).  This includes government-insured home mortgage loans, conventional 

home mortgage loans, home mortgage refinance loans, and home improvement 

loans.  The study does not include commercial loans.  The report provides useful 

information for lenders, governmental officials, borrowers, and community 

groups. The data can be used to assist in policy development, to enhance 

programs, and to establish strategies to ensure home mortgages are available to 

targeted populations and persons within low-income neighborhoods. 

Each year the U. S. Department of Housing & Urban Development (HUD) 

identifies and compiles a list of HMDA lenders who specialize in subprime 

lending or manufactured home lending.  Twenty-six of the 97 lenders in the study 

are included on the HUD subprime lender list for 2002 (Table 3.1).  These 

lenders are highlighted in each of the tables included in this study.  There may be 

other subprime lenders in this study that are not on the HUD list.  Subprime 

lenders are non-conforming lenders, which provide loans that are outside of 

traditional bank lending criteria. 

A total of 206 lending institutions were required to report lending data to the 

FFIEC for MSA 2640-Flint for the year 2002 (the most recent data).  Lending 

institutions that had 50 or more residential real estate-related applicants were 

examined.  Not all lenders are located in Genesee County; however, all lenders 

included in this study received 50 or more loan applications from Genesee 
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County residents. The 97 lending institutions examined in this Study are listed in 

Table 3.1.  These institutions account for 87% of all Caucasian applicants, 85% 

of all African-American applicants, and 83% considered as other applicants 

within Genesee County.  

According to Glenn B. Canner & Wayne Passmore, The Role of Specialized 

Lenders in Extending Mortgages to Lower-Income and Minority Homebuyers, 85 

FED. RES. BULL 709, 715-716 (1999), subprime lenders specialize in making 

higher priced loans to borrowers with less than “A” rated credit.  Although the 

subprime market serves an important role by providing loans to people with 

imperfect credit scores, it can also be subject to abusive lending practices, such 

as high interest rates, negative amortization, hidden fees and penalties, and 

balloon payments.  Subprime lenders are not regulated and they are non-

conforming.  That is not to say that all subprime lenders are participating in 

predatory practices.  Large portions of real-estate loans are qualified as non-

conforming because either the borrower‟s financial status or the property type 

does not meet bank guidelines. 

Racial disparities are the basis for examining lending patterns in Genesee 

County.  Tables 3.1 & 3.2 show the differences in lending rates for African-

Americans, Hispanic, Asian, American Indian/Alaskan Native, and Caucasians 

for the 97 lending institutions studied.  The percentage of the total application 

consisted of 64% Caucasian, 8% African-American, 0.9% Hispanic, 1% 

American Indian/Alaskan Native, 0.5 Asian/Pacific Islander, 3% Other, Joint, and 

22% Race not Available.  The high rate of “Race not Available” should be taken 
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into consideration in the analysis of this data.  There were 28,964 Caucasian 

applications made.  Of that number, 20,854 received loans, for an acceptance 

rate of 72%.  African-Americans made 3,631 applications, but only 1,733 

applications were approved, for an acceptance rate of 48%.  The difference 

shows that the Caucasian population had a 24% greater loan origination rate 

than African-Americans.  Hispanics made 412 applications and 268 (65%) were 

granted.  Caucasian population had a 7% greater loan origination rate than 

Hispanics.  Asian and American Indian/Alaskan Native populations had a greater 

acceptance rate than Caucasian.  Asian population had 212 applications with 

156 (74%) loans granted; 2% greater than Caucasian.  American Indian/Alaskan 

Native had 463 loan applications with 406 (88%) granted; 16% greater than 

Caucasian.     

There is extensive racial disparity in the number of home loan applications. 

Sixty-four percent of the loan applications were by Caucasians and only 8 

percent by African-Americans.  According to the 2002 Census, there were a total 

of 171,595 occupied housing units in Genesee County; 127,580 were owner 

occupied and 44,015 renter occupied.  Eighty-two percent of Caucasians own 

their homes and only 19 percent rent; however, 49% of African-Americans own 

their homes and 51% rent.  For some reason African-Americans are not applying 

for loans. Therefore, further research is recommended with a focus on lending 

institutions‟ advertising practices and target populations.    

Racial disparities in lending rates varied between institutions.  Table 3.3 and 

Table 3.7 show the patterns of lending rates by institutions with greater than 
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average (24 percentage points) racial disparity.  In Table 3.3, Caucasians are 

favored over African-Americans.  In Table 3.4, African-Americans are favored 

over Caucasians.   

It is important to focus on those institutions with sufficient African-American 

applications and a racial disparity below the average for the County as a whole.  

Those institutions with 10 or more African-American applicants are listed 

separately in Table 3.5. The list includes two lending institutions where virtually 

no racial disparity occurred in 2002 – Ameriquest Mortgage Company and 

Guardian Mortgage Company, Inc. 

Table 3.1 shows disparities in lending rates for Caucasians and Hispanics.  In 

2000, there were 412 loan applications by Hispanics and 268 were approved for 

an approval rate of 65% – a difference of 7 percentage points when compared 

with the Caucasian approval rate of 72%.  Thus, the disparity between 

Caucasians and Hispanics is less than the disparity between Caucasians and 

African-Americans.  Table 3.6 shows the lending institutions that had 10 or more 

Hispanic applicants that also had a disparity less than 7%.  Ameriquest Mortgage 

Company and Guardian Mortgage Company are the only lending institutions that 

show no difference in the approval rates between Caucasians and Hispanics. 

It is significant to compare the pattern of lending in Genesee County with the 

pattern in the nation as a whole.  The national data were obtained from FFIEC.  

There were a total of 22,667,385 home loan applications in 2002.  Tables 3.7 and 

3.8 reveal that racial disparity in loan rates between African-Americans and 

Caucasians in Genesee County was higher than the national rate.  Furthermore, 
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the data shows that the lending rates for African-American home loan applicants 

deteriorated between the Darden study in 1995 and the year 2000.  The 

acceptance rate for African-Americans in 1995 was 59% and in 2000 it dropped 

to 48%.   

The intent of the Darden Study was to conduct an analysis of the housing 

impediments in Genesee County and to make corrections to reduce the 

likelihood of housing discrimination.  Yet, lending disparity rates have increased 

by 11% between the African-Americans and Caucasians.  Such an increase is 

likely an indicator that African-Americans are facing more housing discrimination 

in Genesee County.  Therefore, African-Americans are having a more difficult 

time accumulating one of the most important assets, a home.  

The lending rates for Hispanics show more favorable results.  The disparity in 

loan rates between Hispanics and Caucasians in Genesee County has increased 

since the Darden Study.  In addition, the lending rate for Hispanics in both 

studies had a greater rate in Genesee County than the National rate.  This is a 

positive indicator that Hispanics are experiencing less housing lending 

discrimination here than they do nationwide. 
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Table 3.1    

Conventional, Home Improvement, Refinance, and Government Loans, Lending Patterns for Genesee County - 2002    
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Aames Financial Corporation 416 119 37 31% 61 17 28% 3% 6 1 17% 14%    

ABN Amro Mortgage Group, Inc. 3892 2927 2412 82% 238 163 68% 14% 29 23 79% 3%    

Accredited Home Lenders, Inc 52 31 14 45% 4 3 75% -30% 0 0 0% 45%    

Advanced Financial Services, I 86 7 7 100%* 5 4 80% 20% 0 0 0% 100%    

Aegis Mortgage Corporation 562 58 43 74% 3 3 100% -26% 1 1 100% -26%    

Amera Mortgage Corporation 66 54 51 94% 2 2 100% -6% 0 0 0% 94%    

American Business Financial 379 7 0 0% 6 0 0% 0% 0 0 0% 0%    

American Mortgage Corporation 103 70 39 56% 8 2 25% 31% 1 1 100% 44%    

Amerihome Mortgage Corporation 409 379 351 93% 19 17 89% 4% 2 2 100% -7%    

Ameriquest Mortgage Company 2203 1698 193 11% 284 32 11% -0% 28 3 11% 0%    

Bank One, NA 3005 2250 1160 52% 499 180 36% 16% 38 22 58% -6%    

Benchmark Mortgage Corporation 98 87 80 92% 11 8 73% 19% 0 0 0% 92%    

Benefical Corporation 771 24 8 67% 16 4 25% 42% 0 0 0% 67%    

BNC Mortgage, Inc 156 106 27 26% 37 3 8% 18% 3 0 0% 26%    

Cendant Mortgage 193 64 60 94% 1 1 100% -6% 0 0 0% 94%    

Centex Home Equity Company, LLC 283 1 0 0% 1 1 100% -100% 0 0 0% 0%    

Chase Manhattan Mortgage Corp. 711 548 386 70% 58 32 55% 15% 6 3 50% 20%    

Chemical Bank & Trust Company 130 117 108 92% 5 4 80% 12% 1 1 100% -8%    

Citifinancial, Inc. 90 4 1 25% 4 2 50% -25% 0 0 0% 25%    

Citifinancial Mortgage Company 563 94 40 43% 27 9 33% 10% 0 0 0% 43%    

Citimortgage, Inc. 79 59 29 49% 14 4 29% 20% 1 0 0% 49%    

Citizens Bank 2570 1916 1416 74% 344 159 46% 28% 35 16 46% 28%    

Conseco Bank, Inc. 130 18 2 11% 0 0 0% 11% 0 0 0% 11%    

Countrywide Home Loans 1381 1164 791 70% 104 56 54% 16% 8 5 63% 8%    

Cuna Mutual Mortgage 71 60 44 73% 1 0 0% 73% 1 0 0% 73%    

Decision One Mortgage Company 148 59 16 27% 14 4 29% -2% 0 0 0% 27%    

Delta Funding Corporation 96 28 9 32% 29 4 14% 18% 0 0 0% 32%    
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Dort Federal Credit Union 1061 855 654 72% 110 68 62% 10% 16 11 69% 3%    

Elga Credit Union 401 379 377 100% 11 11 100% 0% 4 4 100% 0%    

E-Loans, Inc. 103 39 3 8% 7 0 0% 8% 0 0 0% 8%    

Equifirst Corporation 126 65 37 57% 21 11 52% 5% 1 1 100% -43%    

Fentura Mortgage Corp 416 381 335 88% 1 0 0% 88% 0 0 0% 88%    

Fieldstone Mortgage Company 56 15 10 67% 6 3 50% 17% 1 1 100% -33%    

Fifth Third Bank 149 79 56 71% 10 5 50% 21% 2 0 0% 71%    

Fifth Third Mortgage, MI, LLC 473 362 304 84% 23 10 43% 41% 0 0 0% 84%    

Financial Plus Fed. Cr. Un. 457 390 374 96% 55 44 80% 16% 4 4 100% -4%    

First Franklin Financial Corp. 324 193 116 60% 66 27 41% 19% 4 3 75% -15%    

Flagstar Bank 1962 1558 1122 72% 163 74 45% 27% 15 8 53% 19%    

Flint Area School Employees Cr 162 105 95 91% 48 33 69% 22% 3 2 67% 24%    

Full Spectrum Lending, Inc. 141 98 39 40% 31 9 29% 11% 1 0 0% 26%    

Genesee First Federal 133 108 104 96% 6 5 83% 13% 0 0 0% 96%    

GMAC 3401 2031 1775 87% 177 144 81% 6% 48 43 90% -3%    

Greenpoint Mortgage Funding, I 102 77 32 42% 8 4 50% -8% 0 0 0% 42%    

Guaranty Residential Lending 409 359 281 78% 27 7 26% 52% 2 1 50% 28%    

Guardian Mortgage Company, Inc. 1840 1747 1644 94% 33 31 94% 0% 6 6 100% -6%    

Heartwell Mortgage Corporation 123 118 113 96% 0 0 96% 0% 0 0 0% 96%    

Homecomings Financial Network 215 167 130 78% 25 18 72% 6% 1 1 100% -22%    

Homegold, Inc. 562 19 2 11% 8 1 13% -2% 0 0 0% 11%    

Homeowners Loan Corp. 819 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 0% 0 0 0% 0%    

Household Finance Corporation 1915 41 1 3% 23 0 0% 3% 4 0 0% 3%    

HSBC Mortgage Corporation 53 44 24 55% 0 0 55% 0% 0 0 0% 55%    

Independent Mtg. Co. East Mi 96 90 74 82% 0 0 82% 0% 0 0 0% 82%    

Irwin Mortgage 71 48 28 58% 20 8 40% 18% 0 0 0% 58%    

Long Beach Mortgage Company 183 98 41 42% 25 16 64% -22% 1 0 0% 42%    

Mac-Clair Mortgage Corp 440 2 2 100% 1 0 50% 50% 55 53 96% 4%    

Marathon Financial Corporation 234 181 159 88% 48 40 83% 5% 2 2 100% -12%    

Merrill Lynch Credit Corp. 67 16 15 94% 1 1 -6% 0% 0 0 0% 100%    
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Michigan Federal C.U. 85 72 63 88% 7 5 71% 17% 1 1 100% -12%    

Mortgage Express, Inc. 94 29 7 24% 44 13 30% -6% 1 1 100% -76%    

Mortgage Investors Corporation 54 38 35 92% 9 9 100% -8% 1 0 0% 92%    

Mortgageit, Inc. 94 78 34 44% 2 0 0% 44% 1 1 100% -56%    

Mortgage Services, Inc. 103 94 88 94% 3 3 100% -6% 0 0 0% 94%    

MSDW Credit Corporation 71 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 0% 0 0 0% 0%    

National City Mortgage Company 127 84 77 92% 15 14 93% -1% 0 0 0% 92%    

National City Mortgage Service 262 241 218 90% 12 10 83% 7% 0 0 0% 90%    

New Century Mortgage Corp. 332 191 97 51% 81 44 54% -4% 4 3 75% -24%    

New State Mortgage Company 67 43 20 47% 5 1 20% 27% 1 1 100% -53%    

Novastar Mortgage Inc. 125 69 40 58% 11 7 64% -6% 2 2 100% -42%    

Novelle  Financial Service 57 37 18 49% 13 3 23% 26% 1 0 0% 50%    

Oakwood Acceptance Corporation 95 91 24 26% 2 0 0% 26% 0 0 0% 26%    

Option One Mortgage Corporation 379 216 103 48% 69 24 35% 13% 9 3 33% 14%    

Origen Financial, Inc. 141 122 17 14% 1 0 0% 14% 2 0 0% 14%    

Pulte Mortgage Corporation 112 73 56 77% 9 5 56% 11% 3 2 67% 10%    

Quicken Loans Inc. 1165 785 666 85% 39 29 74% 10% 7 3 43% 42%    

Republic Bank 2757 2488 2093 84% 151 116 77% 07% 15 11 73% 11%    

Ross Mortgage Corporation 136 131 112 85% 2 1 50% 35% 1 1 100% -15%    

Saxon Mortgage, Inc. 55 25 1 4% 9 3 33% -29% 0 0 0% 4%    

Sebring Capital Partners, LP 51 14 1 7% 21 0 0% 7% 0 0 0% 7%    

Security Federal Credit Union 166 102 99 97% 57 45 79% 18% 1 1 100% -3%    

Shore Mortgage 308 244 198 81% 51 18 35% 46% 3 2 67% 14%    

SIB Mortgage 74 44 42 95% 0 0 95% 0% 1 0 0% 95%    

Standard Federal Bank N.A. 108 50 39 78% 15 5 33% 45% 3 2 66% 12%    

Sterling Mortgage & Investment 189 31 19 61% 14 6 43% 18% 1 0 0% 61%    

Suntrust Mortgage, Inc 469 454 427 94% 6 5 83% 11% 2 2 100% -6%    

The Cit Group/Consumer Finance 285 105 19 18% 44 6 14% 4% 2 1 50% -32%    

The Montrose State Bank 84 81 56 69% 0 0 0% 69% 0 0 0% 69%    

The State Bank 59 48 30 63% 1 0 0% 58% 0 0 0% 58%    

Towne Mortgage Company 384 241 148 61% 58 21 36% 25% 9 6 67% -5%    
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Tri-Pointe Community CU 52 46 36 78% 4 1 25% 53% 1 0 0% 0.78%    

Vanderbilt Mortgage 83 19 4 21% 2 0 0% 21% 0 0 0% 0.21%    

Wachovia Mortgage 50 41 35 85% 2 2 100% -15% 0 0 0% 0.85%    

Washtenaw Mortgage Company 277 248 230 93% 17 11 65% 28% 1 1 100% -0.07%    

Wells Fargo Home Mortgage 526 405 303 75% 34 17 50% 25% 4 4 100% -0.25%    

Wilmington Finance, Inc. 50 10 4 40% 5 0 00% 40% 1 0 0% 0.40%    

WMC Mortgage Corp. 70 31 16 52% 37 12 32% 19% 2 2 100% -0.48%    

World Wide Financial Services 222 136 82 60% 26 12 46% 14% 1 0 0% 0.60%    

21st Century Mortgage 192 93 26 28% 4 1 25% 3% 1 0 0% 0.28%    

Totals  45,147   28,964   20,854   72%   3,631   1,733   48%   24%   412   268  65% 7%    
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Table 3.2 

Conventional, Home Improvement, Refinance, and Government Loans, Lending Patterns for Genesee County 2002 

Lending Institution 

Caucasian 

American Indian/ 

Alaskan Native  Asian/ Pacific Islander Other, Joint Race Not Available 
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Aames Financial Corporation 31% 4 1 25% 2 2 100% 5 1 2% 219 12 5% 

ABN Amro Mortgage Group, Inc. 82% 13 12 92% 8 5 63% 247 196 79% 430 223 52% 

Accredited Home Lenders, Inc 45% 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 17 9 53% 

Advanced Financial Services, I 100%* 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 74 6 8% 

Aegis Mortgage Corporation 74% 4 1 25% 2 2 100% 472 58 12% 22 6 27% 

Amera Mortgage Corporation 94% 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 

American Business Financial 0% 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 2 0 0% 382 30 8% 

American Mortgage Corporation 56% 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 24 6 25% 

Amerihome Mortgage Corporation 93% 0 0 0% 1 1 100% 8 7 86% 0 0 0% 

Ameriquest Mortgage Company 11% 10 0 0% 4 2 50% 51 6 12% 128 18 14% 

Bank One, NA 52% 11 1 9% 18 8 44% 72 29 40% 117 46 39% 

Benchmark Mortgage Corporation 92% 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 

Benefical Corporation 67% 1 0 0% 2 0 0% 0 0 0% 728 74 10% 

BNC Mortgage, Inc 26% 2 0 0% 2 0 0% 1 0 0% 5 0 0% 

Cendant Mortgage 94% 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 10 7 70% 118 75 64% 

Centex Home Equity Company, LLC 0% 2 0 0% 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 279 20 7% 

Chase Manhattan Mortgage Corp. 70% 1 1 100% 4 4 100% 10 7 7% 84 54 64% 

Chemical Bank & Trust Company 92% 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 5 4 8% 2 0 0% 

Citifinancial, Inc. 25% 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 82 32 39% 

Citifinancial Mortgage Company 43% 0 0 0% 1 0 0% 0 0 0% 441 66 15% 

Citimortgage, Inc. 49% 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 1 0 0% 5 2 40% 

Citizens Bank 74% 2 1 50% 20 18 90% 43 25 58% 210 152 72% 

Conseco Bank, Inc. 11% 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 112 9 8% 

Countrywide Home Loans 70% 14 10 71% 7 5 71% 40 23 58% 44 26 59% 

Cuna Mutual Mortgage 73% 0 0 0% 1 0 0% 1 1 100% 7 5 71% 
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Lending Institution 
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Decision One Mortgage Company 27% 1 0 0% 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 74 18 24% 

Delta Funding Corporation 32% 1 0 0% 0 0 0% 0 04 0% 38 2 5% 

Dort Federal Credit Union 72% 1 1 100% 2 2 100% 23 20 87% 54 2 4% 

Elga Credit Union 100% 5 5 100% 0 0 0% 1 1 100% 1 1 100% 

E-Loans, Inc. 8% 1 0 0% 0 0 0% 2 0 0% 54 45 83% 

Equifirst Corporation 57% 0 0 0% 1 0 0% 21 13 62% 37 7 19% 

Fentura Mortgage Corp 88% 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 13 10 77% 21 9 43% 

Fieldstone Mortgage Company 67% 2 0 0% 0 0 0% 23 9 39% 9 4 44% 

Fifth Third Bank 71% 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 5 3 6% 53 5 9% 

Fifth Third Mortgage, MI, LLC 84% 0 0 0% 2 2 100% 3 3 100% 83 58 70% 

Financial Plus Fed. Cr. Un. 96% 0 0 0% 2 1 50% 6 6 100% 0 0 0% 

First Franklin Financial Corp. 60% 2 0 0% 4 3 75% 1 1 100% 54 28 52% 

Flagstar Bank 72% 1 0 0% 13 10 77% 34 20 59% 20 15 75% 

Flint Area School Employees Cr 91% 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 4 3 75% 2 2 100% 

Full Spectrum Lending, Inc. 40% 1 0 0% 0 0 0% 5 0 0% 5 1 20% 

Genesee First Federal 96% 4  4  100% 0 0 0% 13 13 100% 2 2 100% 

GMAC 87% 7  4  57% 22 16 73% 11 11 100% 1105 461 42% 

Greenpoint Mortgage Funding, I 42% 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 1 0 0% 16 4 25% 

Guaranty Residential Lending 78% 3  2  67% 4 4 100% 3 2 66% 11 8 73% 

Guardian Mortgage Company, Inc. 94% 1  1  100% 23 20 87% 30 26 87% 0 0 0% 

Heartwell Mortgage Corporation 96% 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 5 2 40% 

Homecomings Financial Network 78% 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 1 0 0% 21 11 52% 

Homegold, Inc. 11% 0 0 0% 1 0 0% 2 0 0% 532 20 4% 

Homeowners Loan Corp. 0% 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 819 47 6% 

Household Finance Corporation 3% 1  1  100% 0 0 0% 6 3 5% 1849 193 11% 

HSBC Mortgage Corporation 55% 0 0 0% 1 1 100% 1 1 100% 7 2 29% 

Independent Mtg. Co. East Mi 82% 0 0 0% 1 1 100% 0 0 0% 5 5 100% 

Irwin Mortgage 58% 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 1 1 100% 2 2 100% 

Long Beach Mortgage Company 42% 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 40 27 68% 

Mac-Clair Mortgage Corp 100% 335 343 97% 14 11 93% 3 3 100% 10 10 100% 
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Lending Institution 

Caucasian 

American Indian/ 

Alaskan Native  Asian/ Pacific Islander Other, Joint Race Not Available 
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Marathon Financial Corporation 88% 0 0  0% 0 0 0% 2 1 5% 1 1 100% 

Merrill Lynch Credit Corp. 100% 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 50 40 80% 

Michigan Federal C.U. 88% 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 1 1 100% 4 0 0% 

Mortgage Express, Inc. 24% 1 0 0% 0 0 0% 2 0 0% 17 3 18% 

Mortgage Investors Corporation 92% 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 1 1 100% 5 5 100% 

Mortgageit, Inc. 44% 1 0 0% 0 0 0% 2 1 5% 10 8 80% 

Mortgage Services, Inc. 94% 0 0 0% 2 2 00% 2 2 100% 2 2 100% 

MSDW Credit Corporation 0% 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 71 50 70% 

National City Mortgage Company 92% 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 3 2 66% 23 19 83% 

National City Mortgage Service 90% 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 3 3 100% 4 4 100% 

New Century Mortgage Corp. 51% 3  2  67% 0 0 0%  6  3 5% 47 6 13% 

New State Mortgage Company 47% 0 0 0% 0 0 0%  1  1 100% 17 5 29% 

Novastar Mortgage Inc. 58% 0 0 0% 0 0 0%  38  19 5% 5 1 20% 

Novelle  Financial Service 49% 2  1  50% 0 0 0%  1  0 0% 3 2 67% 

Oakwood Acceptance Corporation 26% 0 0 0% 0 0 0%  2  0 0% 0 0 0% 

Option One Mortgage Corporation 48% 1  1  100% 3 3 100%  18  6 33% 63 26 41% 

Origen Financial, Inc. 14% 2 0 0% 0 0 0%  1  0 0% 13 0 0% 

Pulte Mortgage Corporation 77% 2  1  50% 9 5 56%  7  2 29% 9 5 56% 

Quicken Loans Inc. 85% 3  3  100% 2 2 100%  9  6 67% 314 259 82% 

Republic Bank 84% 8  7  88% 18 18 100%  33  25 76% 44 20 45% 

Ross Mortgage Corporation 85% 1  1  100% 0 0 0%  1  1 100% 0 0 0% 

Saxon Mortgage, Inc. 4% 3  2  67% 0 0 0%  8  3 038% 10 1 10% 

Sebring Capital Partners, LP 7% 0 0 0% 0 0 0%  2  0 0% 14 2 14% 

Security Federal Credit Union 97% 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 6 4 67% 

Shore Mortgage 81% 2 0 0% 2 1 50% 5  3 60% 1 1 100% 

SIB Mortgage 95% 0 0 0% 1 0 0% 028 28 100% 28 26 93% 

Standard Federal Bank N.A. 78% 0 0 0% 1 0 0%  1  1 100% 37 11 30% 

Sterling Mortgage & Investment 61% 0 0 0% 0 0 0%  1  0 0% 142 3 2% 

Suntrust Mortgage, Inc 94% 0 0 0% 2 0 0% 0 0 0% 5 2 40% 

The Cit Group/Consumer Finance 18% 1 0 0% 0 0 0%  3  0 0% 130 27 21% 
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Lending Institution 

Caucasian 

American Indian/ 

Alaskan Native  Asian/ Pacific Islander Other, Joint Race Not Available 
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The Montrose State Bank 69% 0 0 0% 0 0 0%  3  2 67% 0 0 0% 

The State Bank 58% 0 0 0% 0 0 0%  1  1 100% 9 1 11% 

Towne Mortgage Company 61% 3 0 0% 0 0 0%  2  0 0% 71 28 39% 

Tri-Pointe Community CU 78% 0 0 0% 0 0 0%  1  1 100% 0 0 0% 

Vanderbilt Mortgage 21% 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 62 10 16% 

Wachovia Mortgage 85% 0 0 0% 0 0 0%  1  1 100% 6 2 33% 

Washtenaw Mortgage Company 93% 0 0 0% 3 2 67% 0 0 0% 8 3 38% 

Wells Fargo Home Mortgage 75% 0 0 0% 5 3 60% 9 7 78% 70 53 76% 

Wilmington Finance, Inc. 40% 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 34 7 21% 

WMC Mortgage Corp. 52% 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 

World Wide Financial Services 60% 0 0 0% 2 2 100%  3  2 67% 53 3 6% 

21st Century Mortgage 28% 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 2  0 0% 86 34 40% 

Totals 72% 463 406 88% 212 156 74% 1,364 640 47% 9,933 2,536 26% 

HMDA, 2002
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Table 3.3  
Pattern of Lending Rates of Institutions with Greater than 24 Percent 
(County Rate) Differential and Caucasians Favored over African-Americans 
for Genesee County, 2002 

 

INSTITUTION RACIAL DIFFERENCE (%) 

America Mortgage Corporation* 31%  

Beneficial Corporation 42%  

Citizens Bank 28%  

Cuna Mutual Mortgage Company* 27%  

Fentura Mortgage Corporation* 88%  

Fifth Third Mortgage, MI, LLC 41%  

Flagstar Bank 27%  

Guaranty Residential Lending 52%  

Heartwell Mortgage Corporation 96%  

Mac-Clair Mortgage Corp* 50%  

Mortgageit, Inc.* 44%  

New State Mortgage Company* 27%  

Novelle Financial Service 26%  

Oakwood Acceptance Corporation* 26%  

Ross Mortgage Corporation* 35%  

Shore Mortgage 46%  

Standard Federal Bank N.A. 45%  

The Montrose State Bank*  69%  

The State Bank* 58%  

Towne Mortgage Company 25%  

Tri-Point Community CU* 53%  

Washtenaw Mortgage Company 28%  

Wells Fargo Home Mortgage  25%  

Wilmington Finance, Inc.* 40%  

         HMDA, 2002 
       *Caution in interpretation is advised due to small number of total applications 
        made by African-Americans. 
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Table 3.4  
Pattern of Lending Rates of Institutions with Greater than 24 Percent 
(County Rate) Differential and African-Americans are Favored over 
Caucasians in Genesee County, 2002 

 

INSTITUTION RACIAL DIFFERENCE (%) 

Accredited Home Lenders, Inc* -30%  

Aegis Mortgage Corporation* -26%  

Citifinancial, Inc.* -25%  

Saxon Mortgage, Inc.* -29%  

         HMDA, 2002 
        *Caution in interpretation is advised due to small number of total  
          applications made by African-Americans. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 95 

Table 3.5 
Pattern of Lending Rates of Institutions with Less than 24 Percent (County 
Rate) Differential and Caucasians are Favored over African Americans in 
Genesee County, 2002 
 

LENDING INSTITUTION DIFFERENCE 

Aames Financial Corporation 3%  

ABN Amro Mortgage Group, Inc. 14%  

Amerihome Mortgage Corporation 4%  

Ameriquest Mortgage Company 0%  

Bank One, NA 16%  

Benchmark Mortgage Corporation 19%  

BNC Mortgage, Inc 18%  

Chase Manhattan Mortgage Corp. 15%  

Citifinancial Mortgage Company 10%  

Citimortgage, Inc. 20%  

Countrywide Home Loans 16%  

Delta Funding Corporation 18%  

Dort Federal Credit Union 10%  

Elga Credit Union 0%  

Equifirst Corporation 5%  

Fifth Third Bank 21%  

Financial Plus Fed. Cr. Un. 16%  

First Franklin Financial Corp. 19%  

Flint Area School Employees Cr 22%  

GMAC 6%  

Guaranty Residential Lending 18%  

Guardian Mortgage Company, Inc. 0%  

Homecomings Financial Network 6%  

Household Finance Corporation  3%  

Irwin Mortgage 16%  

Marathon Financial Corporation 5%  

National City Mortgage Company 1%  

National City Mortgage Service 7%  

Option One Mortgage Corporation 13%  

Quicken Loans Inc. 10%  

Republic Bank 7%  

Sebring Capital Partners, LP 7%  

Security Federal Credit Union 18%  

Shore Mortgage 20%  

Sterling Mortgage & Investment 18%  

The Cit Group/Consumer Finance 4%  

WMC Mortgage Corp. 19%  

World Wide Financial Services 14%  
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Table 3.6  
Pattern of Lending Rates of Institutions with Less than 7% (County Rate) 
Differential for Hispanics in Genesee County, 2002* 
                     

LENDING INSTITUTION DIFFERENCE 

ABN Amro Mortgage Group, Inc. 3% 

Ameriquest Mortgage Company 0% 

Bank One, NA -6%* 

Dort Federal Credit Union 3% 

GMAC -3%* 

Guardian Mortgage Company, Inc. 0 

Household Finance Corporation* 3% 

Mac-Clair Mortgage Corp* 4% 

           HMDA, 2002 

         *Minus sign indicates Hispanics favored over Caucasians 

 
Table 3.7   
Comparison of Average Lending Rates for Caucasians, African-Americans, 
and Hispanics, Nationally and in Genesee County, 2002 

 
 

NATIONAL GENESEE COUNTY 

African-
American 

Caucasian Difference African-
American 

Caucasian Difference 

52% 73% 21% 48% 72% 24% 

Hispanic Caucasian Difference Hispanic Caucasian Difference 

59% 73% 14% 65% 72% 7% 
HMDA, 2002 

 

Table 3.8   
Comparison of Average Lending Rates in 1995 (Darden Study) for 
Caucasians, African-Americans, and Hispanics, Nationally and in Genesee 
County 
 

 

NATIONAL GENESEE COUNTY 

African-
American 

Caucasian Difference African-
American 

Caucasian Difference 

51% 76% 25% 59% 72% 13% 

Hispanic Caucasian Difference Hispanic Caucasian Difference 

66% 76% 10% 61% 72% 11% 
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HMDA, 2002 
 

III. Rejection Rates 

 

Table 3.9 shows the differences in reasons for denial of home loans for 

African-Americans, Caucasians, and Hispanics in Genesee County in 2002.  An 

index of dissimilarity was computed to assess the differences for loan denial 

between Caucasians and African-Americans and Hispanics.  The cumulative 

index of dissimilarity between Caucasians and African-Americans is 14.22%, with 

the greatest individual difference being credit history.  Fifty-Three percent of all 

African-American applicants were denied loans due to credit history compared 

with 40% of all Caucasian applicants. 

Table 3.9 also shows that the index of dissimilarity for Hispanics and 

Caucasians was 12.79, lower than that for African-Americans and Caucasians 

(14.22).  Like African-Americans, however, credit history was a major reason 

Hispanics were denied loans - nearly 52 percent.  

The HMDA makes it possible to compare lending rates between race and 

median income.  Table 3.10 shows the racial disparity in lending rejection rates 

by race and median income for Genesee County in 2002.  The median incomes 

range from less than 50% of the County‟s median income to 120% and over.  

The higher the percentage of median income, the greater the rejection rate.  

Although African-Americans had the same median income in 2002 as 

Caucasians at each of the levels, in some categories they had more than two 

times the rate of rejection.  Hispanics also had higher rejection rates than 

Caucasians in all but one income level 80-99% of MSA median income. 
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HMDA also provides information grouped by racial composition and income 

levels on lending patterns across communities – low, moderate, middle, and 

upper income.  A comparison is made for Genesee County on Table 3.11.  The 

table shows that as the minority population increases, so does the rejection rate.  

This is consistent at each income level.  
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Table 3.9  
Index of Dissimilarity of Caucasian vs. African-American and Caucasian vs. 
Hispanic for the Reasons for Loan Denial in Genesee County, 2002 

 

 CAUCASIAN AFRICAN-AMERICAN HISPANIC 

Reason Percent Percent ½ Xi-Yi  Percent ½ Xi-Zi  

Debt to Income Ratio 18.35 17.85 .25 19.78 .72 

Employment History 2.48 .56 .96 1.10 .69 

Credit History 40.27 53.04 7.83 51.65 5.69 

Collateral 10.59 8.61 .99 6.59 2.00 

Insufficient Cash 1.83 1.33 .25 1.10 .37 

Unverifiable Information 2.55 2.03 .26 2.20 .18 

Application Incomplete 7.17 3.22 1.98 3.30 1.94 

Mortgage Insurance 

Denied 

.13 0 .07 0 .03 

Other* 16.63 13.37 1.63 14.29 1.17 

Index of Dissimilarity 

(D) 

  14.22  12.79 

 

Xi is the percentage of Caucasians that were denied loans due to reason i. 

Yi is the percentage of African-Americans that were denied loans due to reason i. 

Zi is the percentage of Hispanics who were denied loans due to reason i. 

                                                         k 
 

Therefore, for African-Americans D = 100 (1/2   Xi-Yi ) = 14.22 and  
                                                         i=1 

                                             k 

for Hispanics D = 100 (1/2   Xi-Zi ) =12.79 
                                           i=1 

Source: HMDA 2002  *Refers to any reasons not listed above.  According to Regulation C of the 

Home Mortgage Disclosure Act 12 CFR 203, amended May 1995, Appendix A and B, lenders are 

not required to enter the reasons for the denial of an application.  But if they choose to do so, they 

may enter up to three reasons from those listed above.  
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Table 3.10  
Rejection Rates in Genesee County by Race and Median Income, 2002 
 

LESS THAN 50% OF MSA MEDIAN 
INCOME 

APPLIED DENIED 
REJECTION 

RATE 

Caucasian  3,458 772 22% 

African-American 969 419 43% 

Hispanic 72 22 31% 

    

50-79% OF MSA MEDIAN INCOME APPLIED DENIED 
REJECTION 

RATE 

Caucasian  7,113 1,228 17% 

African-American 1,116 391 35% 

Hispanic 111 21 19% 

    

80-99% OF MSA MEDIAN INCOME APPLIED DENIED 
REJECTION 

RATE 

Caucasian  2,344 391 17% 

African-American 666 163 25% 

Hispanic 72 8 11% 

    

100-119% OF MSA MEDIAN INCOME APPLIED DENIED 
REJECTION 

RATE 

Caucasian  4,222 443 11% 

African-American 443 117 26% 

Hispanic 48 8 17% 

    

120% OR MORE OF MSA MEDIAN 
INCOME 

APPLIED DENIED 
REJECTION 

RATE 

Caucasian  11,144 955 9% 

African-American 923 214 23% 

Hispanic 97 16 17% 

 HMDA, 2002 
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Table 3.11   
Rejection Rates in Genesee County by Community Racial Composition and 
Median Income, 2002 
 

Low Income 

RACIAL COMPOSITION APPLIED DENIED 
REJECTION 

RATE 

Less than 10% Minority 0 - - 

10-19% Minority 210 81 39% 

20-49% Minority 660 268 41% 

50-79% Minority 261 95 36% 

80-100% Minority 1,168 547 47% 

 

Moderate Income 

RACIAL COMPOSITION APPLIED DENIED 
REJECTION 

RATE 

Less than 10% Minority 4,299 1,166 27% 

10-19% Minority 246 57 23% 

20-49% Minority 771 245 32% 

50-79% Minority 164 73 45% 

80-100% Minority 1,427 518 36% 

 

Middle Income 

RACIAL COMPOSITION APPLIED DENIED 
REJECTION 

RATE 

Less than 10% Minority 17,885 3,331 19% 

10-19% Minority 2,481 499 20% 

20-49% Minority 559 181 32% 

50-79% Minority 1,067 384 36% 

80-100% Minority 1,240 470 38% 

 

Upper Income 

RACIAL COMPOSITION APPLIED DENIED 
REJECTION 

RATE 

Less than 10% Minority 18,078 2,161 12% 

10-19% Minority 2,311 408 18% 

20-49% Minority 0 - - 

50-79% Minority 0 - - 

80-100% Minority 0 - - 

 HMDA, 2002 
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IV. Summary and Recommendations 

The negative indicators demonstrate that additional work must be done to 

eliminate the lending racial gap by focusing on those institutions with very wide 

racial disparities.  The first recommendation is to conduct an annual lending 

study that can monitor residential lending patterns within lending institutions in 

Genesee County.  For example, 14 lending institutions were included in both the 

1995 Darden and the current study.  Six of the institutions show an increased 

acceptance rate between Caucasians and African-Americans, two have little or 

no significant difference, and five have a wider gap in the racial acceptance rate 

now than in 1995.  The institutions include:  

Better - Amerihome Mortgage Corporation, Guardian Mortgage Company, Inc., 

Michigan Federal Credit Union, Ross Mortgage Corporation, Security Federal 

Credit Union, and GMAC.   

Little or No Significant Change – Dort Federal Credit Union and Republic 

Bank. 

Worse – Chase Manhattan Mortgage Corporation, Citizens Bank, Long Beach 

Mortgage Company, Standard Federal Bank, The Montrose State Bank, and The 

State Bank. 

Seven lending institutions had an increased acceptance rate between 

Caucasians and Hispanics, two have little or no significant difference, and five 

have a wider gap in the racial acceptance rate now than in 1995.  The institutions 

include:  
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Better - Amerihome Mortgage Corporation, Chase Manhattan Mortgage 

Corporation, Dort Federal Credit Union, GMAC, Michigan Federal Credit Union, 

Republic Bank, and Ross Mortgage Corporation.                              

Little or No Significant Change – Security Federal Credit Union and Standard 

Federal Bank.                                

Worse – Citizens Bank, Guardian Mortgage Company, Long Beach Mortgage 

Company, The Montrose State Bank, and The State Bank. 

For lending institutions with consistently high differential acceptance rates 

(greater than County rate of 24%) between Caucasians and minorities further 

investigation is recommended, which leads to the second recommendation, 

paired testing.  Paired testing can be conducted to discover any discriminatory 

lending patterns and practices.  The testing program should be targeted at those 

institutions where the African-American-Caucasian disparity is above the average 

for the County as a whole (Tables 3.3 & 3.4).  There is no need to test 

Ameriquest Mortgage Company and Guardian Mortgage Company, Inc. since 

they had no racial disparity.  There is also little need to test, at this time, those 

institutions that had a racial disparity below the average for the County as a 

whole (Tables 3.5 & 3.6).  The data also shows that the disparity between 

African-Americans and Caucasians is greater than the disparity between 

Caucasians and Hispanics.  The Fair Housing Center should prioritize its testing 

program in Genesee County accordingly. 

A focus on advertising practices as a possible impediment to fair housing is 

the third recommendation.  In the year 2000 there were 45,147 loan applications 
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in Genesee County; 64% of the loan applicants were Caucasian and 8% were 

African-American, revealing a tremendous difference in the percentage of 

applicants for each racial group.  With such a great difference, advertising, or 

lack of advertising, may be a contributing factor to the impediments to fair 

housing.  Lending institutions that advertise in select neighborhoods, and/or to 

certain groups, and use only Caucasian models in their ads may be exhibiting 

preferential treatment toward the Caucasian population.   

Advertising research could include examining a number of sub-prime and 

prime lenders‟ advertising practices.  The study should include the analysis of 

promotional literature, the site locations, the type of advertising (radio, television, 

billboard, mailings, etc.), and where the ads were dispersed.   

A fourth recommendation is to take a closer look at three variables included in 

the HMDA materials – loans granted and applications not accepted, applications 

withdrawn, and files closed as incomplete.  Studies show that attaining a home 

loan can be a challenge for the minority population, who may be required to 

“jump through more hoops.”  For example, an applicant may be subjected to stall 

tactics such as additional paperwork, be encouraged to take a government loan - 

even though he qualifies for a conventional loan, or be required to take money 

management classes, etc.  If these things occur, it can diminish the desire to 

continue the lending process.   

The 2000 HMDA report for Countywide Home Loans – Refinance portrays an 

example of the diversity between African-Americans and Caucasians in 

applications approved but not accepted, applications withdrawn, and files closed 
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as incomplete.  There were 89 African-American applicants, with 44 (49%) loans 

originated and 4 (5%) denied.  The denial rate looks good, however, what 

happened to the other 41 (46%)?  The other 46% are categorized as applications 

approved but not accepted, applications withdrawn, and files closed as 

incomplete.  Yet, Caucasians had 641 (67%) loan origination, 64 (7%) denied, 

and 257 (27%) in the other categories.  With such a great difference, further 

research is recommended to discover any lending impediments to fair housing. 
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CHAPTER IV 

 SUBSIDIZED HOUSING AND SUBSIDY PROGRAMS   
 

I. Introduction 
 

 

Subsidized housing is designed to provide decent, safe, and affordable 

housing to low-income renting families, the elderly, and people with disabilities.  

Public housing ranges from single-family dwellings, duplexes, townhouses, 

apartments, and high rises for the elderly.  There are three levels of government 

that administer the subsidized housing. The U.S. Department of Housing and 

Urban Development (HUD) administers programs at the national level.  The 

administrator at the state level is the Michigan State Housing Development 

Authority (MSHDA).  The local housing program is the public housing 

commission; in Genesee County it is the Flint Housing Commission.   

U.S. Department of Housing & Urban Development - HUD is a federal agency 

that administers federal aid to local housing authorities that manage housing for 

low-income families, at rents they can afford.  HUD also provides technical and 

professional assistance in planning, developing, and managing these 

developments.     

Public Housing Commission – The Public Housing Commission is the agency 

that develops, owns, and operates low-income public housing projects financed 

and administered through the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 

Development‟s Low-Income Public Housing Program.  In this study the 

commission is Flint Housing Commission.  Public Housing Authorities are 

organizations created by state or local governments.   
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Michigan State Housing Development Authority – MSHDA sells tax-exempt 

notes and bonds and then loans the proceeds to private developers.  The 

developers build, own, and operate low and moderate-income housing.  MSHDA 

does not own the housing; it only makes the loans and establishes the 

regulations for the operation of the developments.  HUD provides rent subsidies 

to many of the MSHDA developments. 

Many of the owners hire management agents to oversee the operation of the 

housing development.  They manage the application process, select the tenants, 

collect the rent, maintain the development, and run the day-to-day affairs.  The 

owner, with MSHDA approval, establishes the eligibility requirements. 

There are a variety of programs offered to assist low and moderate-income 

level families: 1) HUD has Section 8, 221 (D) 4, 202, 236, and 221 (D) 3 

programs, 2) MSHDA has Section 8, Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC), 

60/40, Tax Bond, 70/30, Neighborhood Preservation Program, 80/20, TEAM 

(TM), and 236, 3) Flint Housing Commission administered by HUD, 4) Low 

Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC.) which is administered by MSHDA, and 5)  

Section 515 Rural Rental Housing is an administrative division within the 

Department of Agriculture (USDA).  RHS programs are administered at the state 

and local level by USDA Rural Development offices. 

A brief description of the housing finance programs that are utilized to assist 

low to moderate income housing in Genesee County as indicated in this report is 

provided as follows:     
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Housing Choice Voucher Program – (Section 8 (S.8) is designed for residents 

in developments renting to low-income persons and families who meet HUD 

income guidelines and pass the tenant selection criteria.  Here, HUD provides a 

subsidy to the owner, which pays a portion of the resident‟s rent.  Residents pay 

no more than 30% of adjusted income (monthly adjusted income is annual 

income less deductions allowed by the regulations), 10% of monthly income, or 

welfare rent.  All residents must pay a minimum of $25 per month from their own 

money. Section 8 may be used in existing housing, new construction, or 

moderately or substantially rehabilitated units. 

Housing Choice Voucher Rental Allowance Program is a federal program that 

provides rent subsidies for very low-income people who find their own housing in 

private homes or apartment buildings.  MSHDA administers the vouchers and 

certificates.  However, the waiting list is very long for this program and is closed 

when full.  Open enrollment periods are advertised in the newspaper.   

Public Housing provides housing to eligible low-income and elderly families, 

and persons with disabilities.  The housing may include apartments, high-rises, 

and scattered sites (single dwellings). HUD administers federal aid, and furnishes 

technical and professional assistance in planning, developing and managing the 

developments.  HUD establishes income guidelines, which includes lower 

income at 80% and very low income at 50% of the median income for that county 

or metropolitan area.  The tenants pay the highest of the following: 30% of 

adjusted income, 10% of gross income or designated housing allowances for 
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welfare recipients.  The minimum rent is $0 to $50, which is set by the public 

housing commission.   

Section 221(d) 3 and 221 (d) 4 of the National Housing Act, 1934 (P.L. 73-

479) TITLE II provides mortgage insurance to finance rental of cooperative 

multifamily housing for low and moderate income households.  HUD may insure 

100% of the total project cost under 221(d) 3 for low and moderate-income 

households and 90% for 221(d) 4.  Both programs are eligible for Section 8 rental 

assistance. 

Section 202 of the Housing Act of 1959 provides long-term direct loans to 

eligible private nonprofit sponsors for housing the elderly and people with 

disabilities.  Section 8 benefits are made available to all units in a Section 202 

development.  At least one member of the household must be 62 years old or 

have a disability. 

Section 236 of the National Housing Act, 1934 (P.L. 73-479), TITLE II, 

provided a rent subsidy, in the form of interest reduction, through which 

multifamily housing could be produced.  Both market rent and a basic rent are 

available.  In January 1973 the Federal Government brought an end to additional 

Section 236 construction.  Residents in Section 236 developments must meet 

income limits set by MSHDA and the tenant selection criteria.  Rents tend to be 

lower than other rental housing units because HUD subsidizes the mortgage 

interest rate. 

Section 515 Rural Rental Housing provides long-term, low interest rate 

mortgage loans to develop rental housing for very low, low, and moderate-
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income tenants.  The RHS is an administrative division within the Department of 

Agriculture (USDA).  RHS programs are administered at the state and local level 

by USDA Rural Development offices. 

Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) of the Tax Reform Act of 1986 

provides annual credit against federal taxes owed over a ten-year period to 

owners and investors in low-income rental housing.  This program includes costs 

to purchase, renovate, or develop rental property. MSHDA administers the 

LIHTC. 

80/20, 70/30, and 60/40 are programs whereby 20, 30, and 40 percent of the 

housing units in the developments must be rented to low-income persons 

meeting tenant selection criteria.  Additional units must be rented to persons and 

families who meet moderate-income limits by MSHDA.  The remaining units may 

be rented to qualifying individuals or families regardless of their income. 

Senior Housing is “housing for older persons” that is exempt from familial 

status law requirements.  HUD has determined that “housing for older persons” 

are specifically designed for and occupied by elderly person under a Federal, 

State, or local government programs include: 1) it is occupied solely by persons 

who are 62 or older or, 2) it houses at least one person who is 55 or older in at 

least 80 percent of the occupied units, and adheres to a policy that demonstrates 

intent to house persons who are 55 or older.  

II. Flint Housing Commission 

The Flint Housing Commission (FHC) administers Public Housing in the City 

of Flint.  “The mission of the Flint Housing Commission is to provide its residents 



 112 

with decent, affordable housing in a safe, secure environment allowing them to 

reach their full potential and ultimately become self-sufficient.” (Flint Housing 

Commission PHA Plans Years 2004-2008)  The FHC‟s focus is to provide 

housing to seniors, adults with disabilities, and low-income families.  The FHC 

has a five-member Board of Commissioners, appointed by the Mayor of the City 

of Flint.  The Executive Director is appointed by the Board to implement policies it 

has established. 

The FHC administers ten multi-family complexes (Map 4.1) and 133 scattered 

sites with a total of 1,248 units (Table 4.1).  The 133 scattered sites are single-

family dwellings; this includes 48 units that are vacant.  Four of the ten 

developments are for elderly, nearly elderly, and non-elderly-disabled, for a total 

of 285 units, 19 of which are vacant.  Two developments are designated as 

elderly only for a total of 269 units with 19 vacant, and four family sites with 694 

units and 189 vacancies.  Therefore, 233 units (18.7%) of the Flint Housing 

Commission‟s units are vacant, which includes 27.2% of family housing, 6.3% of 

elderly only, and 6.6% of elderly plus (Table 4.1).  

        Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 requires that all programs 

receiving federal operating funds be accessible to persons with disabilities, 

irregardless of the year built.  The Act (1991 as amended) states that 5% of the 

housing must be fully accessible to persons with physical impairments.  

According to the 2000 Census, in the City of Flint there are 13,649 non-

institutionalized people over the age of five with physical disabilities.  Section 504 

furthers requires that 2%, and no less than one unit, be available for people with 
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visual and/or hearing impairments.  In the City of Flint there are 4,756 non-

institutionalized people over the age of five with sensory disabilities.  The total 

barrier-free housing for the FHC is 48 units; however, to meet the minimum 

requirements, there should be 62 units for 5% and 87 for the 7% requirement 

(Table 4.2).  Both sites for elderly only are in compliance with the 5% and 7% 

regulations.  None of the family sites, including the scattered sites, have barrier-

free housing.  Two of the four elderly plus sites meet the 5% and 7% standard, 

while the remaining two are not in compliance with Section 504. 

The racial composition in the FHC developments shows a gross over-

representation of African-Americans and an under-representation of Caucasian, 

Hispanic, and other populations (Table 4.3). Furthermore, the sites are in 

predominately African-American locations.  The Caucasian population decreased 

in 7 of the 12 developments between 2002 and 2004, and, collectively, the 

Caucasian population decreased between 2002 and 2004 from 17.2% to 9.9%.  

Two of the developments, Mince Manor and Richert Manor, experienced a 

drastic drop, from 51.5% to 35.3% and 29.9% to 7.9%, respectively. Five of the 

developments ranged from a 76.6% to 95.6% African-American population.  

Furthermore, there is only one Hispanic and five people classified as other 

residing in the FHC developments. 

Therefore, the scattered sites are not scattered throughout the Cit of Flint.  For 

example, 61 (46%) of the 133 sites are located on six streets: Alma, Austin, 

Lorado, Russell, Ruth, and Stewart.  In addition, all of the streets except Stewart 



 114 

are in the same census tract, which is 89% African-American.  The Flint Housing 

Commission also administers Section 8 housing. 
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Map 4.1 
Public Housing Sites for the City of Flint, 2000 

 
 



 116 

Table 4.1  
Available Housing within the Flint Housing Commission, 2002 & 2004 

2002 2004 2002 2004 None One Two Three Four Five

Aldridge Place Apts. 93        13 9 0 0 Family 63 20 10

Atherton East 192      169 94 0 0 Family 48 96 48

Centerview Apts. 90        3 9 5 7 Elderly + 89 1

Forest Park Manor 19        2 0 0 0 Elderly + 19

Garland/Chase Apts. 44        16 4 0 0 Elderly + 10 32 2

Howard Estates 96        10 8 0 8 Family 32 48 16

Kenneth Simmons 159      15 9 10 10 Elderly 158 1

Mince Manor 110      13 8 6 12 Elderly 108 2

Richert Manor 132      35 6 11 11 Elderly + 21 110 1

River Park Apts. 180      101 30 0 0 Family 48 90 42

Scattered Sites 9-8 63        22 26 0 0 Family 42 21

Scattered Sites 9-10 70        16 22 0 0 Family 44 17 9

Total 1,248   415 225 32 48 31 516 198 340 154 9

Elderly + includes Elderly, Nearly Elderly and Non-elderly Disabled residents

Information from the Flint Housing Commission, 2002 & 2004

Barrier Free

Site Units Type

Number of BedroomsVacant
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Table 4.2 
Subsidized Housing Profile for Genesee County, 2004 

 
Flint Housing Commission

None One Two Three Four

Aldridge Flint PH Family 93 1984 0 93 0 N 93

Atherton Flint PH Family 192 1967 0 192 0 N 48 96 48

Centerview Flint PH Elderly+ 90 1968 0 90 7 Y 89 1

Forest Park Flint PH Elderly+ 19 1968 0 19 0 N 19

Garland Flint PH Elderly+ 44 1967/69 0 44 0 N 10 32 2

Howard Estates Flint PH Family 96 1967/68 0 96 0 N 32 48 16

Kenneth Simmons Flint PH Elderly 159 1992/93 0 159 10 Y 158 1

Mince Manor Flint PH Elderly 110 1978 0 110 12 Y 108 2

Richert Manor Flint PH Elderly+ 132 1970 0 132 11 Y 21 110 1

River Park Flint PH Family 180 1968 0 180 0 N 48 90 42

Scattered Sites 9-8 Flint PH Family 63 1968 0 63 0 N 42 21

Scattered Sites 9-10 Flint PH Family 70 1970 0 70 0 N 44 17

U. S. Department of Housing and Urban Development

None One Two Three Four

Arena East Apartments Flint 221(D)4 Family 48 1974 35 13 0 N 12 36

Boulder Creek Burton 221(D)4 Family 157 1970 147 32 0 N 25 132

Braidwood Manor Davison 202 Elderly 100 1982 0 100 10 Y 100

Cambridge Square Flint Sec. 8/236 Family 160 1973 160 1 N 64 80 16

Cranbrook Village Mt. Morris Twp. 236 Family 101 1968/71 0 101 0 N 11 75 15

Elmcrest Village Flushing 221(D)4 Elderly 126 2001 0 126 14 Y 126

Evergreen-Regency Flint Sec. 8 Family 365 1971 0 365 0 N 30 208 107 20

Flint Heights Terrace Flint 202 Elderly 196 1967 0 196 5 N 134 62

Garden View Flint 202 Elderly 200 1979 0 200 9 N 180 20

Kearsley Manor Flint 202 Elderly 110 1970 0 110 0 N 70 40

Lockwood of Davison Davison 236 Elderly 190 1973 0 190 0 N 38 152

Ridgecrest Flint Sec. 8 Family 163 1970 0 163 0 N 24 84 43 12

Rollingwood Manor Flint 236 Elderly 136 1971 0 136 0 N 20 96 20

Roy J. Morrison Flint 202 Elderly 16 1986 0 16 0 N 16

Slidell Senior Apt. Flint 202 Elderly 128 1984 0 128 24 Y 122 6

Stonegate Manor Flint 221(D)3 Family 194 1965 0 194 0 N 24 96 72 2

Taylor Lake Manor Flint 202 Elderly 24 1973 0 24 0 N 24

Units Year built Market

Sub-

sidizedDevelopment Municipality Program Type

Units Year built Market

Sub-

sidizedDevelopment Municipality Program Type

Barrier 

free

Com-

pliant

Number of Bedrooms

Barrier 

free

Com-

pliant

Number of Bedrooms
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Michigan State Housing Development Authority

None One Two Three

American House Grand Blanc 80/20 Elderly 101 1983 81 20 0 N 88 13

Avon Park Flint MSHDA Family 56 94 39 17 1 N 42 14

Burton Place Burton Sec 8/LIHTC Elderly 200 1977 200 7 N 191 9

Carriage Town Flint MSHDA Family 30 94 30 0 N 12 18

Cedar Bend Genesee Twp. 60/40 Family 148 2001 89 59 3 N 49 60 31

Cedarwood Senior Flushing 60/40 Elderly 100 2000 60 40 10 Y 70 30

Court Street Village Flint MSHDA Family 150 89 150 0 N 112 38

Court St. Village West Flint MSHDA Elderly 106 93 75 31 11 Y 70 36

Dauner Haus Fenton Sec. 8 Elderly 142 1977 142 4 N 121 21

Dauner Haus Fenton Sec. 8 Family 50 1977 50 0 N 34 16

Forest Creek Montrose HM TM AD Family 24 2002 24 2 Y 8 16

Forest Creek Montrose HM TM AD Elderly 24 2002 24 2 Y 20 4

Grand Meadows II Grand Blanc MSHDA Elderly 190 1991 64 20 Y 38 152

Kearsley-Daly Villa Genesee Twp. 60/40 Elderly 100 1997 60 40 0 N 70 30

Linden Lane Flint Twp. Sec. 8 Family 76 1981 76 0 N 64 12

Linden Lane Flint Twp. Sec. 8 Elderly 74 1981 74 12 Y 68 6

Lockwood of Burton Burton 60/40 Elderly 126 2001 75 51 0 N 63 63

Miller Farms Swartz Creek Sec. 8 Family 76 1981 76 0 N 64 12

Miller Farms Swartz Creek Sec. 8 Elderly 74 1981 74 12 Y 68 6

Mill Pond Manor Fenton MSHDA Elderly 65 1995 65 0 N 58 7

Morris Square Mt. Morris 80/20 Family 96 1988 76 20 1 N 8 80 8

Paragon Apts. Flint Sec. 8 Family 8 1985 8 0 N 1 7

Lockwood/Mt. Morris Mt. Morris Twp. 60/40 Elderly 126 2002 76 50 0 N 63 63

Pine Shores Mt. Morris Twp. 70/30 Family 120 1994 0 120 6 Y/N 102 18

River Village Flint Sec. 8 Family 140 1979 140 0 N 12 100 28

River Village Flint Sec. 8 Elderly 200 1979 200 0 N 179 21

Rosehaven Manor Flint 80/20 Elderly 123 1988 97 26 0 N 97 2 24

Rosewood Park Mt. Morris MSHDA Family 120 2002 120 0 N 80 40

Schafer Square Flint 80/20 Family 91 1988 68 23 0 N 36 55

Shiloh Commons Flint 70/30 Family 125 1999 87 38 2 N 76 49

Silver Lake Arbors Fenton 70/30 Family 140 1997 98 42 4 N 32 108

Suffolk Court Mt. Morris Twp. 60/40 Family 120 2001 72 48 4 N 60 60

Westwood Manor Mt. Morris Twp. Sec. 8 Family 144 1988 144 0 N 32 104 8

VPCA Flint Sec. 8 Family 12 1984 12 0 N 12

Barrier 

free

Com-

pliant

Number of Bedrooms

Units Year built Market

Sub-

sidizedDevelopment Municipality Program Type
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None One Two Three Four Five

Beech Trail Montrose RHS Family 48 1988 0 48 2 N 24 24

Center Park Otisville RHS Family 24 1986 0 24 0 N 8 16

Gateway Manor Linden RHS Family 32 2002 0 32 0 N 8 24

None One Two Three Four Five

Arbor Village Flint LIHTC Family 175 1998 0 175 0 N 2 155 18

Autumn Grove Flint Twp. LIHTC Family 220 0 220 0 N 8 52 160

Bristol Court Mt. Morris LIHTC Family 143 2001 0 143 0 N 96 47

Burkeshire Pointe Swartz Creek LIHTC Family 112 2002 0 61 12 Y/N 12 47 53

Cedarshores Mt. Morris Twp. LIHTC Family 144 0 144 2 N 116 28

Clio Woods Flint LIHTC Family 84 1973 0 84 5 Y 4 54 26

Dauner Haus II Fenton LIHTC Elderly 41 1997 0 41 0 N 31 10

Davison Creekwood Davison LIHTC Family 48 1990 0 48 0 N 48

Davison Creekwood II LIHTC Family 132 1993 0 132 0 N 132

Green Pine Acres Burton LIHTC Family 162 1988 0 162 6 N 150 12

Montrose Country Est. Montrose LIHTC Family 32 1999 0 32 0 N 16 16

Roxbury Court Clio LIHTC Elderly 90 0 90 0 N 45 45

Riverbend of Gd. Blanc Grand Blanc LIHTC Family 81 1997 0 81 0 N 4 77

Taechen's Terrace Davison LIHTC Elderly 91 2001 0 91 8 Y/N 91

Barrier 

free

Com-

pliant

Number of Bedrooms

Com-

pliant

Number of Bedrooms

Development Municipality Program Type Units Year built Market

Sub-

sidized

Year built Market

Sub-

sidized

Barrier 

free

Flint Housing Commission, 2004 & Michigan Subsidized Housing Development Authority, 2004

Rural Rental Housing

Low-Income Tax Housing

ProgramDevelopment Municipality Type Units
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Table 4.3 
Racial Composition Changes Between 2002 & 2004 - Flint Housing Commission 
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%

Aldridge Place Apts. 1 1.3% 1 1.2% 79 98.8% 82 97.6% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 1.2%

Atherton East 0 0.0% 2 2.0% 23 100.0% 95 96.9% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 1.0%

Centerview Apts. 46 52.9% 35 43.2% 41 47.1% 46 56.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Forest Park Manor 0 0.0% 1 5.3% 17 100.0% 18 94.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Garland/Chase Apts. 1 3.6% 2 5.0% 27 96.4% 38 95.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Howard Estates 0 0.0% 1 1.1% 86 100.0% 87 98.9% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Kenneth Simmons 12 8.3% 10 6.7% 131 91.0% 139 92.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 0.7% 1 0.7%

Mince Manor 50 51.5% 36 35.3% 46 47.4% 66 64.7% 1 1.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Richert Manor 29 29.9% 10 7.9% 67 69.1% 116 92.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 1.0% 0 0.0%

River Park Apt. 1 1.3% 0 0.0% 78 98.7% 148 98.7% 0 0.0% 1 0.7% 0 0.0% 1 0.7%

Scattered Sites 9-8 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 41 100.0% 36 97.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 2.7%

Scattered Sites 9-10 3 5.6% 3 6.3% 51 94.4% 45 93.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Total 143 17.2% 101 9.9% 687 82.5% 916 89.5% 1 0.1% 1 0.1% 2 0.2% 5 0.5%

Information from the Flint Housing Commission, 2002 & 2004

Black Hispanic

Site

2004

Other

2002 2004 2002 2004 2002 2004 2002

White
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Table 4.4 
Racial Composition of Public Housing in the City of Flint, 2004 
 

Site 

Caucasian African-American 

Dissimilarity Residents % Residents % 

Aldridge Place Apts. 1 1.0 82 9.0 4.0 

Atherton East 2 2.0 95 10.4 4.2 

Centerview Apts. 35 34.7 46 5.0 14.9 

Forest Park Manor 1 1.0 18 2.0 .5 

Garland/Chase Apts. 2 2.0 38 4.2 1.1 

Howard Estates 1 1.0 87 9.5 4.3 

Kenneth Simmons 10 9.9 139 15.2 2.7 

Mince Manor 36 35.6 66 7.2 14.2 

Richert Manor 10 9.9 116 12.7 1.4 

River Park Apts. 0 0 148 16.2 8.1 

Scattered Sites 9-8 0 0 36 3.9 2.0 

Scattered Sites 9-10 3 3.0 45 4.9 1.0 

Total 101  916  58.4 

 
   Flint Housing Commission, 2004.  Calculated by the author, Patricia A. Baird. 
 
 

III. Subsidized Housing 
 

This section includes apartments administered by the U. S. Department of 

Housing and Urban Development (HUD), the Flint Housing Commission (FHC), 

Michigan State Housing Development Authority (MSHDA), which includes Low-

Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) and Rural Rental Housing administered by 

USDA Rural Development offices. 

 .  There are a total of 47 family and 34 elderly sites (Table 4.2).  The 

subsidized housing is located in fifteen of the 33 municipalities:  
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Table 4.2a 
Location of Subsidized Housing in Genesee County 

Municipality No. of Sites Municipality No. of Sites 

Flint 34 Mt. Morris 3 

Mt. Morris Township 6 Genesee 2 

Fenton 5 Flint Township 2 

Davison 5 Swartz Creek 2 

Burton 4 Otisville 1 

Flushing 3 Linden 1 

Grand Blanc 3 Clio 1 

Montrose 3   

Michigan Subsidized Housing Development Authority, 2004 

The total developments are comprised of 5,205 (58.1%) family and 3,753 

(41.9%) elderly units.  The family sites offer 86.3% subsidized and 13.7% market 

rates, while the elderly sites offer 91.6% subsidized and 8.4% market.   

Family sites consist of 8 economy units, 971 one-bedroom, 2,912 two-

bedroom, 1,119 three-bedroom, 186 four-bedroom, and 9 five-bedroom, while 

the elderly units have 311 one-bedroom, 2,879 two-bedrooms, and 44 three-

bedrooms. 

According to the 2000 Census, Genesee County has 5,390 non-

institutionalized people over the age of five with visual and/or hearing 

impairments and 12,124 people with physical disabilities.  The total barrier-free 

units in subsidized housing is 233, however, to meet the minimum Section 504 

requirements, there should be 448 for 5% requirement and 627 for 7% (Table 

4.2).  Three of the thirty-three family sites are in compliance with the 5% and 3 

for 7%.  Fourteen of the thirty elderly sites are in compliance with the 5% & 7% 

standards, while nineteen sites are not in compliance with either percentage. 

The racial composition of subsidized housing in Genesee County is a function 

of the housing type, site location, and administrative agency (federal, state, or 
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local).  Table 4.5 shows the under and over representation of African-Americans 

in the tract where subsidized housing is located in Genesee County.  In a county 

that is 20.4% African-American, the percentage of African-American in the 

census tracts where the subsidized developments are located range from less 

than 1% in Davison, Flushing, Fenton, Montrose, Linden, and Otisville to above 

93% in Flint and Mt. Morris Township.  

Subsidized housing allocation to low-income renters seems to operate as a 

racially separate housing administrative system, which appears to maintain 

segregation (Table 4.6).  One hundred percent of the public housing 

administered by the Flint Housing Commission must operate within the City of 

Flint, and 67% of HUD sites are also located within the city.  Yet, only 32% of 

MSHDA sites are located in the City of Flint followed by LIHTC at 14%, and Rural 

Housing with 0%. Currently, there is no one entity that creates a combined list of 

all subsidized housing vacancies, so that low-income home seekers must instead 

visit multiple agencies to learn the availability of, and apply to, subsidized 

housing throughout the County.  This “lack of coordination” seems to encourages 

segregation, whereby low-income and persons with disabilities may have limited 

choices made available to them. 
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Table 4.5  
Under & Over Representation of African-Americans in Tracts with Subsidized Housing in Genesee County, 2004 
 
Flint Housing Commission

Over/Under

Residents % Residents % Representation

Aldridge Flint 17 Family 141 6.7% 1,885 89.6% 69.2% 1984

Atherton Flint 34 Family 865 32.3% 1,679 62.8% 42.4% 1967

Centerview Flint 27 Elderly 3,389 90.2% 130 3.5% -16.9% 1968

Forest Park Flint 8 Elderly + 59 2.8% 2,024 94.8% 74.4% 1968

Garland Flint 14 Elderly + 380 17.2% 1,693 76.6% 56.2% 1967/69

Howard Estates Flint 32 Family 102 3.5% 2,697 92.7% 72.3% 1967/68

Kenneth Simmons Flint 3 Elderly + 83 2.4% 3,335 95.6% 75.2% 1992/93

Mince Manor Flint 24 Elderly 2,523 85.6% 239 8.1% -12.3% 1978

Richert Manor Flint 29 Elderly + 800 40.0% 1,045 53.3% 32.9% 1970

River Park Flint 18 Family 888 37.7% 1,308 55.6% 35.2% 1968

U. S. Department of Housing and Urban Development

Over/Under

Residents % Residents % Representation

Arena East Apts. Flint 31 Family 255 10.3% 2,146 86.6% 66.2% 1974

Boulder Creek Burton 113.01 Family 5,132 86% 448 7.5% -12.9% 1970

Braidwood Manor Davison 117.10 Elderly 2,599 96.3% 10 0.4% -20.0% 1982

Cambridge Square Flint 108.11 Family 1,556         62.1% 804            32.1% 11.7% 1973

Cranbrook Village Mt. Morris Twp. 103.04 Family 1,751 35.4% 2,791 56.4% 36.0% 1968/71

Elmcrest Village Flushing 106.03 Elderly 5,494 97.4% 29 0.5% -19.9% 2001

Evergreen-Regency Flint 34 Family 865 32.3% 1,679 62.8% 42.4% 1971

Flint Heights Terrace Flint 36 Elderly 2,558 59.3% 1,456 33.8% 13.4% 1967

Garden View Flint 25 Elderly 127 15.8% 623 77.5% 57.1% 1979

Kearsley Manor Flint 29 Elderly 800 40.8% 1,045 53.3% 32.9% 1970

Lockwood of Davison Davison 117.11 Elderly 2,741 96.6% 18 0.6% -19.8% 1973

Ridgecrest Flint 18 Family 888 37.7% 1,308 55.6% 35.2% 1970

Rollingwood Manor Flint 19 Family 1,795 71.4% 547 21.8% 1.4% 1971

Roy J. Morrison Flint 3 Elderly 83 2.4% 3,335 95.6% 75.2% 1986

Slidell Senior Apt. Flint 1 Elderly 62 1.9% 3,100 95.9% 75.5% 1984

Stonegate Manor Flint 34 Family 865 32.3% 1,679 62.8% 42.4% 1965

Taylor Lake Manor Flint 1 Elderly 62 1.9% 3,100 95.9% 75.5% 1973

Vanderbilt Court Mt. Morris Twp. 103.05 Family 1,151 20.5% 4,241 75.5% 55.1% 1971

Tract No.MunicipalityDevelopment Year built

BlackWhite

Type

Development Year builtMunicipality Tract No. Type

White Black
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Michigan State Housing Development Authority

Over/Under

Residents % Residents % Representation

American House Grand Blanc 112.10 Elderly 1,740         92.0% 76               4.0% -16.4% 1983

Avon Park Flint 29 Family 800            40.8% 1,045          47.0% 26.6% 1994

Burton Place Burton 115.08 Elderly 2,820         91.8% 43               1.4% -19.0% 1977

Carriage Town Flint 28 Family 1,238         47.7% 1,147          44.2% 23.8% 1994

Cedar Bend Genesee Twp. 112.14 Family 3,488         90.2% 164             4.2% -16.2% 2001

Cedarwood Senior Flushing 106.03 Elderly 5,494         97.4% 29               0.5% -19.9% 2000

Court Street Village Flint 29 Family 800            40.8% 1,045          47.0% 26.6% 1994

Court St. Village West Flint 29 Elderly 800            40.8% 1,045          47.0% 26.6% 1994

Dauner Haus Fenton 132.02 Family 5,354         95.8% 45               0.8% -19.6% 1977

Dauner Haus Fenton 132.02 Elderly 5,354         95.8% 45               0.8% -19.6% 1977

Forest Creek Montrose 126.02 Family 1,576         97.3% 2                 0.1% -20.3% 2002

Forest Creek Montrose 126.02 Elderly 1,576         97.3% 2                 0.1% -20.3% 2002

Grand Meadows II Grand Blanc 112.10 Elderly 1,740         92.0% 76               4.0% -16.4% 1991

Kearsley-Daly Villa Genesee Twp. 120.06 Elderly 2,666         96.1% 22               0.8% -19.6% 1997

Linden Lane Flint Twp. 109.12 Family 2,976         91.4% 149             4.6% -15.8% 1981

Linden Lane Flint Twp. 109.12 Elderly 2,976         91.4% 149             4.6% -15.8% 1981

Lockwood of Burton Burton 115.08 Elderly 2,820         91.8% 43               1.4% -19.0% 2001

Miller Farms Swartz Creek 127.02 Family 4,894         95.8% 64               1.3% -19.1% 1981

Miller Farms Swartz Creek 127.02 Elderly 4,894         95.8% 64               1.3% -19.1% 1981

Mill Pond Manor Fenton 132.04 Elderly 4,831         96.7% 18               0.4% -20.0% 1995

Morris Square Mt. Morris 123.10 Family 2,975         93.1% 98               3.1% -17.3% 1988

Paragon Apts. Flint 129.05 Family 2,874         93.7% 84               2.7% -17.7% 1985

Lockwood of Mt. Morris Mt. Morris Twp. 105.02 Elderly 2,583         83.0% 397             12.8% -7.6% 2002

Pine Shores Mt. Morris Twp. 105.03 Family 2,583         83.0% 397             12.8% -7.6% 1994

River Village Flint 25 Family 127            15.8% 623             77.5% 57.1% 1979

River Village Flint 25 Elderly 127            15.8% 623             77.5% 57.1% 1979

Rosehaven Manor Flint 39 Elderly 4,040         77.1% 910             17.4% -3.0% 1988

Rosewood Park Mt. Morris 123.10 Family 2,975         93.1% 98               3.1% -17.3% 2002

Schafer Square Flint 25 Family 127            15.8% 623             77.5% 57.1% 1988

Shiloh Commons Flint 11 Family 53              1.6% 3,270          95.6% 75.2% 1999

Silver Lake Arbors Fenton 132.04 Family 4,831         94.7% 18               0.4% -20.0% 1997

Suffolk Court Mt. Morris Twp. 105.02 Family 2,583         83.0% 397             12.8% -7.6% 2001

Westwood Manor Mt. Morris Twp. 7 Family 144            3.2% 4,201          93.6% 73.2% 1988

VPCA Flint 38 Family 1,381         68.8% 476             23.7% 3.3% 1984

White Black

Year builtDevelopment Municipality Tract No. Type
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Rural Rental Housing

Over/Under

Residents % Residents % Representation

Beech Trail Montrose 126.02 Family 1,576         97.3% 2 0.2% -20.2% 1982

Gateway Manor Linden 131.13 Family 2,799         97.8% 2 0.1% -20.3% 1986

Center Park Otisville 124.02 Family 2,273         97.8% 5 0.1% -20.3% 1988

Low-Income Housing Tax Credit

Over/Under

Residents % Residents % Representation

Arbor Village Flint 32 Family 102            3.5% 2,697         92.7% 72.3% 1988

Autumn Grove Flint Twp. 108.12 Family 2,701         58.1% 1,644         35.4% 15.0%

Bristol Court Genesee Twp. 123.10 Family 2,975         93.1% 98              3.1% -17.3% 2001

Burkeshire Pointe Swartz Creek 127.02 Family 4,894         95.8% 64              1.3% -19.1% 2002

Cedarshores Mt. Morris Twp. 103.04 Family 1,751         35.4% 2,791         56.4% 36.0%

Clio Woods Flint 1 Elderly 62              1.9% 3,100         95.9% 75.5% 1973

Dauner Haus II Fenton 132.02 Family 5,354         95.8% 45              0.8% -19.6% 1997

Davison Creekwood Davison 116.1 Family 5,405         93.4% 149            2.6% -17.8% 1990

Davison Creekwood II Davison 116.1 Family 5,405         93.4% 149            2.6% -17.8% 1990

Green Pine Acres Burton 115.08 Family 2,820         91.8% 165            5.4% -15.0% 1988

Montrose Country Estates Montrose 126.02 Family 1,576         97.3% 2                0.1% -20.3% 1976

Roxbury Court Clio 115.08 Elderly 2,371         95.5% 12              0.5% -19.9% 2002

Riverbend of Grand Blanc Grand Blanc 112.09 Family 5,787         88.2% 349            5.3% -15.1% 2001

Taechen's Terrace Davison 117.12 Elderly 2,684         95.8% 31              1.1% -19.3%

US Census Bureau 2000 Summary File 1(SF1) 100-Percent Data, P3

White Black

Year built

Development Municipality Tract No. Type

White Black

Year built

Development Municipality Tract No. Type
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Table 4.6 
Average Percentage of African-Americans in Subsidized Housing 
Administered by Federal, State, and Local Units of Government 
 

Type of Housing 
Average % of African-

Americans 

Flint Housing Commission 

 Public Housing – Family 92.2 

 Public Housing – Elderly 82.7 

 
Dept. of Housing & Urban Development 

 HUD – Family 51.2 

 HUD – Elderly 50.4 

 
Michigan State Housing Development Authority 

 MSHDA – Family 31.0 

 MSHDA – Elderly 8.7 

 
Low Income Housing Tax Credit  

 LIHTC – Family 18.7 

 LIHTC – Elderly  32.5 

 
Rural Rental Housing 

 RRH – Family 2.8 

Michigan Subsidized Housing Development Authority, 2004 
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HUD developments have an over-representation of African-American 

population in the census tracts where thirteen of the seventeen developments 

are located.  The average percentage of African-Americans in HUD 

developments is 51.2% for family, with a high of 86.6% and 50.4% for elderly, 

with a high of 95.9%.  Twelve of the seventeen sites are located in the City of 

Flint, with two in Mt. Morris Township. The remaining four developments are 

located in the Out County. Three of the four sites are located in municipalities 

with less than one percent African-American population. 

MSHDA developments have an over-representation for African-Americans in 

the census tracts in where six of the thirty-four developments are located.  The 

average percentage of African-Americans in MSHDA sites is 31.0% for family, 

with a high of 95.6% and 8.7% for elderly, with a high of 44.2%.  Ten of the thirty-

four sites are located in the City of Flint.  The remaining twenty-four 

developments are located in the suburbs, seven with less than one percent 

African-American. 

  Rural Rental Housing developments have an over-representation for 

African-Americans in none of the census tracts where the developments are 

located.  The average percentage of African-Americans in Rural Rental Housing 

developments is .2% for family, with a high of .2% and there is no housing for the 

elderly.  The sites are located in Montrose, Linden, and Otisville.  Each of these 

communities has less than .2% African-American population. 

Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) developments have an over- 

representation for African-Americans in the census tracts where four of the 
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fourteen developments are located.  The average percentage of African-

Americans in LIHTC developments is 18.7% for family, with a high of 92.7% and 

32.5% for elderly, with a high of 95.9%.  Two of the fourteen sites are located in 

the City of Flint, whereas twelve are located in the Out County, three of sites are 

located in municipalities with less than one percent African-American population.  

The Flint Housing Commission (FHC) developments have an over- 

representation of African-Americans in the census tracts where ten of the twelve 

sites are located.  The average percentage of African-Americans in FHC 

developments is 97.2% for family, with a high of 98.9% and 82.7% for elderly, 

with a high of 95.0%.  All developments are located in the City of Flint. 

The site location of the development influences the racial composition and 

reinforces the racially separate system of housing allocation (Table 4.7).  In two 

municipalities, Flint and Mt. Morris Township, subsidized housing participants are 

highly segregated, with a African-American population mean of 53.7%.  The 

thirteen remaining municipalities have an average mean of 3.1%.  Furthermore, 

ten of the thirteen municipalities where subsidized housing is located have less 

than one percent African-American population. 

Segregation not only occurs in municipalities but also within census tracts.  

This shows an even greater impact on the impediments to fair housing choice 

with high rates of segregation within a census tract.  Table 4.8 examines the 

location of subsidized housing within in a census tract and how it relates to the 

other blocks in the tract.  A block is a subdivision of a census tract.  This is the 

smallest geographic unit for which the Census Bureau tabulates 100-percent 
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data as opposed to sample data.  Many blocks correspond with a city block; 

however, in rural areas blocks can be square miles.  Census 2000 shows maps 

of the location of the blocks by typing in the address and then selecting the block 

number and clicking map.  For more information and to view block maps go to 

American Factfinder on the Web.  

Swartz Creek illustrates an example of segregation within a census tract.  

Swartz Creek has two subsidized housing developments.  Both are located in 

census tract 127.02 in block number 1021.  There are ninety blocks in this tract, 

yet 100% of all African-Americans live in one block - block 1021.   

Burton has three of its four subsidized housing sites in one block of the same 

census tract.  The three sites are located in census tract 115.08, which is 

comprised of 35 blocks, yet the block has 29.1% of the entire African-American 

population for that tract.  The fourth development is located in block 4001 of 

census tract 113.01.  There are 114 blocks in this tract, yet block 4001 has 

32.6% of the African-American population for that tract.  

A final example is the municipality of Clio.  Its subsidized housing 

development is located in census tract 101.10, which includes 77 blocks.  Block 

3012, where the site is located, has 41.7% of all African-Americans for that tract. 

Other municipalities that follow a similar pattern are Mt. Morris Township, 

Davison Township, Flint Township, Fenton City, Flint City, and Flushing City. 
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Table 4.7  
Mean Caucasian, African-American, and Hispanic Occupancy of Subsidized 
Housing by Municipality:  Implications for Segregation 

Municipality Mean % 
Caucasian 

Mean % African-
American 

Mean % Hispanic 

Clio 

 Family N/A N/A N/A 

 Elderly 95.5 .05 0 

Burton 

 Family 88.9 6.5 .03 

 Elderly 91.8 1.4 .02 

Davison 

 Family 93.4 2.6 .03 

 Elderly 96.5 0.5 0 

Fenton 

 Family 95.3 0.6 .01 

 Elderly 96.7 0.4 0 

Flint 

 Family 31.3 62.1 0.9 

 Elderly 47.3 47.8 0.9 

Flint Township 

 Family 91.4 4.6 2.0 

 Elderly N/A N/A N/A 

Flushing 

 Family 83.0 12.8 0 

 Elderly 97.4 0.5 .01 

Genesee Township 

 Family 93.2 4.2 .02 

 Elderly 96.1 0.8 0 

Grand Blanc 

 Family 88.2 5.3 0 

 Elderly 92.0 4.0 .02 

Linden 

 Family 97.8 0.1 .01 

 Elderly N/A N/A N/A 

Montrose 

 Family 97.3 0.2 0 

 Elderly N/A N/A N/A 

Mt. Morris  

 Family 93.1 3.1 .03 

 Elderly 83.0 12.8 .03 

Mt. Morris Twp. 

 Family 43.4 51.3 0 

 Elderly N/A N/A 0 

Otisville 

 Family 97.8 0.1 1.1 

 Elderly N/A N/A N/A 

Swartz Creek 

 Family 95.8 1.3 .02 

 Elderly N/A N/A N/A 
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Table 4.8 
Relationship of African-American Concentration between the Tracts and Blocks within the Tracts with Subsidized 
Housing, Genesee County, 2002  
 

Flint Housing Commission

In Block In Tract In Block In Tract

Aldridge Flint 17 4001 79 94.4% 89.6% 269             1,885           14.3%

Atherton Flint 34 2006 22 88.3% 62.8% 68               1,679           4.1%

Centerview Flint 27 3012 84 17.2% 3.5% 22               130              16.9%

Forest Park Flint 8 2012 51 90.5% 94.8% 57               2,024           2.8%

Garland Flint 14 4007 66 7.6% 76.6% 44               1,693           2.6%

Howard Estates Flint 32 1009 65 76.2% 92.7% 32               2,697           1.2%

Kenneth Simmons Flint 3 1004 40 93.3% 95.6% 168             3,335           5.0%

Mince Manor Flint 24 2002 38 2.6% 8.1% 53               239              22.2%

Richert Manor Flint 29 2000 20 53.0% 53.3% 107             1,045           10.2%

River Park Flint 18 2001 37 86.9% 55.6% 113             1,308           8.6%

U. S. Department of Housing and Urban Development

In Block In Tract In Block In Tract

Arena East Apts. Flint 31 2026 62 82.9% 86.6% 126             2,146           5.9%

Boulder Creek Burton 113.01 4001 114 26.7% 7.5% 146             448              32.6%

Braidwood Manor Davison 117.10 2022 47 0.0% 4.0% -              10                0.0%

Cambridge Square Flint 108.11 1008 27 43.5% 32.1% 48 804              6.0%

Cranbrook Village Mt. Morris Twp. 103.04 6006 100 no data 56.4% no data 2,791           

Elmcrest Village Flushing 106.03 3000 82 1.7% 5.0% 9                 29                31.0%

Evergreen-Regency Flint 34 1000 22 95.5% 62.8% 147             1,679           8.8%

Flint Heights Terrace Flint 36 3017 48 0.0% 33.8% 8                 1,456           0.5%

Garden View Flint 25 1011 29 73.5% 77.5% 172             623              27.6%

Kearsley Manor Flint 29 1011 38 28.8% 53.3% 104             1,045           10.0%

Lockwood of Davison Davison 117.11 2009 32 0.0% 0.6% -              18                0.0%

Ridgecrest Flint 18 2000 20 57.9% 55.6% 601             1,308           45.9%

Rollingwood Manor Flint 19 1001 46 66.0% 21.8% 31               547              5.7%

Roy J. Morrison Flint 3 1003 37 86.8% 95.6% 79               3,335           2.4%

Slidell Senior Apt. Flint 1 1000 29 93.5% 95.9% 782             3,100           25.2%

Stonegate Manor Flint 34 2008 22 95.5% 62.8% 139             1,679           8.3%

Taylor Lake Manor Flint 1 1004 29 93.5% 95.9% 89               3,100           2.9%

Vanderbilt Court Mt. Morris Twp. 103.05 2008 70 100.0% 75.5% 148             4,241           3.5%

% of Blacks in Tract 

that live in this BlockDevelopment Municipality Tract No. Block No.

% of BlacksNo. of 

Blocks/Tract

Number of Blacks

% of Blacks in Tract 

that live in this BlockDevelopment Municipality Tract No.

Number of Blacks

Block No.

% of BlacksNo. of 

Blocks/Tract
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Michigan State Housing Development Authority

In Block In Tract In Block In Tract

American House Grand Blanc 112.10 1006 46 6.3% 4.0% 6 76               7.9%

Avon Park Flint 29 2002 38 48.0% 53.3% 84 1,045          8.0%

Burton Place Burton 115.08 2000 37 8.8% 1.4% 48 165             29.1%

Carriage Town Flint 28 1024 155 76.2% 44.2% 64 1,147          5.6%

Cedar Bend Genesee Twp. 112.14 1019 55 2.3% 4.2% 7 164             4.3%

Cedarwood Senior Flushing 106.03 3000 82 1.7% 0.5% 9 29               31.0%

Court Street Village Flint 29 2001 38 57.0% 53.3% 154 1,045          14.7%

Court St. Village West Flint 29 2001 38 57.0% 53.3% 154 1,045          14.7%

Dauner Haus Fenton 132.02 2001 84 2.5% 0.8% 23 45               51.1%

Dauner Haus Fenton 132.02 2001 84 2.5% 0.8% 23 45               51.1%

Forest Creek Montrose 126.02 1016 50 0.0% 0.1% 0 2                 0.0%

Forest Creek Montrose 126.02 1016 50 0.0% 0.1% 0 2                 0.0%

Grand Meadows II Grand Blanc 112.10 1006 46 6.3% 4.0% 6 76               7.9%

Kearsley-Daly Villa Genesee Twp. 120.06 2000 41 8.8% 0.8% 0 22               0.0%

Linden Lane Flint Twp. 109.12 1017 103 14.3% 4.6% 44 149             29.5%

Linden Lane Flint Twp. 109.12 1017 103 14.3% 4.6% 44 149             29.5%

Lockwood of Burton Burton 115.08 2000 37 8.8% 1.4% 48 165             29.1%

Miller Farms Swartz Creek 127.02 1021 90 3.7% 1.3% 64 64               100.0%

Miller Farms Swartz Creek 127.02 1021 90 3.7% 1.3% 64 64               100.0%

Mill Pond Manor Fenton 132.04 3012 135 0.0% 0.4% 0 18               0.0%

Morris Square Mt. Morris 123.10 1018 73 24.6% 3.1% 70 98               71.4%

Paragon Apts. Flint 129.05 2003 61 2.4% 2.7% 2 84               2.4%

Lckwd of Mt. Morris Mt. Morris Twp. 105.02 2006 40 30.2% 12.8% 13 397             3.3%

Pine Shores Mt. Morris Twp. 105.03 2004 40 12.8% 225 397             56.7%

River Village Flint 25 1012 29 73.5% 77.5% 227 623             36.4%

River Village Flint 25 1012 29 73.5% 77.5% 227 623             36.4%

Rosehaven Manor Flint 39 4007 87 14.6% 17.4% 22 910             2.4%

Rosewood Park Mt. Morris 123.10 2031 73 3.1% 0 98               0.0%

Schafer Square Flint 25 1012 29 81.7% 77.5% 227 623             36.4%

Shiloh Commons Flint 11 1002 96 100.0% 95.6% 8 3,270          0.2%

Silver Lake Arbors Fenton 132.04 135 0.0% 0.4% 0 18               0.0%

Suffolk Court Mt. Morris Twp. 105.02 2007 40 0.0% 12.8% 0 397             0.0%

Westwood Manor Mt. Morris Twp. 7 1009 67 96.5% 93.6% 275 4,201          6.5%

VPCA Flint 38 2013 78 34.7% 23.7% 33 476             6.9%

No. of 

Blocks/Tract

Number of Blacks % of Blacks in Tract 

that live in this BlockDevelopment Municipality Tract No. Block No.

% of Blacks
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Rural Rental Housing

In Block In Tract In Block In Tract

Beach Trail Montrose 126.02 2012 50 0.0% 0.2% 0 2 0.0%

Center Park Otisville 124.02 3000 68 0.0% 0.1% 0 5 0.0%

Gateway Manor Linden 131.13 2019 46 0.4% 0.1% 1 2 50.0%

In Block In Tract In Block In Tract

Arbor Village Flint 32 2000 61 93.2% 92.7% 410 2,697          15.2%

Autumn Grove Flint Twp. 108.12 2003 68 0.0% 35.4% 1,644          0.0%

Bristol Court Genesee Twp. 123.10 2026 71 0.0% 3.1% 98               0.0%

Burkeshire Pointe Swartz Creek 127.02 1021 85 3.7% 1.3% 20 64               31.3%

Cedarshores Mt. Morris Twp. 103.04 6020 94 84.0% 56.4% 330 2,791          11.8%

Clio Woods Flint 1 26 26 95.9% 782 3,100          25.2%

Dauner Haus II Fenton 132.02 2001 80 2.5% 0.8% 23 45               51.1%

Davison Creekwood Davison 116.10 2003 49 9.0% 2.6% 84 149             56.4%

Davison Creekwood II Davison 116.10 2003 49 9.0% 2.6% 84 149             56.4%

Green Pine Acres Burton 115.08 2000 35 8.8% 5.4% 48 165             29.1%

Montrose Country Est. Montrose 126.02 2000 48 0.0% 12.8% 0 2                 0.0%

Roxbury Court Clio 101.10 3012 77 0.0% 0.5% 5 12               41.7%

Riverbend of Gd. Blanc Grand Blanc 112.09 3003 85 5.3% 0 349             0.0%

Taechen's Terrace Davison 117.12 2041 63 0.0% 1.1% 0 31               0.0%

Development

% of Blacks

% of Blacks

Block No.

No. of 

Blocks/TractMunicipality Tract No.

Low-Income Housing Tax Credit

Number of Blacks % of Blacks in Tract 

that live in this Block

US Census Bureau 2000 Summary File 1(SF1) 100-Percent Data, P3

Municipality Tract No. Block No.

No. of 

Blocks/Tract

Number of Blacks % of Blacks in Tract 

that live in this Block

Development
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IV. Accessible Parking in Subsidized Housing 

Lack of accessible parking or spaces that do not meet the requirements of the 

Fair Housing Act or Section 504 and/or Americans with Disabilities Act; create 

additional barriers to fair housing for people with disabilities.  The Fair Housing 

Act, as amended in 1988, prohibits housing discrimination on the basis of race, 

color, religion, sex, disability, familial status, and national origin. Its coverage 

includes private housing, housing that receives Federal financial assistance, and 

State and local government housing. It is unlawful to discriminate in any aspect 

of selling or renting housing or to deny a dwelling to a buyer or renter because of 

the disability of that individual, an individual associated with the buyer or renter, 

or an individual who intends to live in the residence. This includes accessible 

parking. 

The Fair Housing Act covers multifamily dwellings built for first occupancy after 

March 13, 1991.  A covered multifamily dwelling is any unit designed and 

constructed for first occupancy on or before March 13, 1991, if the dwelling is 

occupied by that date, or if the last building permit or renewal is issued by a 

State, County or local government on or before June 15, 1990. 

Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 prohibits discrimination on the 

basis of disability in programs and activities conducted by HUD or that receive 

financial assistance from HUD.  In regards to accessible parking, this Act covers 

all housing that receives federal funding no matter when the housing 

development was built. 
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According to an ADA (Americans with Disabilities Act) Business Brief 

published by the U. S. Department of Justice, when a business restripes a 

parking lot, it must provide accessible parking spaces as required by the ADA 

Standards for Accessible Design.  In addition, businesses or privately owned 

facilities that provide goods or services to the public have a continuing ADA 

obligation to remove barriers to access in existing parking lots when it is readily 

achievable to do so.  The ADA does not have a provision to “grandfather” a 

facility.  Because striping is relatively inexpensive, it is readily achievable in most 

cases.  

The Fair Housing Center of Eastern Michigan recently conducted an 

accessible parking audit that included all subsidized housing in Genesee County.  

There were a total of 76 developments evaluated, of which none were in 

compliance. 

The assessments followed the ADA Standards for Accessible Design.  The 

Standards were published in Appendix A to the Department of Justice‟s Title III 

regulations, 28 CFR Part 36, Nondiscrimination on the Basis of Disability by 

Public Accommodations and in Commercial Facilities.    The assessment focused 

on the number of accessible spaces, parking space size, signage, access aisles, 

curb cuts, and miscellaneous infractions. 

Accessible Spaces           

Section 4.1.2 (5) of the ADA Standards specifies the minimum number of 

accessible parking spaces to be provided, including van-accessible parking 

spaces.  One out of every six accessible spaces provided must be a van 
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accessible space.  When only one accessible parking space is required, the 

space provided must be a van accessible parking space.    For example, if the 

parking lot has fifty-three parking spaces, there should be a minimum of three 

accessible parking spaces and one has to be van accessible.  Van accessible 

spaces can serve vans and cars because they are not designated for vans only.    

Sixty percent of the housing developments failed to meet this requirement. 

 Table 4.9 
 Minimum Number of Accessible Parking Spaces  
 

Lot Total  Standard Spaces  Van Spaces  Total Accessible  

1 - 25  0  1  1  

26 - 50  1  1  2  

51- 75  2  1  3  

76 - 100  3  1  4  

101 - 150  4  1  5  

151 - 200  5  1  6  

201 - 300  5 2 7  

301 - 400  6  2  8  

401 - 500  7  2  9  

501 - 550  9  2  11  

551 - 600  10  2  12  

601 - 650  10  3  13  

651 - 700  11  3  14  

701 - 750  12  3 15  

ADA Standards 

Parking Space Size 

An accessible parking space for a van and a car measures 96 inches.  The 

measurement is taken on the inside of the stripes.  The stripes do not have to be 

blue, however, the color or size, may be addressed by local jurisdictions.  The 
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stripes must be well defined.  Fifty-two percent of the housing developments 

failed to meet this requirement.  

Signage 

Signs with the international symbol of accessibility must be mounted high 

enough so it can be seen while a vehicle is parked in the space.  The 

recommended height is 60 inches from the ground to the bottom of the sign.  The 

access symbol can also be mounted on walls, posts, or from garage ceilings so 

that vehicles parked in the space do not obscure it.  

Each parking space should have its own sign.  ADA specifies the sign content 

and symbol/field contrast (light-on-dark or dark-on-light), but not the color or size, 

which may be addressed by local jurisdictions.  Therefore, signage does not 

have to be the traditional blue with white print as long as it is as large as the 

traditional signage and is easy to read. 

Parking spaces for vans are required to have an additional sign that identifies 

the parking spaces as “Van-Accessible.” The "Van-Accessible" designation is 

meant to be informative, not restrictive, in the use of van spaces. Additional 

signage can clarify this, which may be important in lots with only one accessible 

space since that space must be a van space.  Forty-two percent of the housing 

developments failed to meet the required number of signs and sixty-two percent 

failed to meet the height requirement. 

Access Aisles 

Accessible parking spaces for cars have at least a 60-inch wide access aisle 

located adjacent to the designated parking space. The access aisle is measured 
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on the outside of the striping.  The access aisle is just wide enough to permit a 

person using a wheelchair to enter or exit the car. 

Van-accessible parking spaces are the same as accessible parking spaces for 

cars except they have a wider access aisle, ninety-six inches, to accommodate a 

wheelchair lift.  Two van accessible parking spaces may share an access aisle. 

The parking space for the vehicle and the entire access aisle must be level (a 

maximum slope of 1:50 in all directions), with firm, stable, and a non-slip surface.  

The access aisle must also be part of an accessible route to a facility or building 

entrance.  There must be an access aisle, where a parking space is located 

adjacent to a sidewalk; the sidewalk is not considered an access aisle.  Boundary 

of the access aisle must be marked.   In addition, the access aisle must have well 

defined diagonal stripes or some type of filler to indicate it is an access aisle.  

Sixty-two percent of the housing developments had a shortage of access 

aisles.  Sixty-four percent of the sites had access aisles with incorrect 

measurements. 

 

Curb Cuts 

Objects including vehicles that may extend into the accessible route, a curb, 

outdoor furniture, or shrubbery must not obstruct the accessible route.  

Accessible parking spaces must be located on the shortest route of travel to an 

accessible facility entrance.  If an accessible route crosses a curb, a curb ramp 

must be used.  However, the built-up curb ramp may not project into the 

minimum required space for the access aisle or the accessible parking space.  
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Thirty-six percent of the housing development did not meet the curb cut 

requirements. 

Accessible Parking Report Card 

 Number of Accessible Spaces: 67% failed 

 Parking Space Size: 52% failed 

 Signage: 42% failed to meet the correct number of signs & 62% failed the 

height requirement 

 Access Aisles: 62% had a shortage of access aisles & 64% had incorrect 

measurements 

 Curb Cuts: 36% failed to meet curb cut requirements 

Table 4.10 shows the results of the accessible parking lot audit for Genesee 

County.  
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Table 4.10 
Parking Lot Deficiencies per ADA Requirements in Subsidized Housing Lots in Genesee County, 2005 

 

Flint Housing Commission 

Development 
Total 
Spots 

Currently Have Required Needed 

Comments Van Car 
No Access 
Lane Van Car Van Car 

Aldridge 129 0 2 2 1 4 1 2 
Needs 1 van space, stripes on parking spaces and access 
aisles, curb cuts & signs too low. 

Atherton 451 0 4 2 2 7 2 3 
Needs 2 van & 3 car spaces, stripes, curb cuts, access 
aisle too narrow, signs too low. 

Centerview 59 0 11 8 1 2 1 0 

Need 1 van space, signs, access aisles, and stripes.  
Signage not in correct place, all signs too low, and no 
space met the requirements. 

FHC Office 29 0 2 0 1 1 1 0 

Need 1 van space, a sign, access aisle too narrow, sign 
too low, curb cut at least 30-35 foot away and forces the 
individual to go behind parked cars.  

Forest Park 8 0 0 NA 1 0 1 0 Need 1 van space with sign, paint, and curb cut. 

Garland 28 0 6 6 1 1 1 0 Need 1 van spot, stripes, access aisles, and signs too low. 

Howard Estates 106 0 0 NA 1 4 1 4 
Needs 1 van & 4 car spaces, access aisles, signs, stripes, 
and curb cuts. 

Kenneth Simmons 84 7 7 1 1 3 0 0 
Parking spots too narrow, access aisles too narrow, needs 
signage, need stripes, and needs curb cuts. 

Mince Manor 62 0 10 0 1 2 1 0 
Need 1 van space, signs, access aisle and parking spot 
too narrow. 

Richert Manor 51 0 2 0 1 2 1 0 
Needs 1 van space with an access aisle, access aisles too 
narrow, and needs signs. 

River Park 196 0 9 4 1 5 1 0 Needs 1 van space, access aisles, signs, and curb cuts. 

 

U. S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 

Arena East Apts. 47 0 0 NA 1 1 1 1 
Needs 1 van and 1 car space with access aisles, signage, 
curb cuts. 

Boulder Creek 358 0 6 6 2 6 2 0 

No access aisles, no curb cuts, spot is filled with potholes, 
paint fading, signage too low, no accessible parking in front 
of the office. 

Braidwood Manor 97 3 4 4 1 3 0 0 Need access aisles, narrow access aisles, low signage. 

Cambridge Square 317 0 29 18 2 6 2 0 No curb cuts, need more access aisles, need 2 van spots. 

Cranbrook Village 161 0 5 5 1 5 1 0 Signage too low, no painted lines, and no access aisles. 
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Development 
Total 
Spots 

Currently Have Required Needed 

Comments Van Car 
No Access 
Lane Van Car Van Car 

Elmcrest Village 121 0 18 0 1 4 1 0 
Low signage, no curb cuts, narrow spots, no signage, 
shared signage. 

Evergreen-Regency 459 0 0 NA 2 7 2 7 
Needs 2 van & 7 car spaces, access aisles, signage, 
strips, and curb cuts. 

Flint Heights Terrace 115 1 4 0 1 4 0 0 Only one low signage by 3 1/4 inches. 

Garden View 70 0 7 0 1 2 1 0 
Signage too low, spots too narrow, no curb cuts, access 
aisles to narrow, need 1 van space. 

Kearsley Manor 69 0 12 12 1 2 1 0 Signage too low, no access aisles and need 1 van space. 

Lockwood of Davison 107 0 0 NA 1 4 1 4 
Needs I van & 4 car spaces, access aisles, signage, curb 
cuts, and stripes. 

Ridgecrest 305 0 7 7 2 6 2 0 Low signage, no access aisles, and faded paint. 

Rollingwood Manor 226 0 0 NA 2 5 2 5 
Needs 2 van & 5 car spaces, access aisles, signage, 
stripes, and curb cuts 

Roy J. Morrison 20 0 2 2 1 0 1 0 Need 1 van spot, low signage, no paint in the parking area. 

Slidell Senior Apt. 67 0 5 0 1 2 1 0 Need 1 van space, signage too low, spot too narrow. 

Stonegate Manor 58 0 1 1 1 2 1 1 Need 1 van & 1 car space, no access aisles, paint faded. 

Taylor Lake Manor 30 0 0 NA 1 1 1 1 
Needs 1 van & 1 car space, access aisles, signage, and 
curb cuts. 

Vanderbilt Court 253 0 14 14 1 5 1 0 
Need 1 van space, symbol on the spot only - needs stripes, 
signage, access aisles, and curb cuts. 

 

Michigan State Housing Development Authority 

American House 112 0 6 5 1 4 1 0 
Need 1 van space, access aisles, signs too low, needs 
stripes. 

ARC Living Group 9 0 2 1 1 0 1 0 Parking space too narrow. Need one van space and signs. 

Avon Park 24 0 4 4 1 0 1 0 Need 1 van space, access aisles, and stripes. 

Burton Place 100 3 6 1 1 3 0 0 
Need access aisle, sign too short, and access aisle too 
narrow. 

Carriage Town 37 0 2 1 1 1 1 0 Needs 1 van spot and access aisles. 

Cedar Bend 335 12 4 0 2 6 0 0 Need access aisle, spots too narrow, and needs a sign. 

Cedarwood Senior 124 4 6 0 1 3 0 0 Some parking spots too narrow. 

Court Street Village 49 0 3 0 1 1 1 0 Need 1 van spot, parking spaces too narrow. 

Court Street West 75 0 8 0 1 2 1 0 Need 1 van spot, needs signage, and narrow parking spots 

Dauner Haus 221 2 30 16 2 5 0 0 

Needs several access aisles, several parking spots and 
access aisles too narrow, need curb cuts, need several 
signs, many signs too low. 
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Development 
Total 
Spots 

Currently Have Required Needed 

Comments Van Car 
No Access 
Lane Van Car Van Car 

Forest Creek 86 3 2 0 1 3 0 0 Narrow parking spots and access aisles. 

Kearsley-Daly Villa 106 2 10 0 1 4 0 0 Parking spots too narrow. 

Linden Lane 171 0 7 0 1 5 1 0 
Need 1 van space with an access aisle, missing 1 sign, 
and one space too narrow. 

Lockwood of Burton 123 3 6 0 1 4 0 0 Need 1 sign and some spaces are too narrow. 

Miller Farms 197 0 15 15 1 5 1 0 
There are no access aisles and the pavement is a 
dangerous hazard. 

Mill Pond Manor 68 0 4 0 1 2 1 0 
Need 1 van space with an access aisle and all spaces are 
too narrow.  

Morris Square 175 0 8 6 2 5 2 0 
Need 2 van spaces with access aisles, signage too low, no 
curb cuts, and several spaces need access aisles. 

Paragon Apts. 8 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 
Need 1 van space, access aisle too narrow, and need 
signage. 

Lockwood of Mt. 
Morris 176 4 4 0 1 5 0 0 Parking spaces too narrow. 

Pine Shores 230 0 12 11 2 5 2 0 
Need 2 van spaces, need several access aisles, and need 
curb cut. 

River Village 328 0 23 10 2 6 2 0 
Need 2 van spaces, needs some signage, need curb cuts, 
signs too low, and spaces too narrow. 

Rosehaven Manor 128 0 10 10 1 4 1 0 Need one van space and there are no access aisles.  

Rosewood Park 43 3 0 3 1 1 0 0 Spaces and access aisles too narrow. 

Schafer Square 28 0 3 3 1 1 1 0 
Need 1 van space with an access aisle and all the signage 
is too low. 

Shiloh Commons 26 0 4 0 1 1 1 0 Need 1 van space and all spaces are too narrow. 

Silver Lake Arbors 248 0 11 2 2 5 2 0 
Need 2 van spaces with access aisles, access aisles too 
narrow, spaces too narrow, need a sign. 

Suffolk Court 258 6 6 0 2 5 0 0 Dumpster on handicapped spot and one spot needs a sign 

VPCA 2 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 Needs one van space and signage. 

Westwood Manor 270 0 1 0 2 5 2 4 
Sloped access aisle, access aisle too narrow, and signage 
too low. 

 

Rural Rental Housing 

Beech Trail 80 1 1 0 1 3 0 0 Need 2 car sites with access aisles. 

Center Park 47 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 No curb cuts, access aisle blocked, paint faded. 

Gateway Manor 67 1 2 1 1 2 0 0 
Paint faded, access aisle too narrow, need more access 
aisles. 
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Low-Income Housing Tax Credit 

Development 
Total 
Spots 

Currently Have Required Needed 

Comments Van Car 
No Access 
Lane Van Car Van Car 

Arbor Village 282 3 5 0 2 5 0 0 Paint Faded, spaces too narrow, and no sign on post.  

Autumn Grove 361 0 4 3 2 6 2 2 Major cracks in access route. 

Bristol Court 300 8 8 6 2 5 0 0 
Needs access aisles, curb cuts, narrow spaces, narrow 
access, no signage, signage in wrong spot. 

Burkeshire Pointe 265 4 4 0 2 5 0 0 
Narrow spaces, narrow access aisles, faded paint, signage 
needed. 

Cedarshores 293 0 12 3 2 5 2 0 Need more access aisles and narrow spaces. 

Clio Woods 152 0 6 6 1 5 1 0 Signs too low, access aisle too low, need one van site. 

Dauner Haus II 221 2 30 16 2 5 0 0 

Needs several access aisles, several spaces and access 
aisles too narrow, no curb cuts, need several signs, many 
signs too low. 

Davison Creekwood 112 0 5 1 1 4 1 0 

Need one van site, need access aisle, spot too narrow, 
access aisle too narrow, signs too low, need more signage, 
drop off on curb cut, cracks in access route. 

Davison Creekwood 
II 86 0 1 1 1 3 1 2 

Signs too low, no access aisles, no van site, 2 more car 
sites, no curb cuts, no stripes. 

Green Pine Acres 288 0 3 3 2 5 2 2 
Need 2 van and 2 car spaces, need access aisles, need 
stripes, and signs too low. 

Montrose Country 48 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 Spaces too narrow. 

Roxbury Court 116 0 8 2 1 4 1 0 
Need one van space, need access aisles, needs more 
signage. 

Riverbend of Gd. 
Blanc 165 1 2 1 1 5 0 3 

Need 3 more car spaces, need more access aisles, the 
paint is faded. 

Taechen's Terrace 83 2 11 8 1 3 0 0 
Need more access aisles, narrow spots, signage too low, 
fading stripes, and narrow access aisles. 
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V.  Summary & Recommendations 

The analysis of subsidized housing in Genesee County to low-income 

households demonstrates racial segregation indicating a barrier to fair housing.   

Furthermore, an audit of subsidized housing also reveals barriers to fair housing 

choice for persons with disabilities.   

Racial composition of subsidized housing in Genesee County is a function of 

the housing type, site location, and administrative agency (federal, state, and 

local).   The location of subsidized housing in the City of Flint includes 100% of 

the Public Housing developments, followed by 67% for HUD, 32% MSHDA, 14%, 

LIHTC, and 0% for rural housing.  This creates a gross over- representation of 

African-American population in the City of Flint and a gross under-representation 

of African-Americans in the suburbs. 

Any effective changes in policy will require all three units of government to be 

involved.  Currently, there is no formal process in place that combines the 

availability of all subsidized housing.  Therefore, low-income home seekers do 

not have the benefit of knowing the availability of subsidized housing throughout 

the County.  This encourages segregation, whereby low-income and persons 

with disabilities reside in the City of Flint.   

Public housing in Genesee County is not only racially segregated but fails to 

meet the housing needs of the community, in that there is insufficient housing for 

families and persons with disabilities.  The Flint Housing Commission administers 

ten developments and 133 scattered sites (single-family homes).  The scattered 

sites are all located in adjacent streets located in census tracts that are 90% or 
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more African-American.  In addition, 48 of those family sites are vacant due to 

disrepair.  Four of the ten developments are designated for family, however after 

eliminating the uninhabitable sites and the 93 one-bedroom units, the number of 

available units for families is 412.  The remaining six developments are 

designated for the elderly, and there are a total of 516 available units after the 

adjustment of uninhabitable sites. 

An additional barrier to fair housing is an insufficient supply of barrier-free 

housing.   Genesee County has 15,070 non-institutionalized people over the age 

of five with visual and/or hearing impairments and 38,294 people with physical 

disabilities.  The total barrier-free units in subsidized housing is 233, however, to 

meet the minimum requirements, there should be 448 for 5% requirement and 

627 for 7%. 

A final barrier identified is parking challenges for people with disabilities.  The 

analysis shows that none of the 76 housing sites evaluated was in compliance 

with the accessible parking standards.  This creates a challenge for potential 

renters and residents living in subsidized housing. 

The following are recommended actions to remove the barriers to fair housing 

identified in the area of subsidized housing. 

1. Actions to be taken by HUD, MSHDA, and the Flint Housing Commission: 

A. Develop a coordinated system of housing allocation so that each 

agency, community agencies, and low-income home seeker has a 

central location to inquire regarding all available subsidized housing. 

B. Increase the supply of barrier-free housing. 
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C. Bring parking lots to the ADA standards. 

2. Action to be taken by the Flint Housing Commission: 

A. Assess the needs of the low-income housing population and allocate 

the housing with a focus on families and persons with disabilities. 

3. Actions to be taken by Genesee County: 

A. The County should provide preferences and/or incentives to 

developers who locate sites in racially integrated neighborhoods in the 

County.  These areas are characterized as census tracts that range 

from 9 to 29 percent African-American. 

B. The County should conduct a study of the design and construction 

requirements for all multifamily dwellings built after March 13, 1991 to 

identify housing and construction codes to assure compliance with 

Section 504 and Americans with Disabilities Act.       
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CHAPTER V 

IMPEDIMENTS TO FAIR HOUSING: THE IMPACT OF GOVERNMENTAL 
POLICIES BY MUNICIPALITIES  

 
I.  Overview 

This section of the study examines the impact of governmental policies of 

municipalities in Genesee County and whether they create barriers to fair 

housing.  This analysis is based on a review of the master plans and zoning 

ordinances of each municipality. 

 

II. Master Plans 

A master plan sets the general policies for a city, township, or village.  The 

document is designed as a guide for future development.  The master plans of 

the municipalities in Genesee County were analyzed with a focus on two 

components: goals and affordable housing. 

The master plan should include a goal to provide a reasonable range of 

choices in housing styles and means to accommodate those who desire to live in 

the area or a plan that encourages a variety of housing types and/or equal 

opportunity in housing.  In the Darden Study, the City of Burton, Atlas Township, 

Grand Blanc Township and the Village of Otter Lake either had no master plan or 

no master plan was provided for review. Table 5.1 shows the results of the 

assessment of the master plans of 32 of the 33 municipalities.  The Village of 

Otter Lake still had no master plan.  Of the 32 plans reviewed, all municipalities 

integrated this criterion into the master plan. 
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Table 5.1  
Assessment of Master Plan:  Planning Goals and Fair Housing Choice 

 

Municipality 

Current Study Darden Study 

Yes No Yes No 

Argentine Township X  X  

Atlas Township X  ? ? 

Burton City X  ? ? 

Clayton Township X  X  

Clio City X  X  

Davison City X  X  

Davison Township X  X  

Fenton City X  X  

Fenton Township X  X  

Flint City X  X  

Flint Township X  X  

Flushing City X  X  

Flushing Township X  X  

Forest Township X  X  

Gaines Township X  X  

Genesee Township X  X  

Grand Blanc City X   X 

Grand Blanc Township X  ? ? 

Linden City X  X  

Montrose City X  X  

Montrose Township X  X  

Mt. Morris City X  X  

Mt. Morris Township X  X  

Mundy Township X  X  

Richfield Township X  X  

Swartz Creek City X  X  

Thetford Township X  X  

Vienna Township X  X  

Village of Gaines X  X  

Village of Goodrich X  X  

Village of Lennon X  X  

Village of Otisville X  X  

Village of Otter Lake ? ? ? ? 

 
? = No master plan was provided.  The city/village/township has no master plan. 
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 Each master plan should make specific reference to affordable housing by 

specifically stating that it seeks to encourage the development of suitable 

housing for low- and moderate-income households; housing for elderly and 

housing with emphasis on structural designs that will minimize mobility barriers.    

In the Darden study, Grand Blanc City did not include this in its plan.  Atlas 

Township, Burton, Grand Blanc Township, and the Village of Otter Lake did not 

have a master plan to review. In this study, the master plans of all municipalities 

reviewed except Grand Blanc Township and Argentine Township had as one of 

their planning goals “to provide a reasonable range of choices in housing styles 

and means to accommodate those who desire to live in the area” or the plans 

encouraged a variety of housing types and/or equal opportunity (Table 5.2).   

 

III. Zoning Ordinances 

A zoning ordinance can be a barrier to fair housing choice.  A zoning 

ordinance is designed to regulate land use and the size and location of 

structures.  The ordinance also divides the city, township, or village into districts.  

The most restrictive district is the single-family residential district.  The U.S. 

Department of Housing and Urban Development realizes the importance of 

examining zoning ordinance as an impediment to fair housing choice by 

recommending the subject be included in every Analysis of Impediment study as 

indicated in the “Fair Housing Planning Guide – Volume 1”.      

Two important components of the zoning ordinance, as it relates to fair 

housing choice, are the requirements of minimum lot sizes in single-family 
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residential districts and whether the ordinance permits the location of group 

homes in single-family residential districts.  For example, the Analysis of 

Impediments to Fair Housing Choice in Vermont indicates “Increases in lot size 

requirements often force a direct increase in the cost of housing development.  

Where minimum lot size is large, the potential for affordable housing 

development is low”.  Furthermore, according to the NIMBY (Not In My Backyard) 

Report August 2004, “Developers and builders have begun to understand the 

power of the Fair Housing Act to combat discrimination in zoning and land use 

matters. Vivid support of that proposition can be found in the recent lawsuit filed 

by the Home Builders Association and Board of Realtors of Hall County, GA.  

Those organizations and others sued Hall County and its five county 

commissioners, alleging that recent amendments increasing minimum lot sizes 

amount to intentional discrimination against Latinos and African-Americans by 

limiting affordable housing options.” 

For the purpose of this Study, minimum lot sizes in single-family residential 

districts (R1), the most restricted residential areas, were assessed for possible 

barriers due to large lot sizes.  This does not mean there are not other residential 

districts in the municipality.  Table 5.3 provides the results of the minimum lot 

size requirements in single-family residential districts for all 33 municipalities.  

The minimum lot size requirements varied from 5,000 sq. ft. in the City of Flint to 

one acre (with no utility service) in Thetford Township and Goodrich with utilities.  

It is also important to compare minimum lot size requirements in single-family 

residential 
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Table 5.2 

Assessment of Master Plan: Affordable Housing and Fair Housing Choice 
 

Municipality 

Current Study Darden Study 

Yes No Yes No 

Argentine Township  X  X 

Atlas Township X  ? ? 

Burton City X  ? ? 

Clayton Township X  X  

Clio City X   X 

Davison City X  X  

Davison Township X  X  

Fenton City X  X  

Fenton Township X  X  

Flint City X  X  

Flint Township X  X  

Flushing City X  X  

Flushing Township X  X  

Forest Township X  X  

Gaines Township X  X  

Genesee Township X   X 

Grand Blanc City X  X  

Grand Blanc Township  X ? ? 

Linden City X  X  

Montrose City X   X 

Montrose Township X  X  

Mt. Morris City X  X  

Mt. Morris Township X  X  

Mundy Township X  X  

Richfield Township X  X  

Swartz Creek City X  X  

Thetford Township X  X  

Vienna Township X  X  

Village of Gaines X  X  

Village of Goodrich X  X  

Village of Lennon X  X  

Village of Otisville X  X  

Village of Otter Lake ?  ? ? 

 
? = No master plan was provided.  The city/village/township has no master plan. 
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districts by type of municipality.  The cities ranged from 7,200 sq. ft. in Clio to 

20,000 sq. ft. in Fenton.  The mean lot size for the cities was 11,648 sq. ft.  The 

City of Fenton has a minimum requirement of almost twice the average of other 

cities in the County.  Minimum lot size requirements by municipalities may pose a 

barrier to fair housing choice. 

The minimum lot size for the townships in Genesee County ranged from 

12,000 sq. ft. in Genesee and Richfield Townships to 1 acre (no utilities) in 

Thetford Township.  The mean minimum lot size requirement for townships was 

24,419 square feet.  Montrose, Thetford, and Gaines Township have minimum lot 

size requirements that are almost twice the average of other townships in 

Genesee County.  This may be a barrier to fair housing choice.   

The minimum lot size for the villages in Genesee County ranged from 8,000 

in the Village of Otter Lake to 43,560 sq. ft. in the Village of Goodrich.  The mean 

minimum lot size requirement for villages was 16,872 sq. ft.  The Village of 

Goodrich has a requirement that is more than twice the average of other villages 

in Genesee County.  This is likely a barrier to fair housing choice. 

     The zoning ordinance should specifically state that group homes, such as 

adult foster care, state licensed residential care facilities, or nursing homes are 

permitted in single-family residential districts.  The Darden study revealed that 

Argentine Township, Burton, Fenton Township, Flushing City, Genesee 

Township Swartz Creek, and Thetford Township did not meet this criterion.  Mt. 

Morris Township allowed housing specifically for elderly persons with special 
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Table 5.3 

Assessment of Zoning Ordinance: Minimum Lot Size in Single Family 
Residential District 

  

Municipality Units (in square feet unless indicated) 

Argentine Township 20,000 

Atlas Township 20,000 

Burton City 10,625 (with public sewer) 15,000 (without sewer) 

Clayton Township 30,000 

Clio City 7,200 

Davison City 15,000 

Davison Township 15,750 (with public sewer) 13,500 (public sewer and water 

Fenton City 20,000 

Fenton Township 12,000 (with public sewer & water) 30,000 (no sewer & water) 

Flint City 5,000 

Flint Township 20,000 (R1) 15,000 (R2) 

Flushing City 9,600 

Flushing Township 30,000 (with sewer and water) 9,900 (no utilities) 

Forest Township 30,000 (U1) 65,000 (RA) 

Gaines Township 32,670 (with sewer and/or water) 1 acre (no utilities) 

Genesee Township 12,000 

Grand Blanc City 12,000 (R1) 9,000 (R2) 7,200 (R3) 

Grand Blanc Township 21,780 (R1) 

Linden City 15,000 (R1) 9,600 (R2) 8,400 (R3) 

Montrose City 7,500 

Montrose Township 44,000 (R1) over 1 acre (no utilities) 

Mt. Morris City 15,000 (R1) existing lots 90x100 or 50x100 

Mt. Morris Township 15,000 

Mundy Township 14,000 (RSA) 

Richfield Township 12,000 (w/sewer & water) 25,000 (no water) 1 acre (no utilities) 

Swartz Creek City 11,200 

Thetford Township 1 acre (no utilities) 20,000 (with sewer) 9,600 (sewer & water) 

Vienna Township 12,000 (RSA) 8,750 (RU, i.e. res. Urban) 

Village of Gaines 12,000 (new lots) 40 x 110 (existing empty lots) 

Village of Goodrich 43,560 (1 acre) Very low density equivalent to RSA) 

Village of Lennon 10,000 

Village of Otisville 10,800 (new lots) 20 x 80 (most existing lots) 1 acre (A1) 

Village of Otter Lake 8,000 
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approval from the township commission.  However there was no reference to 

group foster care homes and whether they were permitted in R1 single-family 

districts.  Atlas had no zoning ordinance provided for review.  

This study (Table 5.4) provides the results of an analysis of whether zoning 

ordinances permit group homes in single-family residential districts.  Of the 33 

zoning ordinances examined, 29 or 88% permit group homes in single-family 

residential districts.  The following municipalities did not specifically permit such 

group homes: Atlas Township, Burton, Genesee Township and Thetford 

Township.    
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Table 5.4 
Assessment of Zoning Ordinance:  Group Homes Permitted in Single 
Family Residential District (R1) 

 

Municipality 

Current Study Darden Study 

Yes No Yes No 

Argentine Township X   X 

Atlas Township  X ? ? 

Burton City  X  X 

Clayton Township X  X  

Clio City X  X  

Davison City X  X  

Davison Township X  X  

Fenton City X  X  

Fenton Township X   X 

Flint City X  X  

Flint Township X  X  

Flushing City X   X 

Flushing Township X  X  

Forest Township X  X  

Gaines Township X  X  

Genesee Township  X  X 

Grand Blanc City X  X  

Grand Blanc Township X  X  

Linden City X  X  

Montrose City X  X  

Montrose Township X  X  

Mt. Morris City X  X  

Mt. Morris Township X  0 0 

Mundy Township X  X  

Richfield Township X  X  

Swartz Creek City X   X 

Thetford Township  X  X 

Vienna Township X  X  

Village of Gaines X  X  

Village of Goodrich X  X  

Village of Lennon X  X  

Village of Otisville X  X  

Village of Otter Lake X  X  

 
? = No zoning ordinance was provided for review. 
0 = Mt. Morris allowed housing specifically for elderly persons with special approval from 
township commission.  There was no reference to group foster care homes and whether 
they were permitted in R1 single-family districts.  
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IV. Summary and Recommendations 

Both master plans and zoning ordinances reveal barriers to fair housing 

choice.  Master plans are intended to set general policies for guiding 

municipalities‟ future development.  Zoning ordinances regulate the use of land, 

structure, and the size and location of buildings.   

It is essential for a master plan to include language to encourage the 

development of low- to moderate- income, elderly housing, and barrier-free 

housing.     Argentine and Grand Blanc Township should revise their master 

plans to include these criteria. 

Argentine and Grand Blanc Township should also revise their master plans to 

include language that specifically states that one of its goals is to provide a 

reasonable range of choices in housing styles and means to accommodate those 

who desire to live in the area.   

Atlas, Burton, Genesee Township, and Thetford Township should amend their 

zoning ordinances to specifically permit group homes in single-family residential 

districts. 
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CHAPTER VI 

IMPEDIMENTS TO FAIR HOUSING: THE IMPACT OF PUBLIC 
TRANSPORTATION   

 
I.  Introduction 

Public transportation patterns in a community may influence where people 

live.  Furthermore, the lack of public transportation in the suburban areas may be 

an impediment to fair housing choice.  Residents without a vehicle may rely on 

public transportation for medical appointments, employment, shopping, visiting 

friends, attending church, etc.   This chapter will examine the gaps in the 

availability of the public transit system in Genesee County.  These gaps may 

include areas not served by public transportation, underserved areas, a lack of 

services to destinations outside the County, and levels of service.  

 

II. Mass Transportation Authority 

The primary means of public transportation in Genesee County, including the 

City of Flint, is the Mass Transportation Authority (MTA).  In 1963, under the 

provisions of Act No. 55 of the Public Acts of Michigan, MTA was granted the 

authority to own, maintain, and operate a mass transportation system in the City 

of Flint.  In 1996 the services were extended countywide.  Regional 

transportation services were established in 1997 and include connecting service 

between Genesee County and Oakland, Livingston, Lapeer, and Saginaw 

Counties (Map 6.1).   MTA services are available on all days except New Year‟s 

Day, Memorial Day, July 4th, Labor Day, Thanksgiving, and Christmas Day. 
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 Map 6.1 
Mass Transportation Authority Service Areas  
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MTA is a public corporation led by an eleven-member board that includes 

representatives of the City of Flint Administration, Flint City Council, Genesee 

County Board of Commissioners, municipalities, educational institutions, and 

residents of Flint and Genesee County.  The Board members volunteer their time 

at no pay.  Operation costs are generated from passenger fares, local 

transportation millages, and state resources.   Capital funds for buildings and 

equipment are provided by federal and state grants.  

MTA‟s services include primary fixed routes, rush hour routes, Your Ride, and 

specialized services.  The organization manages eleven service centers located 

in East Flint, West Flint, Burton, Davison, Otisville, Clio, Flushing, Swartz Creek, 

Grand Blanc, Fenton, and Mt. Morris.  MTA also maintains an intercity bus 

station and an Amtrak Rail Station.  In addition, transit friendly Park and Ride lots 

serviced by the MTA are located at: 1) US 23/Silver Lake Road Exit, 2) Genesys 

Health Club/Genesys Health Campus, 3) Davison Your Ride Service Center, and 

4) Courtland Center/Northside of parking lot in front of Staples.  

 MTA provides 13 primary routes with 7-day service (Map 6.2).  Twelve of the 

thirteen primary routes depart from the Customer Service Center at Harrison and 

Second Street in Downtown Flint.  One route provides direct east-west 

transportation across the north end of Flint and does not go to the Customer 

Service Center.   

 In the City of Flint, the primary fixed routes (Map 6.3) operate from 6:30 a.m. 

to 6:30 p.m. at thirty-minute intervals and then on one-hour intervals until 11:30 

p.m.    Rush hour fixed routes supplement primary route schedules at peak travel 
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times, between 6:30 a.m. to 9:30 a.m. and 2:30 p.m. to 4:30 p.m.  Saturday 

services operate from 6:30 a.m. to 11:30 p.m. at one-hour intervals and on 

Sunday from 9:30 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. at one-hour intervals. 
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Map 6.2 
Mass Transportation Authority Service Centers 
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Map 6.3 
Mass Transportation Authority Primary Fixed Routes 
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The MTA attempts to make its services affordable to all members of the 

community (Table 6.1).   Children under age 6 ride free if accompanied by an 

adult and students aged 18 and under pay $1.00.  Seniors 65 and older and 

persons with disabilities (with proper identification) are charged 50 cents.  The 

transfer from one bus to another is 5 cents, but must be used within forty-five 

minutes from the time of issuance.  For persons that use the bus on a regular 

basis, monthly passes can be purchased for both primary fixed routes and 

system wide routes, which include all of Genesee County.  MTA has an exact 

change fare policy.   

Table 6.1  
MTA Fares for Primary Fixed Routes, Primary Fixed Route Passes, and 
System-Wide Passes, 2005 
 

Rider 
Primary 

Fixed Route  

Monthly 
Primary Fixed 
Route Passes 

Monthly 
System-Wide 

Passes 

Adults - General Public $1.00 $35.00 $65.00 

Seniors (Age 65+) Person with 
Disabilities (With Proper 
identification) 

 
.50 

 
$17.50 

 
$32.50 

Medicare Card Holder .50   

Students (Age 18 and under) 1.00 $24.00  

Children under 6 years old Free   

Transfers .05   

Suburban & Out of County 
Fixed Route 

 
1.50   

Source: MTA, 2005 

MTA also offers Your Ride, a curb-to-curb service in the City of Flint for the 

elderly and handicapped.   Your Ride service is available to the general public 

outside the City of Flint within Genesee County.  The hours of operation for Your 

Ride are the same as the fixed routes services.  MTA provides a special service 
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to individuals whose work hours do not fit into the standard hours.  With prior 

arrangements the individual can be taken to and from work.  

Trips within a service area will be provided curb-to-curb.  For example, a rider 

that lives in Davison and needs to go to a doctor‟s appointment in Davison will 

have curb-to-curb service.  However, trips outside the service area, such as a 

rider residing in Davison that has an appointment in Swartz Creek, will transfer 

through the MTA‟s Transportation Center in Downtown Flint.   

Your Ride trips that originate within the Flint service area may, at times, 

transfer through the MTA Transportation Center.  For example, if a rider wants to 

go from a location in the City of Flint to a location in Fenton the rider will go to the 

Transportation Center first.  Next, the rider will take a fixed route bus or a Your 

Ride van to the destination.  Table 6.2 includes the Your Ride fares. 

Table 6.2  
Fares for MTA Your Ride, 2005  
 

Rider Daily  Monthly Pass Annual Pass 
Regular Fare for a  
One-way Trip 

 
$2.00 

 
X 

 
X 

Senior Citizens or Persons with 
Disabilities 

 
$1.00 

 
$24.00 

 
X 

Students $1.00 $24.00 $264.00 

Source: MTA, 2005 

Although MTA is the primary provider of public transportation, Genesee 

County has other transportation services, according to a Regional Transit Study 

in 2001 conducted by The Corradino Group in association with Schutt & 

Company.  The other existing transportation providers in Genesee County are 

listed in table 6.3. 
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Table 6.3  
Public Transportation Services in Genesee County, 2005 
 

Provider Vehicles Service Area Ridership 

MTA Fixed Routes 232 Flint 6,159,359 

MTA Your Ride 192 Genesee County 434,672 

 
 
MTA Regional 
Routes  

 
 
 
19 

Pontiac, Rochester Hills, Waterford, 
Auburn Hills, Brighton, Howell, Imlay 
City, Lapeer, Saginaw, 
Frankenmuth 

 
 
 

284,583 

Carman-Ainsworth 
Senior Citizens 

 
1 Van 

 
Flint Township 

 
1,985 

Center for 
Gerontology 

 
3 Vans 

 
Genesee County 

 
14,272 

Eastside Seniors 
Citizens Center 

 
1 Van 

 
Genesee Township & Burton City  

 
1,643 

Genesee County 
Association for 
Retarded Citizens 

 
 
9 Buses 

 
 
Genesee County 

 
 

NA 

Montrose Community 
Center 

1 Mini 
Bus 

 
Montrose & Montrose Township 

 
NA 

Jewish Family & 
Children‟s Services 

 
2 Vans 

 
Genesee County 

 
NA 

Heart of Senior 
Citizen Services 

 
1 Bus 

 
Genesee County 

 
3,465 

Haskell OWLS, Inc. 1 Van Flint 2,807 

Genesee County 
Community Mental 
Health 

 
84 Vans, 
1 Bus 

 
 
Genesee County 

 
 

350,000 

Family Service 
Agency 

1 Bus  
1 Van 

 
Primarily Genesee County 

 
8,179 

 
 
 

 Carman-Ainsworth Senior Citizens Center provides transportation to their 

resident seniors to and from center activities and services. 

 Center of Gerontology provides medical transports to seniors and persons 

with disabilities that are unable to use other public transportation services. 

 Eastside Senior Citizens Center provides door-to-door services to and from 

the Center for senior citizens in Genesee Township and the City of Burton. 
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 Genesee County Association for Retarded Citizens provides door-to-door 

services to transport clients to workshop service locations. 

 Montrose Community Center provides door-to-door services to seniors to and 

from the community center. 

 Jewish Family and Children’s Services provide door-to-door services to their 

clients for case management, intervention, and referral services. 

 Heart of Senior Citizen Services provides services to persons 55 years and 

older for destinations such as traveling to other senior centers and shopping. 

 Haskell OWLS, Inc is a service provided by the City of Flint Department of 

Parks and Recreation, which transports seniors to and from recreation 

programs. 

 Genesee County Community Mental Health transports the elderly and those 

with special needs to day programs. 

 Family Service Agency provides transportation for the Foster Grandparent 

and the Senior Companion Programs. 

 

III. Mass Transportation Authority (MTA) Ridership 

According to MTA, from the years 1997 to 2004 the Your Ride Ridership has 

grown from 310,069 to 534,611, or 72%.  The bus service ridership has had a 

drastic decrease from 5,406,382 in 1997 to 3,457,338 in 2004.  Table 6.4 shows 

the pattern of Ridership 1997 to 2004 with an estimated rate for 2005. 
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Table 6.4 
 MTA Ridership for Your Ride and Bus Service, 1997 – 2005 
 

Year Your Ride Bus Service Total 

1997 310,069 5,406,382 5,716,451 

1998 388,845 6,135,736 6,524,581 

1999 437,469 6,455,078 6,892,547 

2000 484,982 6,656,036 7,050,018 

2001 441,205 6,171,850 6,613,055 

2002 459,446 5,336,465 5,795,911 

2003 467,169 2,913,925 3,381,094 

2004 534,611 3,457,338 3,991,949 

Estimated 2005 605,000 4,048,805 4,653,805 

Source: MTA, 2005 
 

Table 6.5 shows the ridership for fiscal year October 2003 to September 

2004.  The North Saginaw route had the highest ridership with 386,450 and an 

average of 1,076 daily, while the Crosstown-North had the least with 74,784 and 

a 208 daily average.  Your Ride services reveal West Flint has a ridership of 

99,982, or 279 daily, followed by Davison with 91,980 and an average of 256 

daily.  The least ridership was in Otisville, with 18,270 and a 51 daily average.  

Regional services had a total of 164,370 with a daily average of 458.  The 

ridership for special services totaled 141,247 with an average of 394.  The total 

ridership for MTA fiscal year October 2003 to September 2004 was 3,991,574 

with a daily average of 11,119. 

MTA‟s bus routes are designed to make stops at community service centers, 

apartments, schools, medical offices, and shopping centers.  For example, Route 

1: North Saginaw travels from the Downtown Service Center to its destination at 

the Kroger store in Mt. Morris.  Although the bus stops 57 times en route, there 

are 20 primary bus stops.  They include:  
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Table 6.5 
Ridership on MTA for Fiscal Year October 2003 to September 2004, Genesee County 
 

Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Total

Senior Shopper 804        655        457        874        1,221     1,048     781        803        883        714        987        965        10,165         

North Saginaw 30,929   26,462   29,293   33,056   35,224   35,556   33,444   32,874   32,582   30,745   32,832   33,453   386,450       

King Avenue 23,347   20,369   23,497   24,504   26,434   29,862   27,081   25,568   25,310   23,972   24,077   26,230   300,251       

Miller-Linden 20,415   18,231   23,450   21,030   24,346   27,900   26,738   25,355   26,206   25,572   27,491   27,460   294,194       

Civic Park 26,520   25,274   26,511   26,585   32,768   34,831   29,762   31,153   30,265   27,174   27,875   33,414   352,132       

Dupont 20,384   17,462   20,404   21,527   24,675   26,788   24,831   23,770   24,201   22,652   23,173   26,029   275,896       

Lewis-Selby 6,660     6,305     6,761     7,088     8,329     9,427     7,750     7,620     8,203     6,995     7,794     8,321     91,253         

Franklin 21,465   17,668   20,997   23,815   25,554   30,195   27,139   25,877   25,602   23,828   23,439   29,544   295,123       

South Saginaw 12,564   10,964   11,666   10,714   11,826   14,386   14,050   13,976   13,824   13,172   13,202   14,325   154,669       

Lapeer Road 23,698   20,240   24,935   29,042   28,104   31,273   30,171   28,287   27,810   27,716   29,208   30,124   330,608       

Richfield Road 12,767   11,819   16,369   15,411   18,464   18,018   16,442   15,790   16,120   17,201   18,409   18,765   195,575       

Fenton Road 11,765   10,309   11,056   11,188   12,919   13,915   13,974   12,900   13,080   13,575   13,403   14,145   152,229       

Beecher Road 19,570   15,883   17,338   17,038   21,550   23,418   21,992   21,059   20,150   17,790   18,348   23,858   237,994       

Crosstown-North 6,892     5,478     5,561     5,566     6,812     6,993     6,031     6,345     5,709     5,675     5,473     8,249     74,784         

Fixed Routes 237,780 207,119 238,295 247,411 278,226 303,610 280,186 271,377 269,945 256,781 265,711 294,882 3,151,323    

Burton 3,152     2,419     2,600     2,565     3,014     3,468     2,956     2,901     2,489     2,145     2,301     2,767     32,777         

Clio 2,883     2,208     2,181     2,341     2,720     2,861     2,402     2,480     2,048     2,285     2,473     2,332     29,214         

Davison 5,193     4,443     4,711     5,390     5,387     6,268     5,492     5,172     4,802     4,272     3,978     4,841     59,949         

East Flint 8,584     7,490     7,250     7,254     8,091     9,490     8,418     8,668     6,862     5,985     6,251     7,637     91,980         

Fenton Road 3,237     2,869     2,397     2,710     2,859     3,080     2,180     2,225     1,517     1,550     1,524     1,914     28,062         

Flushing 4,233     3,233     3,125     3,387     3,756     4,295     3,501     3,576     2,540     2,230     2,305     3,581     39,762         

Grand Blanc 4,167     3,198     3,226     3,276     3,803     4,780     3,870     3,947     2,835     2,220     2,674     4,274     42,270         

Mt. Morris 5,143     9,977     3,997     4,106     4,706     5,463     4,408     4,398     3,647     3,709     3,361     4,612     51,527         

Otisville 1,593     1,290     1,346     1,518     1,703     2,133     1,646     1,593     1,235     1,292     1,380     1,541     18,270         

Swartz Creek 4,498     3,565     3,346     3,354     3,983     4,192     3,412     3,617     2,606     2,169     2,239     3,860     40,841         

West Flint 9,695     8,200     7,409     7,452     8,626     10,305   8,385     8,775     7,502     6,186     6,616     10,831   99,982         

Total 52,378   42,892   41,588   43,353   12,919   56,335   46,670   47,352   38,083   34,043   35,102   48,190   534,634       

Regional 13,275   11,555   11,345   12,658   15,385   16,822   13,707   14,511   14,057   12,073   14,570   14,412   164,370       

Specials 18,322   13,976   11,147   11,873   12,695   16,441   12,064   14,135   6,373     5,907     3,214     15,100   141,247       

MTA Total 321,755 275,542 302,375 315,295 354,954 393,208 352,627 347,375 328,458 308,804 318,597 372,584 3,991,574    

Source:  MTA, 2005

2004

Your Ride

2003

Fixed 
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1. GCCARD Community Action Resource Department 

2. Metro. Chamber of Commerce 

3. Windmill Place 

4. Doyle-Ryder School 

5. River Village Apartments 

6. Flint Schools of Choice 

7. Kennedy Center 

8. Dort Elementary 

9. Flint Genesee Jobs Corps Center 

10.  Berston Fieldhouse 

11.  Dewey School 

12.  Broome Center  

13.  Genesee Council of the Blind 

14.  Martin Elementary   

15.  Our Savior School 

16.  Summit Junior High School 

17.  Beecher High School 

18.  K-Mart Plaza 

19.  Beecher Adult Ed. (Riley School)  

20.  Kroger Store 

21.  State of Michigan 

 

The thirteen bus routes include numerous primary bus stops (Appendix A). 

Furthermore, each route consists of many stops, ranging from 28 to 58, with an 

average of 44 bus stops.  In all, the bus stops include at least 20 apartment 

complexes, 20 shopping plazas, 11 medical buildings or services for persons 

with disabilities, and much more. Examination of the MTA traffic patterns in the 

City of Flint reveal that the greatest distance is ten blocks for a rider to reach a 

bus stop. 
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According to the 2000 Census, there are 187,588 working persons over the 

age of 16 in Genesee County (Table 6.6).  Seventy-seven percent work in 

Genesee County, 22% work outside the County, and 1% work out of state.  The 

selected means of transportation are: drive alone 84%, Carpool 11%, bus 1.2%, 

taxi .03%, and 3.8% other.  Of the 2,207 people who use the public 

transportation system in Genesee County, 1,698 (76.9%) reside in the City of 

Flint.  The remaining 32 municipalities reported less than 5% of the working 

population using public transportation, with 16 municipalities reporting no public 

transportation services.  

According to the 2000 Census, the number of people that reside in one of the 

41 census tracts in the City of Flint and reported using public transportation for 

work commuting ranged from 0 to 99, with an average of 42 (Table 6.7).  Four of 

the census tracts, 16, 30, 33, and 41, reported no use of public transportation for 

employment purposes, although there is bus service available in these tracts.  

The four tracts have median incomes of $40,237, $55,223, $44,022, and $66,250 

respectively.  Therefore, the higher median income may have an impact on the 

decision to use public transportation.   

        In Genesee County, the major employers are located in the City of Flint or 

along the interstate highways.  Each of the organizations has a bus stop.  Table 

6.8 shows the major employers, the location, and the number of employees. 
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Table 6.6 
Transportation Methods of Working Persons over the Age of 16 in the Municipalities of Genesee County, 2000 
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Argentine Twp 3,243       1,744        54% 1,439        44% 0 0% 2,892     89% 205        6% 0 33.5

Atlas Twp 3,700       1,853        50% 1,777        48% 0 0% 3,337     90% 226        6% 0 30.4

Burton 13,720     10,414      76% 2,743        20% 53 0% 11,300   82% 1,393     10% 0 23.8

Clayton Twp 3,657       2,923        80% 591           16% 0 0% 3,165     87% 224        6% 0 24.6

Clio 1,194       939           79% 227           19% 0 0% 997        84% 112        9% 0 25.8

Davison 2,624       1,868        71% 756           29% 22 1% 2,286     87% 214        8% 0 25.8

Davison Twp 9,022       6,564        73% 2,234        25% 0 0% 7,737     86% 882        10% 0 26.3

Fenton 5,192       2,882        56% 2,167        42% 0 0% 4,507     87% 381        7% 0 28.4

Fenton Twp 6,711       4,267        64% 2,254        34% 12 0% 5,922     88% 429        6% 0 28.8

Flint 45,885     36,344      79% 7,600        17% 1,698 4% 33,082   72% 6,962     15% 45 23.5

Flint Twp 14,814     12,214      82% 2,224        15% 84 1% 12,421   84% 1,295     9% 23 21.9

Flushing 3,835       3,217        84% 557           15% 5 0% 3,568     93% 197        5% 0 24.5

Flushing Twp 4,997       4,106        82% 738           15% 0 0% 4,265     85% 424        8% 0 28.3

Forest Twp 2,302       1,677        73% 600           26% 7 0% 1,954     85% 183        8% 0 32.1

Gaines Twp 3,551       2,638        74% 835           24% 0 0% 3,094     87% 304        9% 0 27.8

Genesee Twp 10,111     8,104        80% 1,734        17% 42 0% 8,588     85% 968        10% 0 26.7

Grand Blanc 4,288       3,121        73% 1,057        25% 51 1% 3,656     85% 303        7% 0 24.6

Grand Blanc Twp 15,324     10,480      68% 4,394        29% 10 0% 13,567   89% 1,072     7% 0 26.5

Linden 1,362       873           64% 463           34% 2 0% 1,141     84% 124        9% 0 28.8

Montrose 763          543           71% 185           24% 0 0% 597        78% 80          10% 0 29.7

Montrose Twp 2,973       2,206        74% 663           22% 0 0% 2,407     81% 313        11% 0 30.2

Mt. Morris 1,572       1,219        78% 308           20% 0 0% 1,347     86% 150        10% 0 24.2

Mt. Morris Twp 9,448       7,474        79% 1,558        16% 93 1% 7,300     77% 1,336     14% 0 25.3

Mundy Twp 6,113       4,641        76% 1,289        21% 5 0% 5,292     87% 511        8% 0 24.9

Richfield Twp 3,960       2,821        71% 1,043        26% 5 0% 3,342     84% 385        10% 0 29.4

Swartz Creek 2,575       2,152        84% 371           14% 35 1% 2,267     88% 149        6% 0 23.8

Thetford Twp 3,872       3,015        78% 743           19% 23 1% 3,168     82% 445        11% 0 28.2

Vienna Twp 6,132       4,726        77% 1,210        20% 60 1% 5,118     83% 578        9% 0 26.1

Village of Gaines 185          114           62% 71             38% 0 0% 141        76% 30          16% 0 32.7

Village of Goodrich 667          311           47% 354           53% 0 0% 613        92% 29          4% 0 31.2

Village of Lennon 213          94             44% 119           56% 0 0% 169        79% 14          7% 0 25.8

Village of Otisville 424          288           68% 136           32% 0 0% 366        86% 34          8% 0 30.3

Village of Otter Lake 205          83             40% 122           60% 0 0% 150        73% 40          20% 0 37.8

Genesee County 187,588   145,025    77% 41,760      22% 2,207 1% 158,120 84% 19,845   11% 75 25.6
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Table 6.7 
Transportation Methods of Working Persons over the Age of 16 in the Tracts of the City of Flint, 2000 
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1 1,075      847         79% 189 18% 33 3% 742         69% 233         22% 0 27.0

2 876         652         74% 169 19% 55 6% 484         55% 225         26% 0 32.9

3 1,171      928         79% 164 14% 54 5% 778         66% 253         22% 8 26.7

4 709         594         84% 87 12% 51 7% 465         66% 104         15% 0 26.2

5 996         794         80% 158 16% 27 3% 777         78% 133         13% 0 24.5

6 1,022      763         75% 211 21% 98 10% 662         65% 163         16% 0 26.1

7 1,388      1,150      83% 151 11% 87 6% 908         65% 237         17% 0 24.9

8 572         411         72% 137 24% 24 4% 427         75% 82           14% 0 23.7

9 2,063      1,624      79% 347 17% 99 5% 1,415      69% 383         19% 0 26.5

10 1,081      807         75% 228 21% 29 3% 729         67% 223         21% 0 30.4

11 928         799         86% 109 12% 97 10% 574         62% 199         21% 7 26.4

12 1,572      1,336      85% 202 13% 62 4% 1,191      76% 236         15% 0 20.5

13 1,521      1,245      82% 231 15% 68 4% 1,079      71% 239         16% 0 23.0

14 596         500         84% 68 11% 32 5% 369         62% 111         19% 0 21.4

15 770         558         72% 168 22% 76 10% 525         68% 83           11% 0 25.1

16 2,438      1,794      74% 473 19% 0 0% 1,958      80% 183         8% 0 23.2

17 638         439         69% 152 24% 80 13% 410         64% 87           14% 0 26.7

18 593         482         81% 85 14% 71 12% 374         63% 96           16% 0 29.8

19 924         773         84% 129 14% 7 1% 754         82% 126         14% 0 27.4

20 465         385         83% 73 16% 71 15% 273         59% 73           16% 0 29.2

21 41           30           73% 0 0% 4 10% 14           34% 7             17% 0 15.2

22 1,521      1,121      74% 292 19% 64 4% 998         66% 240         16% 21 25.6

23 1,031      800         78% 202 20% 7 1% 719         70% 163         16% 0 24.0

24 1,274      977         77% 241 19% 9 1% 1,020      80% 119         9% 0 22.4

25 189         155         82% 16 8% 19 10% 135         71% 22           12% 0 17.1

26 1,501      1,139      76% 305 20% 40 3% 1,020      68% 286         19% 0 22.9

27 1,494      1,137      76% 316 21% 0 0% 1,156      77% 221         15% 0 23.6

28 749         580         77% 115 15% 91 12% 416         56% 128         17% 0 23.5

29 822         645         78% 146 18% 13 2% 553         67% 168         20% 0 24.4

30 1,805      1,588      88% 179 10% 3 0% 1,597      88% 87           5% 0 16.8
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31 958          806          84% 136         14% 23 2% 747          78% 141          15% 0 22.1

32 1,006       815          81% 139         14% 79 8% 646          64% 151          15% 0 19.9

33 894          716          80% 121         14% 0 0% 683          76% 141          16% 0 18.6

34 734          646          88% 83           11% 49 7% 393          54% 191          26% 0 22.2

35 1,531       1,144       75% 325         21% 14 1% 1,311       86% 139          9% 0 22.4

36 2,511       2,097       84% 364         14% 28 1% 1,998       80% 388          15% 0 21.9

37 1,402       1,110       79% 248         18% 41 3% 1,044       74% 217          15% 0 19.7

38 773          542          70% 145         19% 60 8% 351          45% 177          23% 9 27.1

39 2,500       2,040       82% 383         15% 23 1% 2,094       84% 237          9% 0 19.2

40 1,739       1,363       78% 313         18% 17 1% 1,293       74% 265          15% 0 21.1

41 22            17            77% 5             23% 0 0% 17            77% 5              23% 0 32.3

Flint 45,885     36,344     79% 7,600      17% 1,698 4% 33,082     72% 6,962       15% 45 23.5
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        U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 
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Table 6.8  
Major Employers in Genesee County, Location, and Workforce  

 

Company City Employees 

General Motors Flint 2,000 

McLaren Regional Medical Center Flint 5,200 

Delphi/Flint East Flint 4,800 

Gynesys Regional Medical Center Flint 4,600 

General Motors/Powertrain Flint 3,790 

Hurley Medical Center Flint 2,900 

General Motors Grand Blanc 2,315 

Citizens Commercial & Savings Bank Flint 2,300 

Delphi/Flint West Flint 1,560 

United States Postal Service Flint 1,200 

Mott Community College Flint 850 

Sears Roebuck and Company Flint 600 

NBD Bank NA Flint 600 

Flint Journal Flint 470 

Creative Foam Corporation Flint 450 

Westag Industries Flint 450 

Delphi Energy/Engine Mgmt System Flint 400 

Varity Kelsey-Hayes Co Flint 400 

Venture Grand Blanc 400 

Plastic Research Corporation Flint 300 

Community Industries Flint 250 

Genesee Packaging Inc Flint 250 

Lear Corporation Flint 250 

McDonald Dairy Company  Flint 250 

Flint Community Schools Flint 1,540 

Genesee County Flint 1,500 

State of Michigan Flint 675 

City of Flint Flint 1,400 

Source:  Harris Publishing, 1998 Industrial Directory 
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IV. Mystery Rider Program 

The Mystery Rider Program is a project designed and implemented in 2002 

by the Leaders For Action Transportation Coalition (LFA) of The Disability 

Network with assistance from the Fair Housing Center of Eastern Michigan of 

Legal Services of Eastern Michigan.  ADA Council funded the project.  LFA is a 

consumer-driven transportation coalition whose mission is to facilitate the 

systems changes necessary to develop a reliable, affordable, accessible, and 

safe public transportation system that meets the needs of persons with 

disabilities. 

The focus of the Mystery Rider Program is to collect and analyze data to 

determine whether or not the local transit authority, MTA, is in compliance with 

the Urban Mass Transit Act of 1964, Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 

1973 and the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990.  Participants of this 

project are trained to use the public transportation system, both fixed routes and 

Your Ride, and to record their experiences.   

The following summation is the result of the Mystery Rider tester reports 

collected January 1, 2004 to December 31, 2004.    

Mystery Rider Profile 

The Mystery Rider program had 15 to 29 Mystery Riders each quarter.  The 

rider‟s age range with from age 21 to 60+, with the majority in the 40 to 59 age 

range.  Gender and race were nearly equally divided between male and female 

and Caucasian and African-American.  There were individuals with a variety of 

disabilities and some individuals with more then one disability.  There were no 
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service animals involved in the Mystery Rider experiences.  Furthermore, 5 to 7 

of the riders each quarter had an ADA card.  The following table shows the 

Mystery Rider tester pool. 

Table 6.9  
Mystery Rider Profile by Quarter for January 1, 2004 to December 31, 2004 
 

Variable 
1st 

Quarter 
2nd 

Quarter 
3rd 

Quarter 
4th 

Quarter Total 

Active Riders 29 22 20 15 86 

Age 

 21-39 8 1 4 3 16 

 40-59 15 15 14 7 51 

 60+ 6 4 1 4 15 

 NA 0 2 1 1 4 

Gender 

 Male 14 11 9 6 40 

 Female 13 10 11 9 43 

 NA 2 1 0 0 3 

Race 

 African-American 14 10 11 6 41 

 Caucasian 14 12 9 9 44 

 NA 1 0 0 0 1 

Disability 

 Visual Impairment 5 2 3 3 13 

 
Cognitive 
Disability 2 1 2 0 5 

 Physical Disability 15 13 9 9 46 

 None 7 6 6 3 22 

Second Disability 6 3 3 4 16 

Service Animal 0 0 0 0 0 

ADA Card 7 5 7 5 24 

 
Table 6.10 shows the results of the Mystery Rider‟s questionnaires.  The 

Mystery Riders indicated favorably that the bus stop was accessible, the bus 

stopped, and the bus was on time. The riders also reported they were treated 

with dignity, the ride was safe and comfortable, and there was seating for seniors 

and persons with disabilities.  Areas for the fixed routes that could be improved 
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were to have the buzzer and marquee in working order, the driver announcing 

main stops, transfers, and a accommodating a requested stop.  These services 

are vital for individuals with a visual or hearing impairment. 

Your Ride experiences were similar to the fixed routes for the Mystery Riders.  

The favorable actions were: when calling for an appointment a ride was secured, 

the driver treated the Rider with respect and dignity, assisted the Rider on and off 

the vehicle, dropped the Rider off at the correct location, the ride was safe and 

comfortable, and the vehicle was clean.  The areas that could be improved would 

be to secure the wheelchairs and offer a lap belt at all times.  An additional less- 

than-adequate service area was the amount of time and the frequency that the 

Rider was placed on hold when calling to schedule a ride.  Finally, sixty-one 

percent of the time the Mystery Riders reported that the Your Ride drivers were 

eating, smoking, or using a cell phone while on duty. 

 

V. Summary and Recommendations 

Mass Transportation Authority (MTA) is the primary public transportation 

service provider for Genesee County.  It provides extensive bus service to the 

City of Flint and neighboring municipalities.  There are 13 standard routes that 

operate every thirty-minutes from 6:30 a.m. to 6:30 p.m., which then changes to 

one-hour service until 11:30 p.m.  Additional buses run at peak hours, between 

6:30 a.m. to 9:30 a.m. and 2:30 p.m. to 4:30 p.m.  There are also Saturday and 

Sunday hours.  In addition, MTA provides Your Ride curb-to-curb services for 

seniors and the handicapped in the City of Flint and to the general public outside 
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the City of Flint.  Special curb-to-curb services, with prior arrangements, are 

available for riders whose work hours do not comply with the standard bus and 

Your Ride hours.   There are also regional services to Oakland, Livingston, 

Lapeer and Saginaw Counties. 

According to the 2000 Census, there are 187,588 working persons over the 

age of 16 residing in Genesee County.  2,207 (1.2%) people reported using 

public transportation to commute to work in Genesee County, with 1,698 of that 

population living in the City of Flint. Therefore, the majority of the ridership uses 

public transportation for personal events such as medical, educational, shopping, 

and visiting, etc.  The fixed route buses make several stops en route to their 

destinations.  Included in the stops are numerous primary community sites such 

as shopping centers, medical centers, and social service agencies. 

MTA attempts to make the fares affordable for the community members.  The 

fares range from 50 cents to $1.50 and 5 cents for a transfer.  This one-way rate 

is for the fixed routes, Your Ride, and regional routes.   

The Mystery Rider project is designed to evaluate the services rendered by 

MTA.  The results show a favorable response.  However, there are service areas 

that could be enhanced with additional training on protocol such as securing 

wheelchairs, using lap belts, and driver use of food, cigarettes, and cell phones 

during work time. 

MTA reported that Your Ride services increased 72% and the fixed routes 

decreased 36% between 1997 to 2004.  This may be due to the population flight 

into the suburbs, an increase in the aging population, and/or the reduction of bus 
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services for the city schools.   Whatever the reason, a recommendation is to 

increase the number of fixed routes into the suburban areas.  A second 

recommendation is to expand the regional services west to Owosso or Lansing. 

Table 6.10  
Mystery Rider Evaluation Results for Fiscal Year, 2004 

Fixed Routes Yes No 

Was the bus stop accessible? 97 1 

Did the stop have a shelter? 65 33 

Were their curb cuts? 70 11 

Did the bus stop? 94 3 

Was the bus on time? 89 9 

Assistance on & off the bus? 71 2 

Did the driver announce the main stops & transfers? 36 42 

Did the driver announce the stop that you requested? 41 33 

Did the driver treat you with dignity?  96 3 

Was the ride safe and comfortable? 93 3 

Was the buzzer working? 86 8 

Did the marquee work? 61 14 

Was seating available to seniors & people with disabilities? 89 9 

Was the bus clean? 69 7 

Your Ride Yes No 

When scheduling were you put on hold? 47 33 

Were you treated with dignity on the phone? 78 6 

Did you secure a ride? 96 1 

Did the driver arrive in the window period? 84 11 

Did the driver assist you on and off? 75 5 

Did the driver secure wheelchair? 41 7 

Was a lap belt offered? 29 32 

Did the driver treat you with respect & dignity? 94 3 

Did the driver give you adequate time to embark & disembark?  97 0 

Did the driver drop you off at the proper location? 95 2 

Was the ride safe and comfortable? 93 4 

Did the driver eat, smoke, or use a cell phone? 59 38 

Did the wheelchair lift work? 52 1 

Was the Your Ride vehicle clean?   75 1 
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  CHAPTER VII 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS TO AFFIRMATIVELY FURTHER 
FAIR HOUSING IN GENESEE COUNTY   

 
 

I. Recommendations Set Forth in the Darden Study & the Outcomes  
 
A. Removing Barriers in the Private Housing Market (Darden) 
 
Corrective actions to be taken by Genesee County and the City of Flint are 

as follows: 

1. Establish via funding, support, and leadership, a testing program.  The 

program should be countywide.  Its purpose should be to conduct systematic 

tests of real estate brokers, landlords, apartment managers, and mortgage 

lenders in order to identify the extent of the practice of discrimination.  The first 

order of priority should be to test for discrimination against the following groups: 

a. African-Americans 

b. Hispanics 

c. People with disabilities 

During the out-years, i.e., the third or fourth year of testing program, tests 

should be conducted to detect discrimination due to family status, age, and 

sexual orientation. 

Outcome: Yes- All testing has been conducted except sexual orientation, 

which is not a protected class in Genesee County or the City of Flint. 

2. A countywide fair housing center should be established since testing is 

best conducted by such centers.  The primary objective of the center will be to 

test for discrimination in the housing market for the purpose of removing barriers 
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to fair housing related to a lack of enforcement.  Whatever enforcement presently 

exists via fair housing ordinances in various municipalities is not sufficient.  A 

more aggressive approach is needed.  However, the center should also perform 

other functions related to research and education that will also remove barriers. 

Outcome:  Yes – The Fair Housing Center was established, which provides 

testing, enforcement, research, and community outreach. 

3. The fair housing center should be responsible for receiving complaints of 

housing discrimination.  It should (1) send the complaints to the Michigan 

Department of Civil Rights, U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 

Development, and the U.S. Department of Justice, and (2) use the results of the 

complaints to target the testing program.  Complaints are merely the first step in 

the process of identifying discrimination.  Testing is needed to firmly establish the 

evidence. 

Outcome: Yes – The Fair Housing Center accepts, investigates, tests, and 

files fair housing discrimination complaints on a regular basis. 

4. A study of the patterns of lending by race and racial composition of 

communities should be conducted annually using Home Mortgage Disclosure 

Data.  The results should be publicized broadly within the City of Flint/Genesee 

County area in order to inform the public of the racial practices of lending 

institutions in their denial rates by race.  The County should examine changes in 

the racial gap each year and praise those institutions that reduce the gap and 

criticize those that do not. 
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Outcome 50% Yes – There were lending studies conducted three of the five 

years.  The results were not publicized and praise or criticism was not 

offered. 

5. A countywide fair housing center (once established) should use the results 

of the survey of barriers in the Darden report to formulate monthly workshops in 

cooperation with other housing advocacy organizations in order to educate 

consumers in overcoming income and other barriers.  These organizations 

include but should not be limited to Legal Services of Eastern Michigan, The Flint 

Urban League, The City of Flint Human Relations Department, the Spanish 

Speaking Information Center, and The Disability Network.  These organizations 

are already engaged in certain aspects of fair housing.  The monthly workshops 

should be prioritized around barriers identified that (a) definitely exist, and (b) 

probably exist with special attention to barriers due to income and other barriers 

in the survey. 

Outcome: Yes – The Fair Housing Center, the above-mentioned agencies, 

and many additional agencies have ongoing cooperative community fair 

housing community outreach. 

6. In order to insure that the housing needs of persons with disabilities are 

being met, the City of Flint and Genesee County should conduct a needs 

assessment study of persons with disabilities and compare their demand for 

housing with the supply.  The results will then be publicized broadly to the 

community. 
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Outcome: Yes – The Fair Housing Center conducted an assessment of the 

persons with disabilities in the community and the availability of barrier 

free housing.  The report will be publicized in May of 2006. 

7. A follow-up study to assess whether transportation barriers definitely or 

probably exist should be conducted.  The transportation barriers identified in the 

Darden study were that transportation routes were not frequent in certain areas 

and the numbers of routes were insufficient.  The Darden survey was conducted 

before the Mass Transportation Authority completed improvements and 

expansion of public transportation routes. The Mass Transportation Authority is a 

public corporation created to provide public transportation services throughout 

Genesee County in order to get people efficiently and effectively to and from 

work, school, shopping, appointments, church, and recreation.  A follow-up 

survey should be done to see if routes are sufficient and frequent for all residents 

in the Flint/Genesee County area (including racial minorities, people with 

disabilities, and low-income residents). 

Outcome: Yes – The Fair Housing Center has conducted an extensive 

study of the MTA routes and services available in the City of Flint, Genesee 

County and neighboring counties. 

8. The City of Flint should improve its inspection program to detect code 

violations in rental properties, including the Flint Housing Commission.  The 

number of complaints related to lack of maintenance is perceived as a barrier to 

fair housing. 
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Outcome: Yes – The City requires an inspection of all rental property at the 

inception of the unit becoming a rental and then every two years at the 

homeowner’s expense. 

B. Corrective Actions to Further Fair Housing in the Subsidized Housing Market 

(Darden) 

The following are recommended, from the Darden study, actions to remove 

the barriers to fair housing identified in the area of subsidized housing.   

Corrective actions to be taken by the U. S. Department of Housing & Urban 

Development (HUD), Michigan State Housing Development Authority 

(MSHDA), and the Flint Housing Commission cooperatively are as follows: 

1. Develop a coordinated system of housing allocation so that each single 

agency is aware of the housing vacancies administered by other agencies.  Such 

coordinated electronic system must provide the low-income home seekers, 

people with disabilities, and the elderly with one-stop shopping.  The vacancies 

should include those units that are barrier-free. 

Outcome: No – The coordinated system was never designed or 

implemented. 

2. Conduct a study to determine why Hispanics are under-represented in 

subsidized housing in Flint and Genesee County. 

Outcome: 50% Yes – The Fair Housing Center conducted an extensive 

study on subsidized housing and race and Hispanic ethnicity.  A second 

study as a follow-up could be a survey to the Hispanic population. 
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C. The Flint Housing Commission/City of Flint (Darden) 

 Corrective actions to be taken by the Flint Housing Commission are 

as follows: 

1. The Flint Housing Commission should develop an enhanced placement 

program to assist eligible Section 8 families to find units outside of low-income 

racially segregated areas.  Assistance should involve canvassing landlords, 

networking, and community outreach designed to increase the rental options for 

Section 8 tenants. 

Outcome: Status Uncertain – Although requested, the Flint Housing 

Commission did not provide the information pertaining to this 

recommendation. 

2. The Flint Housing Commission should revise or streamline its presently 

complex and confusing tenant selection procedures for public housing tenants.  A 

complete revision is necessary of the section related to the assignment of 

applicants to waiting lists.   

Outcome: Status Uncertain – Although requested, the Flint Housing 

Commission did not provide the information pertaining to this 

recommendation. 

3. The Flint Housing Commission should revise the language used in its 

policy to make it gender inclusive.  The use of his or her or her or his is more 

appropriate. 
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Outcome: Status Uncertain – Although requested, the Flint Housing 

Commission did not provide the information pertaining to this 

recommendation. 

4. The Flint Housing Commission should eliminate its local preference 

category in selecting applicants for Section 8 housing. 

Outcome: Status Uncertain – Although requested, the Flint Housing 

Commission did not provide the information pertaining to this 

recommendation. 

5. Finally, the Flint Housing Commission should revise its policies to bring 

them into conformity with HUD‟s new regulatory changes, which makes both 

certificates and vouchers “portable” nationally.  Moreover, the Commission 

should no longer consider bedroom size when placing applicants. 

Outcome: Status Uncertain – Although requested, the Flint Housing 

Commission did not provide the information pertaining to this 

recommendation. 

D. Genesee County and the City of Flint (Darden) 

Corrective actions to be taken by Genesee County and the City of Flint: 

1. The County and the City of Flint should provide preferences and/or 

incentives to developers who locate sites in racially integrated neighborhoods of 

Flint and Genesee County.  These areas are characterized as census tracts that 

range from 9 to 29 percent African-American. 

Outcome: No – recommendation not accomplished. 
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2. The City of Flint and Genesee County should conduct a study of the 

needs of persons with disabilities for barrier-free housing in relationship to the 

supply in the City and County. 

Outcome: Yes – The Fair Housing Center conducted in-depth research on 

barrier-free housing.  It results is included in this study. 

3. After a five-year period, i.e., during or about 2003, the City of Flint and 

Genesee County should conduct another study of fair housing impediments to 

assess any changes, i.e., reduction or removal of barriers to fair housing.  The 

study should duplicate the present study using 2000 census data. 

Outcome: Yes – This study fulfills this recommendation. 

 

E. Corrective Actions to Remove the Barriers Imposed by Governmental Policies 

of Municipalities (Darden) 

 Corrective actions to be taken by the following municipalities: 

City of Fenton  

 A study should be conducted of the City of Fenton‟s soil types and other 

features to determine what factors are so unique (compared with other cities) to 

justify Fenton‟s large minimum lot size requirements for single family residential 

districts. 

Outcome: No research conducted. 

Montrose and Thetford Townships 

 Studies should be conducted of Montrose and Thetford Townships‟ soil 

types and other features to determine what factors are so unique (compared with 
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other townships) to justify such large minimum lot size requirements for single-

family residential districts. 

Outcome: No research conducted. 

City of Grand Blanc 

 The City of Grand Blanc should revise its master plan to include goals that 

specifically state that one of its goals is to provide a reasonable range of choices 

in housing styles and means to accommodate those who desire to live in the 

area. 

Outcome: Yes – recommendation accomplished. 

Montrose City, Argentine, Clio, Genesee Township and Grand Blanc Township 

 These municipalities should revise their master plans to specifically state 

that they encourage the development of low- to moderate-income housing, 

housing for the elderly or housing with emphasis on structural design that will 

minimize barriers to mobility. 

Outcome: 60% Yes – Montrose City, Clio, and Genesee Township included 

this requirement in their master plan.  Argentine and Grand Blanc 

Township failed to revise their master plans to include this requirement. 

Cities of Burton, Flushing, Swartz Creek, Townships of Argentine, Atlas, Fenton, 

Genesee, Thetford, and Mt. Morris 

 These municipalities should amend their zoning ordinances to specifically 

permit group homes in single family residential districts.  

Outcome: 50% Yes – Argentine, Flushing, Fenton Township, Mt. Morris, 

and Swartz Creek include this recommendation in their zoning ordinances.  
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Atlas Township, Burton, Genesee, and Thetford Township fail to meet this 

requirement. 

All Municipalities 

 All municipalities should review their zoning ordinances for possible 

amendments to require diverse representation on planning commissions and 

zoning boards of appeals.  Virtually none of the municipalities have such 

requirements for planning commissions and only six have language related to 

diverse representation on zoning boards of appeal. 

Outcome: NA – Due to the fact that these are elected positions the 

municipalities do not need to include a requirement in their zoning 

ordinances to have a more diverse representation on the planning 

commission and zoning board of appeals. 

F. Conclusion (Current Study) 

        The current study was designed to determine if there were any impediments 

to fair housing in Genesee County including the City of Flint.  A variety of data 

and documents were examined.   Among such data were (1) U.S. Census 

reports and summary tapes on racial population groups, their socioeconomic 

characteristics, and spatial distribution, (2) the demographic composition and 

location of public and subsidized housing, (3) Home Mortgage Disclosure data on 

lending institutions, (4) testing and complaint patterns, (5) transportation patterns, 

and (6) legal documents and policies including master plan and zoning 

ordinances. 
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II. Overall Barriers in the Housing Market in the Current Study 

        This study identified barriers that can be classified into the following areas: 

B. Racial minority status 

C. Disability status 

D. Family status 

        Among the barriers above, the racial barrier is the most resistant and the 

most important barrier that must be overcome if fair housing is to be a reality in 

Genesee County, including the City of Flint.  For that reason, this report devoted 

the largest share of the study to the racial barrier and the nature, characteristics, 

and actions that are necessary to overcome it.  In addition, the second most 

common barrier in Genesee County is disability status followed closely by familial 

status.  Therefore, these three barriers are the most urgent and the ones the City 

of Flint and the County should devote most resources and the most immediate 

attention to address. 

        U. S. Census data were used to identify two types of racial barriers and 

barriers for people with disabilities.  One barrier identified is an exclusionary 

barrier in which practices and/or policies exclude members of a designated group 

from living in the entire municipality.  This barrier was determined by examining 

the level of representation of designated groups, i.e., African-Americans, 

Hispanics, Asian, and Native American Indian in each municipality compared 

with their representation in Genesee County as a whole.  If no barriers existed, 

one would expect an even distribution in which the representation of each 

municipality reflected that of the County as a whole.   
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        The second barrier to fair housing is residential segregation.  This 

discrimination includes practices and/or policies that do not exclude members 

from each municipality but instead, restrict them to certain areas within the 

municipality.  

        Examination of the 33 municipalities in Genesee County revealed an under-

representation of minorities.  African-Americans were under-represented in all 

municipalities except the City of Flint and Mt. Morris Township.  The analysis of 

the Hispanic population reveals that 26 of the 33 municipalities have an under -

representation of Hispanics.  Furthermore, 21 of the 33 municipalities show an 

under-representation of both the Asian and American Indian/Alaskan Native 

populations.  Data for people with disabilities show the same design.  This 

pattern of under- representation is the first sign that practices and/or policies 

exist to deny minorities equal access to housing in the majority of municipalities 

in Genesee County.  The ideal “integrated” range for all minorities is the County 

average for each minority. 

        In addition to exclusionary barriers, analysis of the census data also show 

segregative barriers in which practices and/or policies disproportionately restrict 

minorities and people with disabilities from equal access to housing throughout 

each of the municipalities.  The municipalities showing the highest rate of 

segregative barriers for African-Americans and Hispanics are the City of Flint, 

Burton, Flint Township, Genesee Township, Grand Blanc Township, and Mt. 

Morris Township. 
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        The most recent census data indicates that the City of Flint is the most 

segregated city in Michigan and Genesee County is the seventh most 

segregated Metropolitan Statistical Area (which includes the City of Flint) in the 

Nation.  Like under-representation, such a high level of segregation is another 

indicator that practices and/or policies are probably occurring that segregate 

minorities, thus denying them equal access to housing.  According to Joe 

Darden, “Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing in Genesee County Including 

the City of Flint published in 1998, when such under-representation and high 

levels of segregation occur in metropolitan areas it is usually related to the 

following factors: 

1. Differential ability to pay as revealed by differential economic 

characteristics by race or ethnicity, 

2. Very strong preferences to live in all African-American or mostly African-

American neighborhoods, and 

3. Racial discriminatory practices by real estate brokers, landlords, 

apartment managers, and mortgage lenders.  

        The results of this study on Genesee County revealed that the under -

representation of minorities in certain municipalities cannot be explained by 

differences in social and economic characteristics of municipalities.  Research at 

the national level has also shown that when the level of residential segregation is 

very high and the level of minority representation in the suburbs is very low as in 

the case of Genesee County, the primary barrier has been discrimination and 

racial steering by real estate brokers, landlords, and apartment managers.   
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        Such discriminatory practices were revealed through testing and 

discrimination complaints.  Although discrimination complaint data often 

underestimated the extent of discrimination, the data and test results can by used 

as a guide for additional testing.    

        Data on the lending patterns of financial institutions in Genesee County 

revealed evidence of differential loan denial rates by race and racial composition 

by neighborhoods.  The racial disparities in lending rates varied between 

institutions.  Such lending data can by used to guide a testing program toward 

those institutions with sufficient African-American, Hispanic, Asian, and American 

Indian/Alaskan Native applications and where the racial disparity was above the 

average for the County as a whole.  No testing is necessary for those institutions 

where the racial disparity was below the average for the County as a whole.    

Another area to examine is advertising as a possible impediment to fair 

housing.  In the year 2000 there were 45,147 loan applications in Genesee 

County; 64% of the loan applicants were Caucasian and 8% were African-

American, revealing a tremendous difference in the percentage of applicants for 

each racial group.  With such a great difference, advertising, or lack of 

advertising, may be a contributing factor to the impediments to fair housing.  

Lending institutions that advertise in select neighborhoods, and/or to certain 

groups, and use only Caucasian models in their ads may be exhibiting 

preferential treatment toward the Caucasian population. 
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IV. Barriers in the Subsidized Housing Market 

This study of subsidized housing in Genesee County of low-income 

households demonstrates racial segregation indicating a barrier to fair housing.   

In addition, an audit of subsidized housing also reveals barriers to fair housing 

choice for persons with disabilities.   

Racial composition of subsidized housing in Genesee County is a function of 

the housing type, site location, and administrative agency (federal, state, and 

local).   There is no combined effort to coordinate the system of low-income 

housing allocation at the state and federal levels.  Therefore, low-income home 

seekers do not have the benefit of knowing the availability of subsidized housing 

throughout the County.  This encourages segregation, causing low-income, 

minorities, and persons with disabilities to reside in the City of Flint.   

        With the current housing search process, developments located in 

predominantly African-American neighborhoods (census tracts) will attract 

primarily or only African-American occupants.  The same holds true for 

developments located in all Caucasian or mostly Caucasian neighborhoods, 

which attract primarily or only Caucasians.   The County should provide 

preferences and/or incentives to developers who locate sites in racially integrated 

neighborhoods in the County.  These areas are characterized as census tracts 

that range from 9 to 29 percent African-American. 

Public housing in Genesee County is not only racially segregated but fails to 

meet the housing needs of the community for persons with disabilities and 

families.  The 133 scattered sites are all located in adjacent streets located in 
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census tracts that are 90% or more African-American.  In addition, 48 of those 

family sites are vacant due to ill repair.  Data shows that there is a substantial 

shortage of safe, affordable, and barrier free housing for people with disabilities 

and/or families. For example, the total barrier-free units in subsidized housing is 

233, however, to meet the minimum requirements, there should be 448 for 5% 

requirement and 627 for 7%. 

A final barrier identified is parking challenges for people with disabilities.  The 

audit shows that subsidized housing sites are not in compliance with the 

accessible parking standards.  This creates a challenge for potential renters and 

residents living in subsidized housing. 

 
V. Barriers in Governmental Policies by Municipalities 

This study also assessed if barriers to fair housing have been created by 

policies of municipalities.  Both master plans and zoning ordinances were 

examined.  Master plans are intended to set general policies for guiding future 

development in municipalities.  Zoning ordinances are designed to regulate the 

use of land, structures, and size and location of buildings.  The most restricted 

entity is the single-family residential district. 

Thirty-two of the 33 municipalities have a master plan.  Each master plan was 

analyzed with a focus on goals and affordable housing.  The Village of Otter 

Lake, the only municipality without a master plan, should develop a master plan. 

Master plans should contain language that encourages the development of low- 

to moderate-income, elderly housing, and barrier-free housing.     Argentine and 

Grand Blanc Township should revise their master plans to include these criteria. 
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Argentine and Grand Blanc Township should revise their master plans to 

include language that specifically states that one of its goals is to provide a 

reasonable range of choices in housing styles and means to accommodate those 

who desire to live in the area. 

The zoning ordinance of each municipality was assessed using two factors-

minimum lot size requirements for single-family districts and permission of group 

homes in single-family districts.  Atlas, Burton, Genesee Township, and Thetford 

Township should amend their zoning ordinances to specifically permit group 

homes in single-family residential districts. 

A study should be conducted of the City of Fenton, Montrose Township, 

Thetford Township, Gaines Townships, and the Village of Goodrich soil types 

and other features to determine what factors are so unique to justify such large 

minimum lot size requirements for single-family residential districts. 

All municipalities should review and update both master plans and zoning 

ordinances that were written five or more years ago. 

VI. Barriers in Public Transportation 

Mass Transportation Authority (MTA) is the primary public transportation 

service provider for Genesee County.  It provides extensive affordable bus 

service to the City of Flint and neighboring municipalities.  There are 13 standard 

routes and curb-to-curb services seven days a week in the City of Flint and 

Genesee County.  There are also regional services to Oakland, Livingston, 

Lapeer, Washtenaw, and Saginaw Counties. 
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The fixed route buses make several stops en route to their destinations.  

Included in the stops are numerous primary community sites such as shopping 

centers, medical centers, and social service agencies. 

        Due to the population shifting in Genesee County and an increase in the 

aging population, a follow up study should be conducted in the next 

comprehensive fair housing impediment study to discover if the public 

transportation system is meeting the needs of the County.   

VII. Corrective Actions to Further Fair Housing in the Housing Market 

If barriers are to be removed, a continuing collective effort countywide and 

action oriented with measurable outcomes must be taken.  The following tasks 

and the most appropriate agency to perform each charge are identified.  

City of Flint and Genesee County - Removing Barriers in Public and Private 

Housing  

        The City of Flint and Genesee County should provide continued funding, 

support, and leadership for the countywide fair housing center, which will provide 

the following services: 

1. A countywide testing program.  The Fair Housing Center will conduct 

systematic- and complaint-based tests of real estate brokers, landlords, 

apartment managers, mobile home community agents, and mortgage lenders in 

order to identify the extent of the practice of discrimination.  The Center shall test 

state and federal protected classes.  The first order of priority should be to test 

for discrimination against the following groups: 

 Racial and Ethnic Minorities 
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 Disability Status 

 Family Status 

2. Countywide enforcement.  The Fair Housing Center is responsible for 

receiving complaints of housing discrimination.  It will (1) send the complaints to 

the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, the Michigan 

Department of Civil Rights, and/or the U.S. Department of Justice, and (2) use 

the results of the complaints to target the testing program. 

3. Research.  The Fair Housing Center will conduct a variety of studies to 

discover additional impediments to fair housing choice.  The results should be 

publicized broadly within the City of Flint and Genesee County.  They include: 

 A study of lending patterns by race and racial composition of 

neighborhoods should be conducted every other year.  The study should 

have a multi-prong approach using current Home Mortgage Disclosure 

Data (HMDA), Community Reinvestment Act (CRA) guidelines, as well as 

other relevant sources.   

 Conduct lending research of loan denials based upon credit scores to 

determine if more stringent criteria impacts on HMDA, CRA, and census 

data.   

 Studies should be conducted to analyze advertising practices (media and 

on site) for both lending institutions and housing providers. 

 The Mass Transportation Authority is a public corporation created to 

provide public transportation services throughout Genesee County in 

order to get people efficiently and effectively to and from work, school, 
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shopping, appointment, church, and recreation.  A follow-up survey should 

be done to see if the routes are sufficient and frequent for all residents in 

the City of Flint and Genesee County. 

 Research should be conducted, in all census tracts, to identify areas and 

instances where public services and ordinances enforcements are not 

equitability provided. 

 Research should be conducted on rental housing providers with high 

denial rates or segregative patterns to protected classes for frequency of 

evictions not based on non-payment. 

 It is recommended that the master plan for Genesee County and all thirty-

three municipalities should be updated to be consistent with all federal and 

state fair housing laws. 

 The Fair Housing Center should collaborate with the hate crime task force 

to conduct research necessary to develop a consolidated report to be 

published and made available to the public.  

 The Federal government should consider increasing collaboration of 

Entitlement Communities by allowing flexibility in their efforts to provide 

affordable and fair housing.  

4. Education.  The Fair Housing Center will offer training and educational 

seminars throughout Genesee County.  The focus should be on publicizing 

dynamics of exclusionary, segregative, and other barriers to fair housing choice.  

There will be a priority to present the information to the public, lending 

institutions, housing providers, and governmental entities. 
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Genesee County and the City of Flint 

Corrective actions to be taken by Genesee County and the City of Flint: 

1. The County and City of Flint should provide incentives to 

developers who locate sites in racially integrated neighborhoods of Flint 

and Genesee County.  These areas are characterized as census tracts 

that range from 9 to 29 percent African-American.  

2. Every five years the City of Flint and Genesee County should 

conduct another study of fair housing impediments to identify and assess 

any changes (reduction or removal) or additional barriers to fair housing. 
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VII. The Recommended Five-Year Action Plan 

Time Table Actions Agency 

Year 1 
 2006 

1. Conduct tests for housing 
discrimination of all protected 
classes.  Provide report on housing 
discriminates quarterly to the 
Genesee County/City of Flint Fair 
Housing Committee. 

 
2. Conduct six workshops or training 

sessions on fair housing.  
 

3. Receive, record, investigate, and 
forward complaints of discrimination 
to appropriate enforcement 
agencies. 

 
4. Conduct a study of lending patterns 

by race and racial composition.  
The study should include all 
reasons for loan denials, loan 
denials based on credit 
scores/racial composition, and 
lending advertising practices of all 
lenders. 

 
MEASUREABLE OUTCOMES 
 
1. Tests conducted, submit quarterly 

reports, and announce results 
publicly at Genesee County/City of 
Flint Fair Housing Committee 
annual meeting. 

 
2. Testing results will indicate a 

decrease in negative findings 1-5% 
annually.  Reduce incidences by 
5% through testing/enforcement. 

 
3. Issue an annual report of 

complaints received and filed 
disseminated broadly to the public. 

 
4. Study completed and the results 

Fair Housing Center – Legal 
Services of Eastern Michigan 
 
 
 
 
 
Fair Housing Center – Legal 
Services of Eastern Michigan 
 
Fair Housing Center – Legal 
Services of Eastern Michigan 
 
 
 
Fair Housing Center – Legal 
Services of Eastern Michigan, 
CHRB, RFP/GCMPC, and 
GISD (State records/City and 
County)  
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disseminated broadly to the public. 
 
5. Survey developed. 

 
6.  Resolution to HUD Letter on CRA 

enclosed req. continuation of data 
collection. 

 
7. CHRB and Fair Housing Committee 

Board to present it to Development. 
 

8. Mid-census study developed to 
assess school district data as a 
mid-“census” data gathering 
initiative about households in 
communities – to ensure actual 
counts mid-census. 

 
9. Conduct Fair Housing Workshops: 

on a) Compliance Requirements for 
landlords & developers, b) 
Protected populations, c) Master 
Plans/Zoning Ordinances/Parks & 
Recreation Plans – LUGS how to 
incorporate Fair Housing into plans 
– including race/origin/disabilities, 
d) MDCR – training on their 
programs re: realtor training. 

 
10.  Increase total number of barrier 

free dwelling units in Genesee 
County and City of Flint. 

 
11.  In rehab enact a policy to 

where/when a unit of publicly 
funded housing will consider 
visitability in rehabilitation plans. 

 
12.  Recommends increase federally 

funded developments. 
 

13. New construction – Enact a policy 
whereby the developer will commit 
to developing an additional 
percentage of affordable barrier free 
units in order to be awarded 
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“bonus” points for Home Investment 
Partnerships (HOME) Program 
funds.  

 
   



 208 

Year 2 
 2007 

1. Conduct tests for housing 
discrimination of all protected 
classes.  Provide report on housing 
discriminates quarterly to the 
Genesee County/City of Flint Fair 
Housing Committee. 

 
2. Conduct six workshops or training 

sessions on fair housing issues 
identified in testing results. 

 
3. Receive, record, investigate, and 

forward complaints of discrimination 
to appropriate enforcement 
agencies.  Report number filed and 
nature of outcomes. 

 
4. Run advertisements on fair housing 

in the media. 
 

 MEASUREABLE OUTCOMES 
 
1. Tests conducted and an annual 

report of results issued to public. 
 
2. Six training sessions conducted and 

satisfactory results obtained by 
participants via evaluation of each 
session. 

 
3. Issue an annual report of 

complaints received and filed. 
 

4. Study completed and the results 
disseminated broadly to the public. 

 
5. Encourage public transit to continue 

its efforts in reaching and serving 
disabled population throughout 
Genesee County and the City of 
Flint. 

 
6. Clearing house: a) Develop 

participation of a localized resource 
center: a) private sector, b) 
lenders/landlords/realtors/Flint 

Fair Housing Center – Legal 
Services of Eastern Michigan  
 
 
 
 
 
Fair Housing Center – Legal 
Services of Eastern Michigan 
 
 
Fair Housing Center – Legal 
Services of Eastern Michigan  
 
 
 
  
Genesee County & City of Flint 
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Housing Commission/GCMPC – in 
the clearinghouse collaboration, c) 
Property management firms, d) 
encourage affirmative marketing 
from HOME funded developments 
to participate, e) establish a policy 
where subsidized developments to 
participate in the clearinghouse by 
affirmative marketing. 

 
7. FHC recommendations: a) Increase 

barrier free units through 
rehabilitation by existing vacant 
units and b) participation in the 
clearinghouse/advertisements. 
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Year 3  
2008 

1. Conduct tests for housing 
discrimination of all protected 
classes.  Provide report on housing 
discriminates quarterly to the 
Genesee County/City of Flint Fair 
Housing Committee. 

 
2. Conduct six workshops or training 

sessions on fair housing. 
 

3. Receive, record, investigate, and 
forward complaints of discrimination 
to appropriate enforcement 
agencies. 

 
4. Conduct a study of advertising 

practices of lenders and housing 
providers. 

 
 MEASUREABLE OUTCOMES 
 

1. Tests conducted and an annual 
report of results issued to public. 

 
2. Six training sessions conducted and 

satisfactory results obtained by 
participants via evaluation of each 
session. 

 
3. Issue an annual report of complaints 

received and filed. 
 
4. Studies completed and the results 

disseminated broadly to the public.   
 

Fair Housing Center – Legal 
Services of Eastern Michigan 
 
 
 
 
 
Fair Housing Center – Legal 
Services of Eastern Michigan 
 
Fair Housing Center – Legal 
Services of Eastern Michigan  
 
 
 
Fair Housing Center – Legal 
Services of Eastern Michigan  



 211 

Year 4 
 2009 

1. Conduct tests (tenant selection) for 
housing discrimination of all 
protected classes. 

 
2. Conduct at least six workshops or 

training sessions on fair housing.  
 

3. Receive, record, investigate, and 
forward complaints of discrimination 
to appropriate enforcement 
agencies. 

 
4. Conduct a study of real estate 

transaction, appraisals, and market 
study. 

 
 MEASUREABLE OUTCOMES 
 

1. Tests conducted and an annual 
report of results issued to public. 

 
2. Six training sessions conducted and 

satisfactory results obtained by 
participants via evaluation of each 
session. 

 
3. Issue an annual report of complaints 

received and filed. 
 
4. Study completed and the results 

disseminated broadly to the public.   
 

Fair Housing Center – Legal 
Services of Eastern Michigan  
 
 
Fair Housing Center – Legal 
Services of Eastern Michigan  
 
Fair Housing Center – Legal 
Services of Eastern Michigan 
 
 
 
Fair Housing Center – Legal 
Services of Eastern Michigan  
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Year 5 
2010 

1. Conduct tests for housing 
discrimination of all protected 
classes. Provide report on housing 
discriminates quarterly to the 
Genesee County/City of Flint Fair 
Housing Committee. 

 
2. Conduct six workshops or training 

sessions on fair housing. 
 

3. Receive, record, investigate, and 
forward complaints of discrimination 
to appropriate enforcement 
agencies. 

 
4. Conduct a study of the inventory of 

accessible and visitiability units of 
subsidized housing. 

 
 MEASUREABLE OUTCOMES 
 

1. Tests conducted and an annual 
report of results issued to public. 

 
2. Six training sessions conducted and 

satisfactory results obtained by 
participants via evaluation of each 
session. 

 
3. Issue an annual report of complaints 

received and filed. 
 

4. Study completed and the results 
disseminated broadly to the public.   

 

Fair Housing Center – Legal 
Services of Eastern Michigan  
 
 
 
 
 
Fair Housing Center – Legal 
Services of Eastern Michigan 
 
Fair Housing Center – Legal 
Services of Eastern Michigan  
 
 
 
Fair Housing Center – Legal 
Services of Eastern Michigan  
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Years 1-5  
 

1. All developments of 5 or more units 
should have provisions for 20% of 
those units to be “affordable housing”. 

 
2. The County and the Fair Housing 

Center should be informed of all new 
builds for multi-unit housing in the 
County. 

 
3. Units of government will be ineligible 

for CDBG funding unless they have a 
Master Plan containing a commitment 
and plan for fair housing. 

 
4. Units of government must make 

provisions to allow group homes for 
the disabled in single-family zoned 
areas in order to be eligible for CDBG 
funding. 

 
5. Building codes should be amended 

only as required by the ADA. 
 
MEASUREABLE OUTCOMES 
 

1.  All developments of 5 or more units 
will have provisions for 20% of those 
units as “affordable housing.”  (On 
going) 

 
2.  Municipalities report all new builds for 

multi-unit housing to the Fair Housing 
Center and the County.  (On going) 

 
3. Municipalities shall include a 

commitment and plan for fair housing 
in their Master Plan.  (2007 – 2008) 

 
4. Municipalities shall update their 

Zoning Ordinances to allow group 
homes for the disabled in single-
family zoned areas.  (2007 – 2009) 

 
5. Municipalities shall update their 

Various Municipalities, 
Genesee County, & City of Flint 
 

Various Municipalities and 
Genesee County & Genesee 
County and the Fair Housing 
Center of Eastern Michigan 
 
Various Municipalities and 
Genesee County 
 
 
 
Various Municipalities and 
Genesee County 
 
 
 
 
Various Municipalities and 
Genesee  County 
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Zoning Ordinances to include building 
codes meeting the ADA regulations.  
(2007 – 2009) 

 

 

Year 6  1.  Conduct follow-up comprehensive 
study to assess any changes in fair 
housing impediments after 5 years 
of intervention.  Topics should 
include demographics, lending 
patterns, testing/complaint results, 
housing, transportation, and 
governmental policies/practices. 

 
 MEASUREABLE OUTCOMES 
 

1. Report completed and changes 
documented and further 
recommendations, if any listed.  
Report is widely distributed 
throughout the County. 

Fair Housing Center – Legal 
Services of Eastern Michigan 
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Appendix A – MTA Bus Route Information  
 
Route #1:  North Saginaw 
63 stop locations 
Points of Interest: GCCARD Community Action Resource Dept. 
 Metropolitan Chamber of Commerce 
 Windmill Place 
 Doyle-Ryder School 
 River Village 
 Flint Schools of Choice 
 Kennedy Center 
 Dot Elementary 
 Flint Genesee Job Corps Center 
 Berston Fieldhouse 
 Dewey School 
 Broome Center 
 Genesee Council of the Blind 
 Martin Elementary 
 Our Savior School 
 Summit Junior High School 
 Beecher High School 
 K-Mart Plaza 
 Beecher Adult Education 
 Kroger Store 
 
Route #2:  ML King Avenue 
68 stop locations 
Points of Interest: GCCARD Community Action Resources Dept. 
 Marion Hall 
 Michigan Works Career Alliance 
 Garfield School 
 Forest Park 
 Bunche School 
 North Flint Plaza 
 Bryant Middle School 
 Pierson School 
 Wilkins School 
 Buell School 
 Beecher Plaza 
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Route #3:  Genesee Valley 
52 stop locations 
Points of Interest: Michigan School for the Deaf 
 Center for the Visually Impaired 
 Eisenhower School 
 K-Mart Plaza 
 Flint Heights Terrace 
 Yorkshire Plaza 
 Davenport University 
 Somerset Towne Center 
 Genesee Valley Shopping Center 
 Linden Lane Apartments 
 Genesee Valley Dialysis Center 
 HealthPlus 
 Hurley West:  Flint Senior Care Center 
 Meijer 
 
Route #4:  Civic Park 
68 stop locations 
Points of Interest: GCCARD Community Action Resources Dept. 
 Marion Hall 
 Easter Seal Society 
 Durant-Tuuri Mott School 
 Fisher-Guide Mfg. 
 Kettering University 
 Donovan South 
 Longfellow Middle School 
 Summerfield School 
 Haskell Community Center 
 Civic Park School 
 Bassett Park 
 Northern High School 
 Merrill School 
 Hallwood Plaza 
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Route #5:  Dupont 
75 stop locations 
Points of Interest: GCCARD Community Action Resources Dept. 
 Marion Hall 
 Michigan Works/Career Alliance 
 Genesee County Community Mental Health 
 Hurley Medical Center 
 King School 
 Iroquois Park 
 Emanuel School 
 Forest Park 
 DuKette School 
 Gundry School 
 Powers High School 
 Northwestern High School 
 Homes Junior High School 
 Brownell School 
 Mayfair Plaza 
 Hurley West/Hamilton Health Care 
 
Route #6:  Lewis Selby 
81 stop locations 
Points of Interest: YWCA and YMCA 
 Kearsley Park Manor 
 Whittier Junior High School 
 Central High School 
 Board of Education Administration Bldg. 
 Flint Public Library 
 Flint Institute of Music 
 Sloan Museum 
 Flint Institute of Arts 
 Longway Planetarium 
 Bower Theatre 
 Sarvis Center 
 Whiting Auditorium 
 Main Post Office 
 City Farmers Market 
 Community Industries 
 Rosewood 
 Krogers 
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Rout #7:  Franklin 
68 stop locations 
Points of Interest: Richert Manor 
 YWCA and YMCA 
 Whittier Junior High School 
 Central High School 
 University of Michigan-Flint 
 Mott Community College 
 Mott Regional Tech Center 
 Hurley-Genesys Cancer Center 
 Washington School 
 St. Mary‟s School 
 Williams School 
 Whaley Park 
 Carpenter Rd. Elementary 
 Aldridge Apartments 
 
Route #8:  South Saginaw 
74 stop locations 
Points of Interest: Flint City Hall 
 Genesee County Administration Bldg. 
 Red Cross Bldg. 
 International Academy 
 Great Lakes Tech Center 
 Grand Blanc Township Center 
 Grand Blanc Plaza 
 Grand Blanc City Hall 
 Holy Family School 
 Brendal School 
 Perry Center 
 Grand Blanc High School 
 Grand Mall 
 Grand Meadows Apartments 
 Grand Ridge Galleria 
 Genesys Health Park 
 
 
Route #9:  Lapeer 
72 stop locations 
Points of Interest: Social Security Office 
 Disability Network 
 Dort Mall 
 K-Mart Plaza 
 Freeman School 
 Burton Public Library 
 Meijer on Center Road 
 Burton Place 
 Perani‟s Event Center 
 Scott Elementary 
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Route #10:  Richfield 
72 stop locations 
Points of Interest: Richert Manor 
 Whittier Junior High School 
 Central High School 
 Mott Community College 
 Consumer‟s Energy 
 Goodwill Industries 
 Courland Center 
 Genesys East Campus 
 Centerview Apartments 
 St. Leo Education Center 
 Potter School 
 Amtrak, Greyhound, Indian Trails 
 MTA Main Offices/Terminal 
 
Route #11:  Fenton Rd. 
49 stop locations 
Points of Interest: Cody School 
 Neithercut School 
 Chevrolet Truck Assembly Plant 
 Baker College 
 South Flint Plaza 
 Bishop Airport/Airpark 
 
 
Route #12:  Beecher/Corunna 
76 stop locations 
Points of Interest: Zimmerman Center 
 Carman Plaza 
 Clovertree Apartments 
 Hunters Ridge Apartments 
 Coolidge School 
 McLaren Regional Medical Center 
 Genesys Emergency 
 St. Paul‟s School 
 River Hollow 
 River Forest 
 River Valley Plaza 
 Flint Medical Arts Building 
 Mill Road Apartments 
 Cambridge Square 
 Towne View Plaza 
 Executive Plaza 
 Citizens Plaza 
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Route #13:  Cross town North 
48 stop locations 
Points of Interest: Meijer 
 Mt. Morris Education 
 Hallwood Plaza 
 Sussex Apartments 
 Urban League of Flint 
 North Flint Shopping Center 
 Bryant Junior High School 
 Aldridge Apartments 
 Carpenter Road School 
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Appendix B – Monitoring Committee 
 
 
Shelia Auten Gen. Co. Metropolitan Planning Commission 
Robert Beckley Genesee Institute 
Ed Benning Mass Transportation Authority  
Lynette Boswell Genesee Institute 
Herbert Cleaves Flint School Board 
Debbie Dwierszynski Valley Area Agency on Aging 
Charlotte Edwards Citizens Bank 
Patricia Franklin-Lindsey Chemical Bank 
Gail Freeman Flint Area Association of Realtors 
Janice Gooley Urban League of Flint 
Barbara Griffith-Wilson T.R. Harris CDC/Resource Center 
Sharon Hurd Republic Bank 
Lucille James Genesee County Land Bank 
Jacqueline Jordan NAACP 
Tony Martin U. S. Department of HUD 
Penny McMillian The Disability Network 
Rosia Murphy Human Relations Commission 
Cindy Neal Flint Area Association of Realtors 
Melissa Overton Republic Bank 
Patrick L. Ryals Flint Park Lake C. D. C. 
Carl Thompson Gen. Co. Metropolitan Planning Commission 
Rozelle White Gen. County Dept. of Human Services 
Denise Yarbrough Salem Housing 
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