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Preface

This Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice was produced on behalf of the Bliatagzn by

TDA Consulting, under contract to the Michigan State Housing Development Authidiy would like to
thank the leadership and staff at the Authority for their participation in this effort. Most importantly, we
thank the many stakeholders, mging from state residents to advocates to nonprofit and-goofit
housing industry representatives who provided input through various focus groups, public meetings,
surveys, and interviews.
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Executive Summary

The Fair Housing Act does more than simply prohibit discrimination. It requires HUD and its grantees to
GF1S al OldAazya OFFANFKeMAANYASE O eTdzNIVIRRSN 2 G KSNJ G KA
structural factors leading to segregated housing outcomes.

For years, HUD has required of each jurisdiction that receive funds through the Consoliatin
Submissiorg covering the Commuty Development Block Grant (CDBG), HOME Investments Partnership
Program (HOME), Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG), Housing Opportunities for People with AIDS (HOPWA)
¢i2 OSNIATFe GKFdG Ad agAtft Sy3arasS Ay FFAN K2dzaiy3a |

(1) Conducting an analysis ofipediments to fair housing choice at the beginning of eachyear cycle;

(2) Carrying out actions to overcome the effects of identified impediments;

(3) Maintaining records and making available information and reports, including the analysis of
impediments, andi 2 R2 OdzYSyid | OGA2ya dzyRSNIF 1Sy (2 StAYAY

As a result, each jurisdiction is required to develop an Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (Al).
Thus, the State of Michigan is required, pursuant to 24 CFR 570.847®)(1)atd O2 y RdzO4G Y 'y |y
ARSY(GATFE® AYLISRAYSy(a (2 FIAN K2dzaAy3d OK2A0S HAGKA

| ' 5 RSTAYSA GAYLISRAYSYy(Gaé¢d Fay alye |OGA2yas 2YAaal
sex, disability, familial status or national originthestricts housing choices or the availability of housing

AAAAAA

OK2A0S8Sa 2F (KSasS LINRPGSOGSR Ofl aasSaos

¢KS GSNXY aFFAN K2dzaAy3a OK2A0S¢ A& RSFTFAYSR o6& 1!5
the same housing choices regardless of race, coddigion, sex, handicap, familial status, or national
origin

This report will be the final Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice prepared by the State of
Michigan. In 2015, HUD issued a final rule on Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing amhicty other

things, requires that all various HUD recipients, including all states, conduct an Assessment of Fair Housing
(AFH) rather than an Al. Unlike the Al, the AFH will be subject to specific review and approval by HUD,
and in the case of statesilwbe truly statewide rather than focused just on nentitled portions of the

state.

Broadly speaking, the AFH process replaces and supersedes the Al process. HUD expects the AFH will
FAdZNIKSNJ &l yRINRAT S GKS I LILWbRIF HOUsingisBued ancBlaNt oA O A 2
substantive actions in an effort to affirmatively further fair housing. In particular, while certain details of

the AFH process are still subject to change as HUD considers and responds to public commentldn the AF

tool, akey feature of the AFH is an increased focus on systemic barriers to fair housing choice, particularly

Y2y 3Ky y3¢é St SySydaa 2F {aGFrdS yR 20Kt LRt AOed

I Note that Michigan state law also provides protections for marital status.
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transportation policies are larger drikeof segregated housing patterns than decisions about where to
invest very limited housing and community development funding from HUD.

At the same time, affirmatively furthering fair housing will continue to include efforts by HUD recipients
to ensurethat consumers, local officials, housing providers, and affiliated professionals are aware of
nondiscrimination requirements.

The information in this report is organized to provide context at the state level as well as regional analyses

of key factors thraghout the report. Larger cities and urban counties that receive their own direct
Ffft20lGA2ya 2F /5.D FTdzyRa FNRBY |1 !5 | NBE NBEFSNNBR i
counties that receive HOME Investment Partnerships Program (HOMEjfun¥ N2 Y | ! 5 | NB & LJ
2 dzNAX 4 RA O & Bngtlgndeat cotndinitied/and participating jurisdictions must undertake their own
Analyses of Impediments to Fair Housing. As a result, this Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing
primarily focuses ot Yy BW G A Gf SYSYy (G O2YYdzyAidiASazé 2N 4Kz2a$S 2dzN
grantees and receive CDBG or HOME funds through the State rather than directly from HUD, including
through the Michigan State Housing Development Authority (MSHDA) and tbkigdh Economic
5S@St2LIYSYyld / 2NLRNIGA2Y 060a95/ 0 aAOKAIlLY 2dz2NRARA
they are entitlement communities include those listed below.

EXCLUDED COUNTI EXCLUDED MUNICIPALITIES (COUNTY STILL INCLUDED):

Genesee Battle Creek Muskegon

Kent Bay City Muskegon Heights
Macomb East Lansing Norton Shores
Oakland Kalamazoo Portage
Washtenaw Lansing Saginaw

Wayne Midland

ThenorSY G AGE SYSYylG O2YYdzyAdASa GKFEG gAftf 06S GKS T2 O0dz
{dGF0§S¢ O2YYdzyAlASao CKSasS O02YYdzyAGASa gAff 0S |
Prosperity Regions. The méelow depicts the division of counties across the Prosperity Regions.
Entitlement communities are excluded from the analysis as described above. Additionally, Appendix A
provides a list of all counties by region and indicates those areas that have been dXctudehe various

regional analyses. Note that Region 10 is excluded in its entirety because all counties within Region 10 are
entitlement communities.

2 Each program has different qualifying thresholds, but with few exceptions nationally and none in Michigan HOME
participating jurisdictions are also CDBG entitlement communities. However, not every CDBG entitlement also
receives HOME. States receive hofbtate CDBG funding may only invested in communities that are not CDBG
entittement communities, while a state may invest its HOME funds anywhere in the state, including in
communities that are HOME participating jurisdictions.

Michigan Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (2016) 6
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Based on current HUD guidance, the State of Michigan anticipates preparing an AFH ahead of its 2020
2024 Consolidated Planning cycle. So while it has been prepared in accordance with existing HUD
requirements, in many respects this Analysis of Impediments is intended to helgateebridge the
transition from the Al to the AFH process.

As outlined ingreater detail in the Findings and Recommendations section of this report, the primary
impediments to fair housing identified in the nemtitled portions of the State include:

1

Inadequate public awareness of fair housing and nondiscrimination requiremantsng both

consumers and different sectors of the real estate industry, particularly small landlords.

A narrow understanding of the need to address structural barriers to fair housing at both the state

and local government level, which tends to silo thist 8 dzS (2 G K2dzaAy 3¢ | ASYOAS
GKFYy ONBFGAYI fAY1F38a o SKBRBNY X2 dh2A FENI2WAIYORIYVIS &F
Increased rates of poverty which disproportionately affect protected classes such as -African
Americans, exacerbatingrlits on mobility and housing choice for such households and creating
potentially debilitating generational cycles of disadvantage.

Michigan Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (2016) 7



9 Decreasing housing affordability, particularly for renter households, which likewise affect protected
classes at dispropodnate rates and contribute to segregated housing patterns.

1 Increasing disconnects, particularly in rural regions, between an aging population experiencing higher
rates of disability and the availability of accessible housing stock that can allow eldeysabled
households to age in place with appropriate community supports.

To address these impediments, this Analysis of Impediments makes a vanetponfmendations to be

considered over the next two yeakshich are centered on two major areas reinvigorating public

education efforts around fair housing rights and concerns and building a broader institutional awareness
FNRdzy R adldS 3I320SNYyYSyiQa NBalLlRyairoAfAiide F2NI | F-
identifying and addressing structirbarriers to fair housing choiceThe goal, in addition to meeting

current and ongoing obligations to affirmatively further fair housing, is to create the institutional
infrastructure that will prepare the State to fully comply with the more robust ieents of the AFH
processincludng broader participation by departments and agencies beysimiplyMSHDA and MEDC

as the primary administrators of HUD funding.

These recommendations are further supplemented by an Action Plan outlining specifith&&iate can

begin take over the next two to three years. Key features include the development of educational
materials, including webased formats, targeted to specific groups such as consumers, small landlords,
and local government officials as welleaganding on current intralepartmental efforts to break down

silos between housing, community economic development, transportation, human services, among
others to integrate consideration of fair housing outcomes in broader coordination and plannimts effo

Michigan Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (2016) 8



Update On Previous Impediments

In 2008, MSHDA published a stat@le Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housifidie 2008 Analysis of
Impediments was prepared by the Fair Housing Centers of Michiganmmary of the recommendations
from and actiors reported by the statdollows:

Table: Recommendations from 2008 Michigan Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice

Issue/Impediment/Finding:
Embed Fair Housing into the Legal Instruments, Policies and Practices of&latuburisdictions.

Recommendation:
Make firm commitments (with measureable outcomes for tracking progress) to strengthening the
county, and regional infrastructure that can embed Fair Housing policies and practices at every
every jurisdiction. (page 223) (&bter 2)

Actions Noted:
Ly Hnny ZComnuhity DeRelopment Divisid@CD) (many functions of which have now be
transferred to the MEDC) promulgated a Policy Bulletin on Fair Housing applicable to all grantes
policy, which has been periodiba updated, most recently in September 2015, requiresCIID
grantees, including noentitled local units of government, to adopt a local Fair Housing Resoluti
Ordinance as a condition of receiving MSHDA funding (including HOME, CDBG, etc.). othamo
requirements,CDDgrantees mush appoint a local Fair Housing Contact, establish a complaint r
system, keep a log of fair housing outreach efforts, training, and complaints received, and inclu
housing concerns in local citizen participat processes surrounding the use of HUD funds.

Issue/Impediment/Finding:
Gt dzot AO . SySFTAGaé YdziblepapulaioNndi A GK (GKS Yz2aid

Recommendation:

We recommend that: if a planned housing decision, by a unit of government or a housing prdoiee
not increase the possibility that protected group persons will be able to secure housing
community on an equal basis as other persons, then the decision makers should carefully we
possible fair housing consequences of the planned aetifpage 223) (Chapter 2)

Actions Noted:
In addition to efforts noted above to elevate awareness of fair housing concerns among
governments seeking MSHDA funding, both MSHDA and the Michigan Department of Hea
Human Services (DHHS) have required the thseService Prioritization D&ton Assistance To
(SPDAT) within homeless programs. The SPDAT has been identified as a national bestq@uauci
prioritization tool that takes subjectivity out of who is referred to housingeople living in
homelessness and or poverty aeorad and referred on a priority basis to housing amivices that
best meet their needs. Through use of the SPDAT, peoplédigithmeeds are referred loAgrm rental

3 State of Michigan Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice ihtiled Areas of the State, 2008.

Michigan Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (2016) 9
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assistance programs, whereas others may be given just enough assistance to allow tsteiilize
and regairselfsufficiency.

Issue/Impediment/Finding:
American Indians in Michigan
Recommendation:

MSHDA, in collaboration with tribal leaders and service providers, strengthen its current effg
address the Fair Housing needs of Amaeribadians residing on nemibal land.(page 223) (Chapter 2

Actions Noted:
MSHDA has included a scoring preference in its Qualified Allocation Plan (QAP) for Low Income
Tax Credits sponsored by federally recognized tribes, including projeettakdn on nortribal land.
While no such projects have been funded at this point, the scoring preference remains avg

Issue/Impediment/Finding:

Growth, Community Marketing and Fair Housing
Recommendation:

MSHDA should insure (througbllaboration with other Michigan departments and local/regional ut
of government) that Economic Development Plans include an explicit commitment to Fair HQu
such as Fair Marketing Plans and materials that provides information about State andlHeaie
Housing Laws and the services provided to help enforce those (page 223) (Chapter 2)

Actions Noted:

In addition to the requirement that grantees seekfiegleralfunding adopt local fair housing policies
ordinances, the MSHDBgponsored Building Michigan Communities Conference (formerly the Micl
Affordable Housing Conference) has included various sessions promoting the development of i
and diverse nghborhoods and reducing barriers to the development of affordable housing. Whil
intended to be an exhaustive list,

1 2008 sessions included Economic Integration in Urban Neighborhoods; Breaking Down
to Affordable Housing in Rural Areas; Honveership for People with Disabilities; Adaptab
Accessible and Affordable: What this Means to Tenants, Home Owners, Builders, Realt(
Developers;

1 2009 sessions included Tenant Selection and Fair Housing in Supportive Housing; Intrg
to Fair Husing and Predatory Lending;

1 2010 sessions included Fair Lending and Predatory Lending: Understanding Discrimin
Lending; Fair Housing Act;

T 2012 sessions included Fair Housing, Marketing and 504 Requirements;

T 2013 sessions included Understandirgir Housing for Housing Providers and Fair Hou
Marketing and 504 Requirements;

1 2014 sessions included Understanding Fair Housing for Housing Providers;

1 2015 sessions included Disability Rights & Fair Housing; and

1 2016 sessions included Fair Housimtghe Homeownership Process.

Michigan Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (2016) 10



Issue/Impediment/Finding:
Adherence to Fairness in Building Codes

Recommendation:

Gollaboration with other Michigan Departments and private sector groups to assure that ho
providers in Michigan are aware of aadhere to the provisions in State and Federal Fair Housing
that prohibit discrimination against persons with disabilitigzge 22) (Chapter 2)

Actions Noted:

In addition to prior actions noted herein, MSHDA has provided additional training &lagers and
property managers of MSHEf&anced multifamily projects on Fair Housing requirements, inclu
those related to disability, at its annual Asset Management Conference. Additionally, All MSHD
financed properties are required to developdimplement MSHDApproved Affirmative Fair Housir]
Marketing Plans.

Issue/Impediment/Finding:
Review of the Michigan Construction Standards

Recommendation:
Work with the Michigan Department of Labor to insure that the Michigan Construction Standatr
only meet Federal accessibility requirements for persons with disability, but that they also work to
Fair Building Codes (such as Universal Design Standards) a reality in All Michigan comipagjé
224) (Chapter 2)

Actions Noted:

MSHDA appdis the Uniform Federal Accessibility Standards (UFAS) to projects involving
financing, including HOME and project based vouchers, and applies such standards when appl
projects funded vigyranteesNBE OSA @Ay 3 a{l 5! Fdzy RAy3I o Biyision
KFa ta2 R2LIGSR G@AaArAldlroAtAdGe & dfamihRhbneR dThes
standards exceed building code requirements and are intended to ensure that new ymiisrsad by
MSHDA funding are more accessible and more easily adaptable in the future than homes built
existing building code standards.

Issue/Impediment/Finding:
Further public awareness necessary

Recommendation:

Provide technical assistance to local units of government and housing providers to help a
compliance with the less well known or understood provisions of State and Federal Fair Housin
age, disability status, marital status and familial stafpage 22) (Chaper 2)

Actions Noted:
See prior actions pertaining to the requirement for local fair housing policies and training opportu
supported by MSHDA.

Issue/Impediment/Finding:

The current Planning & Zoning revolution in Michigan

Recommendation:

Take amactive role in encouraging local units of government to incorporate fair housing assuranc
issues in their Master Plans and Zoning Ordinanpage 22) (Chapter3)

Michigan Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (2016) 11



Actions Noted:

In 2011, Michigan began planning a threshold model for both prioritizing its investments in
communities and advancing the state of local planning and regulation in the State. model uses
RS@St2LIYSyd a&NBI RAY S Redévelamieri Ready Commiunities (RRCE) Yrodrg

The RRC Program establishes best practices across six major parts of the local communit
planning, and regulatory system, and presents a mechanism for locals to enter, prepare, be eve
and be certifiedd y YSSGAy3 (GKS 0 S albcallmdf@dvardn®ntprodgrdsiig to
becoming, or maintaiimg certification aregiven giority for State technical and financial assistar
tools and programs Over time more programs across State ageneied depariments are(and will
continue to be)incrementally added.

The best practices are designed to improve as research, knowledge, and policy advancems
made. This provides an opportunity to introduce and standardize fair housing perspeectikthe
promotion of integrated and mixethcome housing into the RRC program.

Issue/Impediment/Finding:
Housing Stock Inventories

Recommendation:
Encourage and assist more communities to make inventories of their housing stock, with par
attention to the adequacy of housing (for sale or rental) for protected populations under the
Housing laws(page 22) (Chapter B

Actions Noted:

MSHDA sponsors two different housing directories, including the Affordable Rental Housing Di
(http://housing.state.mi.u3y which identifies stateand federallyassisted rental housing projects at
the Michigan Housing Locatdrt{p://www.michiganhousingbcator.com) which not only includes th
affordable inventory but can be used by any property owner to list the current availability of f
housing units.

Issue/Impediment/Finding:

[ S3A+f 5STAYAGAZ2Yya 2F AaClHYAf @¢é
Recommendation:

Alert local units ofjovernment of the potential legal liabilities they face with a definition of family bg
2y aof 22Rt AY $page 22MJClhaptér BNRA | IS dé

Actions Noted:
L2y GKS | ROAOS 2F O2dzyasStsz a{l 5! KFa y2i
authority to provide legal advice to local units of government.

Issue/Impediment/Finding:

9YOSR CFANJ I 2dzaAy3a O2YLX AL yOS 9 adzZLILI2NI Ay
Recommendation:

We recommend that MSHDA work through the networks assbciations of county, city and townsh
officials and with the professional planning groups that advise local units of government to take
to more effectively embed compliance and support for Fair Housing laws, principles models ir
structuresof local government in Michiga(page 224 (Chapter 3

Michigan Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (2016) 12
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Actions Noted:

MSHDAmaintains strong working relationships with the Michigan Municipal League, Comm
Economic Development Association of Michigan, Michigan Housing Council, Michigan Con
Developers Association, and the Michigan Association of PlanSiegeral of these organizations ha
been involved in the development and promotion of the Redevelopment Ready Communities pr
and approach. Though these types of efforts, MSHDA istalpgeomote topics such as fair housir
both informally and in more formal presentations at various meetings and conferences.

Issue/Impediment/Finding:

Fair Housing TESTING

Recommendation:

Renew steps to conduct fair housing testing of MSHI3sisted hosing providers(page 238) (Chapter,
4)

Actions Noted:
Since MSHDAssisted projects and programs are subject to testing by independent regiona
housing centers who receive HUD and other sources of funding, MSHDA has elected not to sp¢
contract for targeted testing.

Issue/Impediment/Finding:

Fair Housing ENFORCEMENT

Recommendation:

Require that governmental recipients of CDBG or HOME funds through M@kBilisha fixed
percentage of those funds to support fair housing enforcemetiviies. (page 225) (Chapter 4)

Actions Noted:

MSHDA has determined that such a requirement exceeds its authority under the federal regulati
HOME and CDBG. Local government grantees may use administrative funds for this purpog
other activities to affirmatively further fair housing, but are not required per se to use a fixed ar
of limited administrative funding for enforcement.

Issue/Impediment/Finding:

Need an expanded Michigan capacity to track Fair Lending compliance
Recommendation:

The lack of data collection and accountability on discriminatory mortgage practices within the g
an impediment to fair housing in and of its€lfage 2%) (Chapte)

Actions Noted:
a{l1 5! Q& | 2YS26ySNHEKA LIFas Ladding Tanplianica by JoRo®ingL Motigé
Industry guidelines; CFPB regulations, QM guidelines and the ability to pay guiddirites submitted
are vetted through a MSHDA Underwriter to review for complianééles are then issued

commitment ldter, guiding the lender to proceed to closinghe files are then closed in the Lends
name and assigned to MSHDA upon closM then pull a 10% random sample for Quality Con
testing. This testing is completed by a third party organization (&t¢wending Services)All audit
observations are reviewed and adjustments are made to our operating manual.

Michigan Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (2016) 13



Issue/Impediment/Finding:

Support the Michigan Community Reinvestment Coalition, sponsored by CEDAM
Recommendation:

Assist inthe fair lendng practices in the neantitiement communities by providing funding for th
Michigan Community Reinvestment Coalition and/or other similar citizen based groups for
research and organizational purposésage 225) (Chapté)

Actions Noted:
TheMichigan Community Reinvestment Coalition is no longer in existence. As noted above, |
maintains relationships with various industry associations representingentitted communities ang
nonprofit partners across the state and promotes fair housimgpag other issues through both form
and informal channels.

Issue/Impediment/Finding:

Improve public awareness by buyers & renters
Recommendation:

Provideeducational workshops to prospectiv®mebuyers and renters about their rights under fi
housinglegislation and how complaints are fildghage 28) (Chapte6)

Actions Noted:

See above responses related to various conference trainings and expectations that local g
provide fair housing materials to local consumers as part of each MBHBE R O 2 Y Y dzy
housing policy.

Issue/Impediment/Finding:

Enforcement of accessibility standards for persons with disabilities

Recommendation:

There is a need for better enforcement of accessibility requirements for persons with disalgjiige
225) (Chapte)

Actions Noted:
{SS LINRA2NJ NBalLkryaSa lo2dzi a{l 5! Qa dzaS 27F !

Issue/Impediment/Finding:

Need a PHONE HOTLINR@Q) for Fair Housing concerns
Recommendation:

MSHDAO secure funding for and haing discrimination phone hdine and Internet connection tha
will allow persons with complaints ohlawful housing discriminatioripage 23) (Chaptei6)

Actions Noted:
MSHDA maintains a tenant call center phone number to allow tenants to reporplaints regarding
properties funded by MSHDAThis would include complaints related to unlawful hous
discrimination

Michigan Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (2016) 14



II.  Methodology

In order to gain pertinent information on fair housing needs and activities in the State of Michigan, MSHDA
conducted and analyzed Fair Housing Surveys completed by community residents, jurisdictions, and
stakeholder organizations across the state; conducted statke focus groups; interviewed key
stakeholders including advocacy organizations and governmerntiad$f collected and analyzed
demographic and housing data; and conducted a literature review.

9 Fair Housing SurveysThree written surveys were developed to collect perspectives of residents,
jurisdictions, and stakeholder groups. The resident survey also made available in Spanish. The
purpose for conducting the survey was to obtain information and insights about fair housing choice
in Michigan. The surveyswepestedi 2 a{ | 5! Qa 6S6aAdGS FyR LINRY2(GSR
Advocacy groups an@dmmunity-based organizations were asked to share the survey links as well. A
total of 225 residents, 76 jurisdictiorrepresentatives, and 177 stakeholder organization
representativesompleted the surveys.

9 Statewide Focus Groupsind Stakeholder Meeting; MSHDAheld three statewide focus groups
Jackson, Grand Rapids, and Lan$iMSHDA also facilitated a fair housing discussion among grantees
at its regional housing meeting in Shephé@ndhich included remote satellite connections from other
locations including in the Upper Peninsul)dat public meetings irsaylord and in Marquette

1 Analysis of ImpedimentsThe U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development requires its CDBG
entittement communities to conduct a Fair Housing Analysis. In thaysis, each entitlement
community is required to identify fair housing problems and impediments, courses of action intended
to address the impediments, and a schedule to resolve those problems identified. In order to gain
relevant data on both statewidand regional housing impediments, a scan of the reports was
completed to determine the most prevalent housing impediments, and the courses of action most
commonly used by communities to combat housing problems.

1 Housing Data- This report uses American @munity Survey data, Census data, and the Home
Mortgage Disclosure Act Reporting (HMDA) data to review and analyze state demographics, housing
needs, and housing/lending activity.

1 Literature Review- In order to gain pertinent information on fair housirand related issues, a
thorough literature review of relevant publications and periodicaias conducted Information
gained from the literature review was incorporated in the findings section and was used to support
recommendations offered in this report.

4 Due to inclement weather the Jackson focus group was held via teleconference.
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lll.  Michigan Community Profile

The goal of the community profile is to paint a picture of the current demographic, economic, and housing
contextof the State of Michigan in order to aid decision makers in affirmatively furthering fair housing.

The community profile is broken into two key sectio(ig:the Denographic and Economic Profilend

(2)the Housing Profile. The Demographic and Econonaifil@iooks at thestate from the perspective of

its people examiningzariables such as race and ethnicity, age, disability status, income, employment, and
poverty. The Housing Profile examines #iel (ihSuQidg stock by analyzinigta onhome values, ents,

housing cost burden, vacancy, and substandard housing to provide a shapshot of the physical
SYGANRYYSY(l Ay 6KAOK aAOKAIlyQa LIS 2diderbview afh& d ¢ 2 3 S
State thatcanempirically ground fair housing planningfaets.

The primary geographic focus for the Community Profile is statewide analysis, with highlights of
a A OK A 3 I-gh@lameny 2oyinties peppered throughout for the purpose of comparison. Data
highlights for all norentitlement counties follow in the &jional Overviews section.

A \ L X& 7/ } {
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Demographic and Economic Overview

Population

The current population of the State of Michigan 95889,024 according to 2012014 American
Community Survey-¥ear Estimates. This represents a decrease of 0.5 percent geindé 2000. By
contrast, the national growth rate for the same period was 11.6 percent. There was a period of growth
between 2000 and 2009 (1%), but by 2014 the population had fallepetcent

TABLE: Population2000 to 2014

%Change
2 2 2014
000 009 0 20002014
Michigan 9,938,444 10,039,208 9,889,024 -0.5%
United States 281,421,906 301,461,533 314,107,084 | 11.6%

Source: 2000 Census, 20609 ACS-¥r Estimates, 2012014 ACS-5r Estimates (DP05)

According to the 2012 reporThe Economic anBemographic Outlook for Michigan through 2040
aAOKA3IlIYyQa
the population for the statas forecast tareverse its decline of the past decade to grow between 2010
and 2020,though growth ispredicted to increase slowlyncreasing less than 1/10 of a percent a year.
Michiganshouldreturn to 2000 population levels by 2020 and the population growth for the state
expected to increasagain from 2020 to 2040 but rerimramodest, averaging just over 1/10 of a percent

LINBE LI} NB R

per year®

08 UKS | yAOSNRAAUER

27
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Source: 2000, 2010 Census, 222210Institute for Research on Labor, Employment and the Econahof M

5 University of Michigan, Institute for Research on Labor, Employment and the Ecoflbengconomic and
Demographic Outlook for Michigan through 202012
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The following map geographically displays the distribution of the population throughouttétte The
lighter shaded areas have a lower of population and darker shaded areas have a higher population. The

southernportionsof the stateare more heavily poplated than north.
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boundaries from the 2010 census. The data that is being mapped, however, is based on Census data as of 2013.
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Age

Michigan, like the rest of the United States, is experiencing a demographic shift towards an older
population. In 2014 the median age in Michigan was 39.3 years according to American Community Survey

5-Year Estnatesg almost two years older than the national average. That figure is 10.7 percent higher

than in the 2000 Census (35.5). Over the same period, median age in the United States only increased

about six percent, going from 35.3 to 37.4 years. The tablewbreaks down population data by age

cohort for Michigan in comparison to the country as a whole.

TABLE: Age
No. of People in | Percent of People No. of People in | Percent of People
Age Group in Age Group Age Group in Age Group
Age Cohort
United States United States Michigan Michigan
Under 5 years 19,973,711 6.4% 578,977 5.9%
5to 9 years 20,460,355 6.5% 622,670 6.3%
10 to 14 years 20,698,883 6.6% 657,095 6.6%
15 to 19 years 21,510,534 6.8% 704,179 7.1%
20 to 24 years 22,407,472 7.1% 706,269 7.1%
25 to 34 years 42,310,182 13.5% 1,178,517 11.9%
35 to 44 years 40,723,040 13.0% 1,225,372 12.4%
45 to 54 years 44,248,186 14.1% 1,452,255 14.7%
55 to 59 years 20,623,001 6.6% 710,287 7.2%
60 to 64 years 17,973,759 5.7% 611,323 6.2%
65 to 74 years 23,993,984 7.6% 795,071 8.0%
75 to 84 years 13,364,813 4.3% 447,599 4.5%
85 years and ovel 5,819,164 1.9% 199,410 2.0%
Median Age 374 -- 39.3 --
Saurce: 20162014 ACS-5r Estimates (DP05)

There were 578,977 persons under the age of Blichigan according to 2012014 ACS estimatess.9
percent of the population. The largest age cohort in the state was 45 to 54 years withetdentof the
total population (1,452,255 personspf particular note, persons between 25 and 34 yearag#, often
NEFSNNBR (2 Ia (KS dauaderfepré&sgnedat dnly DL DNthelipbpiifré
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compared to 13.9% nationally. Put another way, the Millennial cohort in Michigan is approximately 12%
smaller than the national average.

A signiicant driver for this fact is theut-migrationof Millennials, which appear to Heaving Michigarat

a disproportionately high rate. The table below examines titéisd. By comparing the population in the
10-19 age cohort in 2000 and the 38 age cohdrin 2014 across states in the region seeevidence

that Millennials are migrating out of Michigan. Michigan sa®42% net reduction in number of
Millennials between 2000 and 201dquating to 288,362 fewer members of this age cohort. While other
states in the Midwest also saw losses among this age cohort, Michigan had the largest reduction in the
region in both absolute and percentage terms while, nationally, the number of millennials increased by
over 1.5 million.

TABLE: Millennial Cohort PopulatiBhange (Count)
10-19 Age 2534 Age | Change in Millennial| Percent Change in

Cohort (2000) | Cohort (2014) Population Millennial Population
Michigan 1,466,879 1,178,517 -288,362 -24.47%
Wisconsin 810,269 727,998 -82,271 -11.30%
Indiana 896,898 835,979 -60,919 -7.29%
lllinois 1,799,099 1,781,319 -17,780 -1.00%
Ohio 1,644,679 1,440,377 -204,302 -14.18%
United States 40,747,962 42,310,182 1,562,220 +3.69%
Source: 2012014 ACS-¥ear Estimates DP05, 2000 Decennial Censtis1QT

The following tablecompares the population percentages of key age cohorts in Michigan, the United
States, and the counties in Michigan with the highest concentration of people aged 65 and older. In 2000,
the proportion of people under the age of 18 in the US as a whole dokighn were very similar, 25.7%

and 26.1%, respectively. Within the counties that currently have a disproportionately high number of
elderly individuals have a much lower undd population, including four counties that are at least 5%
lower than the naibnal figure. By 2014 the number of counties that are 5% lower or more than the
national figure increased to ten. This population shift points to a significant outmigration of families and
young adults in the last 14 years.

When we look at the data for th&8-64 age cohort we see a similar picture. In 2000, there were seven
counties that had a proportion of the working age population that was 5% or more lower than the national
figure. By 2014, nine of the ten counties had figures 5% lower than the nafigned. Again, this points

to an outmigration of working and college age individuals and families outside of these counties.

As working age families and college age students move to other places to find employment or go to

college, they are likely to hawamilies, set up roots, and not return to their home counties. Due to this,

the percentage of elderly in those counties increases and this pattern has accelerated over time. In 2000,
only four counties had an elderly population that was 10% or more hitjlaerthe national figure, but by

2014 all ten counties were 10% or higher than the national figure. Similarly, in 2000 five counties had a
median age that was 10 years higher than the national average, but by 2014 all ten counties had a median
age 10 yeas higher than the national average.
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On the state level it appears outmigration that is shifting the population distribution. Nationally, between

2000 and 2014 the median age increased by 2.1 years, but in Michigan the median age increased by 3.8
years. Th majority of this shift comes from the Under 18 age cohort which is shrinking faster in Michigan

than the country as a whole. In the US as a whole, the Under 18 cohort shrank by 2.2 percentage points
between 2000 and 2014, but in Michigan it shrank bypfcentage points from 26.1% to 23.0% during

GKS &lFYS GAYS LISNRA2R® ¢KAa asSsSvya (2 LRAyld G2 aAif
Michigan and raising their families in other states.

TABLE: Age Cohort Comparison Among Key Geographies

Under18 College& Working Elderly (65+) Median Age
Age (1864)
2000 2014 2000 2014 2000 2014 2000 2014
United States | 25.7% | 23.5% | 61.9% | 62.8% | 12.4% | 13.7% 35.3 374
Michigan 26.1% | 23.0% | 61.6% | 62.5% | 12.3% | 14.6% 35.5 39.3
Lake County | 21.9% | 17.3% | 58.4% | 57.8% | 19.7% | 24.9% 43.1 51.0
Keweenaw 225% | 18.0% | 57.2% | 54.3% | 20.3% | 27.7% 44.9 53.2
County
Ontonagon 20.2% | 14.3% | 58.2% | 56.5% | 21.6% | 29.2% 45.9 54.8
County
Iron County 20.6% | 16.8% | 54.2% | 58.4% | 25.2% | 27.2% 45.4 52.9

Leelanau 24.4% | 17.9% | 58.2% | 56.2% | 17.4% | 25.9% 42.6 50.7
County
Roscommon | 20.0% | 15.2% | 56.2% | 56.0% | 23.8% | 28.8% 47.2 54.2
County

Presque Isle 20.9% | 16.7% | 56.7% | 61.1% | 22.3% | 27.7% 45.1 52.5
County
Montmorency | 20.3% | 15.9% | 55.8% | 56.1% | 23.9% | 28.0% 47.0 53.9
County
Oscoda 23.3% | 19.7% | 56.5% | 55.2% | 20.2% | 25.0% 43.7 50.8
County
Alcona County 19.0% | 13.7% | 56.5% | 53.2% | 24.5% | 33.2% 49.0 56.3

losco County | 22.4% 16.7% 56.0% 56.2% 21.6% 27.1% 44.2 51.7
Source: 2012014 ACS-¥ear Estimates S0101, 2000 Decennial CenstslQT
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Elderly
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persons); compared to the nation at 13.8 percer2q102014 ACS). The percent of people aged 85 years

and older is similar in the state (2%) and the nation (1.9%).

As people age thegevelopa unique set of needs in terms of social services, healthcare, and housing, and

as communities across the natiomog proportionately older, the needs of the elderly become an
increasingly important aspect of both public and private decision making. Integral among these evolving
needs is that of housing housing that is decent, safe, affordable, accessible and Idastar services

and transportation. Housings a linchpin among the needs of the elderly because the affordability,
location, and accessibility of wiheeonelives directly impacts the ability to access health and social services
¢bothinterms offinanctha O2aid FyR LIKe@aAOlFf LINI OGAOFftAGED 1 & |
Housing Studies further explains:

G! O0SaaroArtAite Aa SaaSyidialrf G2 2tRSNJ I RdA 6aQ KS
increase. Proximity of housing to stores, services, and transportation enables older adults to

remain active and productive members of their communitiesetntheir own basic needs, and

maintain social connections. And for those with chronic conditions and disabilities, the availability

of housing with supports and services determines the quality and cost otelongcara

particularly the portion paid witpublic funds.

But the existing housing stock is unprepared to meet the escalating need for affordability,
accessibility, social connectivity, and supportive services.
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necessities including food, undermining their health and-lestig.
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with disabilities from living safely and comfortably in their homes.
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cannot or choose not to drive, isolating older adults from friends and family.
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With a population growing older at rates higher than the nation as a whole, housing issues among the
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7 Joint Center for Housing Studies of Harvard Universi®,dza Ay 3 | YSNAOF Q& hf RSNJ) ! Rdzf (&
Retrieved fran: http://www.jchs.harvard.edu/research/housing_americas_older adults
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Data Source: 2012014 American Community Survey’bEstimates

The chart above visually displays the change in the population of the elderly in the state from 2010 to

2014. In that time period the percentagetbie populationin Michiganthat is elderlyhas been steadily
rising.
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MAP: Elderly 65 Years and Older
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The lighter shaded areas have a lower concentration of people aged 65 and older, and the darker areas
have a higher concentration. In the darkest blue areas, peagéel 65 and over make up over 25% of the
population. People aged 65 years and over are more highly concentrated in the northern areas of
Michigan Counties near the majanetropolitan areasjn particulat have a lower concentration of the
population overthe age of 65. Outmigration is possible source of the discrepancy across the state,
younger individuals are likely to leave rural, northern counties for college or jobs and not return.
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MAP: Elderly 85 Years and Older
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Similarly, elderly 85 years amdtder make up more of the population in the northern areas of the state.
The lighter shaded areas represent a lower concentration of people aged 85 and older, and the darker
shades represent a higher concentration.

Age Dependency Ratios

Age dependency rais relate the number of workirgged persons to the number of dependeaged
persons (children and the elderly). These indicators provide insight into the social and economic impacts
of shifts in the age structure of a population. Higher ratios of childmed the elderly require higher levels

of services to meet the specific needs of those populations. Furthermore, a higher degree of burden is
placed on an economy when those who mainly consume goods and services become disproportionate to
those who produe. It is important to note that these measures are not entirely pregiset everyone

under the age of 18 or over 65 is economically dependent, and not all working age individuals are
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economically productive. With these caveats in mind, dependency ratestill helpful indicators in
gauging the directional impacts of shifting age structures.

'y | NBFQa RSLISYRSyO& NI A 2thk éhildQepahtdNdy tatthRnd2h&oeldi 62 a Y
3S RSLISYRSyOeé NIGA2d LY wnmn aAOKAIlIYyQa 2GSNI ¢
ratio of 59.3. This ratio was driven by the statd -agefd&endency ratio of 23.4, which was higher than

the national ratio of 21.9. Michigan community leaders at all levels should keep this indicator on their

radars going forward so they can adequately respond to the challenges of an aging populatio

TABLE: Age Dependency Ratio 2014

Agedependency Old-Age Child dependency
ratio dependency ratio ratio
Michigan 60.2 23.4 36.8
United States 59.3 21.9 374

Source: 20122014 ACS-YT Estimates (S0101)

Rising age dependencies can be expectedawtinue in Michigan. A 2010 US Census report on aging
GNBYyRa Ay GKS ! yAGSR {dGFdiSa LINPOARSA Ayardakid Ayid?z
2030, all of the baby boomers will have moved into the ranks of the older population. Tihisswit in a

shift in the age structure, from 13 percent of the population aged 65 and older in 2010 to 19 percent in
Hnonoé 14 GKAA aKAFG 200dz2NB GKS ¢2NJAy3a |3S LI2 Ly
GKS yIFriA2yQa dmWekzZ xyiARyvmmsdac KIS/ Syadza SadAyYlridSa cF
F3Sy GKS LINRPLRNIAZ2Y Ay (KSa8% g2N)]JAy3a +3Sa gAftf RN

Paying attention to changes in edje dependency ratios is especially pertinent for communities with
decliningLJ2 LJdzt + G A 2y & &dzOK | &entiflémérd codnies. & shbrkihg@workiydagey 2 y
population means fewer workers producing goods and services, and consequently generating less tax
revenue. All the whilghe aging population increases demand foriabservices, healthcare, and housing

for the elderly. The intersection of these two trends presents a unique challenge for communities in the
coming yearsWhile part of a national trend, in Michigan, this phenomenon has been exacerbated by the
apparentout-migration of younger age cohorts, particularly the Millennial Generation.

8US Census Buredlihe Next Four Decades: The Older Population in the United States: 2010 tB&@ig0ed
from: https://www.census.gov/prod/2010pubs/p24.138.pdf
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Race and Ethnicity

According to 2014 ACSY®ar Estimates, Whitgasthe largest racial group in Michigan (79.2%), followed

by Blacks or African Americans (14.0%). All other races made up the remairpegc@i® Approximately

4.6 percent of the population identify as ethnically Hispanic. (Persons can identify as hotbady
Hispanic and racially as another group.) The table below provides a detailed breakdown of the racial and
ethnic composition of Michigan compared to that of the United States as a whole.

TABLE: Racial and Ethnic Composition

Race United States | % Michigan %
White 231,849,713 73.8% 7,829,621 79.2%
Black or African American 39,564,785 12.6% 1,383,205 14.0%
American Indian and Alaska Native | 2,565,520 0.8% 54,960 0.6%
Asian 15,710,659 5% 258,567 2.6%
Native Hawaiian and Other Paci| 535 761 0.2% 1,995 0.0%
Islander

Some other race 14,754,895 4.7% 107,141 1.1%
Two or more races 9,125,751 2.9% 253,535 2.6%
Hispanic or Latino (of any race) 53,070,096 16.9% 457,109 4.6%
Source: 2012014 ACS-5r Estimates (DP05)
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MAP: White
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While Whites were the most prominent race in Michigan with 48Pcentof the population statewide,

the White population varied in concentration throughout the state (2014 ACS). The lighter areas have a
lower concentration of Whites, and the darker ardwss/e a higher concentration. In the darkest orange

shaded areas f
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MAP: Black or African American
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While Blacks oAfrican Americans in Michigan were fiércentof the population statewide, the racial
group had a stronger concentration in the southern areas of the state with the exception of a few counties
in Upper Peninsula (2014 ACS). The lighter shaded areas lawveraconcentration of Blacks or African
Americans, and the darker areas have a higher concentration.
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While Asians in Michigan were 2ércentof the population statewide, the racial group had the strongest
concentration around the Metrdetroit area (2014 ACS)t should be noted Asians were the fastest
growing race group in the state from 2000 to 2014 going from 176,510 persons to 258,567 in that time
period ¢ an increase of 4ercent (2000 Census, 2014 ACShe lighter shaded aredsave a lower
concentration of Asians, and the darker areas have a higher concentration.
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MAP: Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
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exclusively in Keeenaw, Delta, Kalkaska and Oscodanties The shading on this map can be deceptive
¢ the lightest shaded areas have a less than @&&entconcentration of Hawaiians or Pacific Islanders,
but the darker areas only have a concentration of over @é@ent
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MAP: American Indian or Alaskan Native

Native American Indians or Alaskan Natives are much more densely populated in the Upper Peninsula
than in the rest of the state. The lightest shaded areas have a lower concentration (0.99% or letgof Na
American Indians or Alaskan Natives, and the darkest areas have a higher concentration (over 4.0%).
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MAP: Hispanic or Latino

While Hispanisor Latine in Michigan were 4.@ercentof the population statewide, the ethnic group
had a stronger concentration in the southwest areathef State with over 12percentin Oceana County
(2014 ACS)The Hispanic and Latino population in the state grew from 2000 to 204 323,877
persons to 457,109 in that time periadan increase of 4percent(2000 Census, 2014 ACH)e lighter
shaded areas have a lower concentration of Hispanic or Lat¢isidents and the darker areas have a

higher concentration.

Diversity

Thefollowingmap displays the Diversity Index ranking for counties throughout Michigan, based on data
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represents the probability that two individuals, chosahrandom in the given geography, would be of
different races or ethnicities between 20@®13. Lower index values between 0 and 20 suggest more
homogeneity and higher index values above 50 suggest more heterogeneity. Racial and ethnic diversity
can be indcative of economic and behavioral patterns. For example, racially and ethnically homogenous
areas are sometimes representative of concentrated poverty or concentrated wealth. They could also be
indicative of discriminatory housing policies or other refate 6 I NNJA S NA &£

Lighter shaded counties carry lower Diversity Index scores (meaning less diverse), and darker shaded
counties carry higher scores (meaning more diverse). Southern areas of Michigan, especially the Metro
Detroit area(Wayne County)display a lgher diversity index than the rest of the state, with the exception

of some counties in the Upper Peninsulashould be noted thathte map of the Diversity Index, while
valuable, does not provide a nuanced view beyond the county level. It is likelyité each county

there are areas of high segregation and low diversity.
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As seen ithe map above Wayne County (Detroit Metro area) is more diverse than the rest of the state.
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TABLERacial and Ethnic Composition Comparisphichiganto Wayne County

Race Michigan Wayne County
(Detroit Metro)

Total Population 9,889,024 1,790,078

NonWhite 20.8% 46.9%

Source: 2012014 ACS-5r Estimates (DP05)

While Michigan as a whole was 20.8 percent #Wghite, almost half oWayne County46.9%) wason-
White. The largest difference from a minority race group was Blacks or African Amethessiatewide
rate is1l4 percentbut Wayne Countyvas39.7 percenBlack or African AmericarAll other minority race

groups fell within one (1)grcent of the statewide percentage. As Wayne County (Detroit) is the primary
metro area and transportation hub in Michigan, the population in tbhanty makes up 18.1 percent of

the total population of the state. The chart below displays visually thersity comparison between
Wayne County and the state as a whole.
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Disability

According to 2014 ACSY®ar estimates, 1,362,413 Michigan residents had a disabili8/9 percent of

the total state population, which is 1.6 percent higher than the national rate. In addition to barriers such
as housing discrimination and the diffigulof finding accessible units, people with disabilities face
financial hardships at rates much higher than the average person. In Michigan, only 29.4 percent of
working age individuals with a disability were employed according to 2014 ACS estimatesit@hist
employment rate for persons without a disability was almost twice as high at 54.4 percent. Furthermore,
when disabled persons are employed they earn significantly less than thelisabled. In 2014 the
median earnings for disabled persons in Mgetm was $17,206, compared to $28,979 for those without a
RAAIOAfAGRD® | yadzZNLINAaAYy It er (KS L2 JSndore thawfifiy S | Y2y
percent higher thanthe rate of 15.@6 amongst the nordisabled (2012014 ACS). In light dhese
depressed economic conditions, decent and affordable housing remains firmly out of the reach for a large
portion of the disabled population.

The table below provides data on the extent of disabilities amongst differing age cohorts for both the
United States and Michigan. Approximately 36.4 percent of elderly persons in the state had a disability
a total 0f510,356elderlyindividualswith a disability. Among working age adults, a Michigan resident is
almost 19% more likely to have a disability.

TABLE: Disability and Age

United States % Michigan %
Persons with a disability 37,874,571 12.3% 1,362,413 13.9%
Population under 5 years 161,265 0.8% 5,161 0.9%
Population 5 to 17 years 2,830,108 5.3% 107,193 6.3%
Population 18 to 64 years 19,703,061 10.2% 739,703 12.1%
Population 65 years and over | 15,180,137 36.3% 510,356 36.4%

Source: 20122014 ACS-¥r Estimated (S1810)
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Disability and Race

The following table provides data on the extent of disabilities among different racial and ethnic groups for
both the United States and Michigan. Every racial group in the state, except Asians, had a disability rate
higher than the national average.

TABLEDisability and Race

United States | % Michigan %
White 28,975,110 12.7% | 1,055,280 13.6%
Black or African American 5,294,368 13.8% | 236,378 17.6%
American Indian and Alaska Natiy 408,497 16.3% 11,068 20.6%
Asian 1,029,256 6.6% 13,814 5.4%
Native Hawaiian and Other Paci

51,695 9.9% 342 17.6%
Islander
Some other race 1,132,429 7.8% 10,857 10.2%
Two or more races 983,216 11.0% 34,674 13.9%
Hispanic or Latino (of any race) | 4,466,899 8.5% 44,119 9.8%
Source: 2012014 ACS-5r Estimate$S1810)

The next maps show the geographic distribution of people with disabilities, looking specifically at
unemployment, poverty, and ag&he lighter shaded areas have a lower concentration of disability, and
the darker areas have a highesncentration.The concentration of people with a disability was higher in
the northern areas of Michigan than the rest of the stgtespecially in Lake County and Montmorency
County where more than 25% of the population had a disability. The same phtits true for people

who, in addition to being disabled, are unemployed or living in poverty. Elderly people with a disability
are more concentrated in the northerportions of the state and in the eastern portion of the Upper
Peninsula.
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MAP: Personsvith a Disability
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