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Executive Summary 
 

The cities of Muskegon, Muskegon Heights and Norton Shores receive Community Development 

Block Group funding, and as a result, are responsible for periodically conducting an Analysis of 

Impediments to Fair Housing. Though the federal Fair Housing Act was passed in 1968, more than 40 

years later housing discrimination remains a serious issue both around the country and in Muskegon 

County.  

This report analyzes local census, housing market, and other data from Muskegon, Muskegon 

Heights, and Norton Shores and makes recommendations on local public policy, including housing 

accessibility, new construction, zoning definitions, banking practices, and local civil rights protections, 

among others. Fair housing testing, advice, advocacy and community education also have their place in a 

comprehensive approach to reducing impediments to fair housing. As outlined in this report, there is 

much that local jurisdictions can still do to improve equal housing opportunity. The Fair Housing Center 

of Southeastern Michigan is a private non-profit organization working to investigate and resolve 

complaints of illegal housing discrimination.1  

 

The Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) understands the purpose of the 

Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice as a way to further planning around fair housing, 

including:  

 

ü Completing the Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice 

ü Taking action to impediments identified in the analysis; and 

ü Maintaining of records reflecting the analysis and actions taken. 

 

Any discussion of impediments to fair housing focuses on discrimination and should not be 

confused with a full-scale discussion of housing affordability. The Federal Fair Housing Act bars 

discrimination in housing based on race, color, religion, sex, national origin, familial status (families with 

children), and disability. Michiganôs Elliott-Larsen Civil Rights Act protects those categories and adds 

marital status and age as protected categories. 

 

HUD defines impediments to fair housing as: 
 

ü Actions, omissions, or decisions taken because of protected classes, which restrict housing 

choices or the availability of housing choice; or 

ü Actions, omissions, or decisions which have the effect of restricting housing 

ü choices or the availability of housing choice on the basis of protected classes.  

 

Further, HUD understands these goals to mean: 

ü Analyzing and working to eliminate housing discrimination in the particular jurisdictions; 

ü Promoting fair housing choice for everybody; 

ü Providing opportunities for inclusive patterns of housing occupancy; 

ü Promoting housing that is physically accessible to, and usable by, all persons, particularly persons 

with disabilities; and 

ü Working to help others to comply with the nondiscrimination provisions of the Fair Housing Act.2
 

                                                   
1
 Currently there are four private non-profit fair housing organizations in Michigan: the Fair Housing Center of Southeast 

Michigan, the Fair Housing Center of Metropolitan Detroit, the Fair Housing Center of West Michigan, and the Fair Housing 

Center of Southwest Michigan. For more information, see www.fhcmichigan.org 
2 Fair Housing Planning Guide. U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. March 1996, pg.1-3. 
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The recommendations that we make cover a comprehensive array of activities. They include 

actions that the local governments can take directlyðfor instance, updating zoning definitions and using 

investments as a way to encourage community investment. They include recommendations for housing 

code enforcement, and for fair housing testing. Communities that make it a priority to remove 

impediments to fair housing are able to make a differenceðeven in the face of challenges such as high 

foreclosure rates and high unemployment.  
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Part I: Introduction and Demographics 
 

In 1949, a group of citizens got together to propose a public housing commission for Muskegon. 

As part of their rationale, they wrote:  

 

There is no way to measure the misery of the Muskegon families forced to 

live among filth and rats, of the broken homes and broken lives which result.  

 

They continue,  

 

The greatest need for housing is among low and moderate income families 

who have one or more young children and need rental quarters... 

 

Veteransô families formed since 1945 have found it almost impossible to find 

rented quarters suitable for young families just starting outé 

Negro families, because of restrictive covenants and other discriminatory 

practices, have found it particularly hard to find decent housing 

accommodations. One-third of all homes occupied by Negro families are 

physically substandard. Overcrowdingðsometimes with four, eight, or 

twelve families in a home originally built for oneðin addition an inevitable 

result of discrimination and low incomesé 

[There are] a great many young families with one or two young children 

who are forced to find larger quarters and can find no place which will 

rent to them. (pp. 1-7, emphases added) 

 

Although these words were written in 1949, nearly 60 years later many of them still ring true. 

Despite the Fair Housing Act and the Michigan Elliott-Larsen Civil Rights Act, housing discriminationð

particularly based on race and familial statusðmeans that many families still live in substandard or 

overcrowded housing, or that their housing choices are limited.  

 

 Nearly 30 years later, in 1977, the West Michigan Shorelineôs Regional Development 

Commission compiled a Regional Housing Plan, wherein they addressed Equal Housing Opportunity:  

 

The effects of discrimination in housing in both the private and public 

sectors of the housing market have been well documented. Beyond instances 

which are so blatant that they result in legal action, discrimination in the 

private sector is generally subtle and difficult to identify from the regional 

perspectiveéThe assessment of potential discrimination relating to public 

actions, however, is more easily accomplished, as the nature of public 

planning and delivery activities provides for accountability to equal housing 

opportunity guidelines (pp. 93-94). 

 

 In the 21st century, housing discrimination is still with us, often accompanied by a smile 

and a handshake. There are so many things that a governmental entity can do to end housing 

discrimination and remove impediments to fair housing, and this report is dedicated to those 

goals:  

 

ü Demonstrating an open and welcoming attitude through policies and ordinances; 
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ü Enforcing fair housing law, disability/accessibility law, and building codes; 

 

ü Investingðin fair housing enforcement, with the financial resources at the disposal of 

jurisdictions. 

 

 

 

Summary Recommendation: In light of these goals, we recommend that all three jurisdictions 

take on a serious review of policies and ordinances to ensure that they protect civil rights.  We 

recommend that all three jurisdictions find ways to strengthen and enforce fair housing law, 

disability/accessibility law, and building codes. Finally, we recommend that all three jurisdictions 

begin both systemic and complaint-driven fair housing "testing." 
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Overview 

 
Map 1: Three jurisdictions

3
 

 

 

As can be seen in this map, the three jurisdictions that are part of the Community Development 

Block Grant (CDBG) program, are geographically only a small portion of Muskegon County. In terms of 

population, however, these areas represent 44% of the population of Muskegon County.  

 

 
 

American 

Community 

Survey, 2005-2007 

Estimate 

Census 2000 (SF-1) 

% of 

County 

Population 

(based on 

Census 

2000) 

City of Muskegon 40,738 40,105 23.6% 

Muskegon Heights Not Available 12,049 7.1% 

Norton Shores 23,752 22,527 13.2% 

Community Development 

Block Grant (CDBG) Area 

Not Available 74,681 43.9% 

Muskegon County 174,236 170,200 100% 

Table 1: Area Population 

                                                   
3 Found online at: http://www.hud.gov/offices/cpd/homeless/local/maps/2006_mi_516_map.png 
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City of Muskegon 

 
Map 2: City of Muskegon Existing Land Use Map 

 

 Muskegon City is found on the shore of Lake Michigan on the western side of Muskegon 

County Michigan, and is located north of Muskegon and Norton Shores.  Muskegon Cityðhaving a 

population almost twice the size of the next largest jurisdictionðis the County seat.  According to the 

US Census, its population was 40,105 in 2000, which was down .44% from 1990.  The median age is 

32.2, which is about 3 years younger than the median age for Michigan and the U.S.  The city became 

more racially diverse over the period 1990 to 2000, with the majority still White (60.6%) and 

Black/African American (31.7%).  In addition, in 2000 approximately 6.4% of the population was 

Latino.  The median household income was $27,929 in 2000, and even though it had increased 

14.78%
4
 from 1990 to 2000, it was still roughly $14,000 lower than median income for Michigan and 

the U.S. 

 In 2000, approximately 7.9% of the population spoke a language other than English at home.  

During the same year, 47.3% of the population had an income below 200% of the poverty line, 

compared to 25% in Michigan and 30% in the U.S.  Also, according to HUD Comprehensive Housing 

Affordability Strategy (CHAS) data,5 43.1% of renters and 20.6% of homeowners experience housing 

problems, with disproportionate need exhibited in the Native American, Latino, Asian, and African 

American populations. 

City of Norton Shores 

 

                                                   
4
 Increase calculated by using inflation-adjusted dollars from 1990 & 2000 Census. 

5
 CHAS data is a special tabulation of Census 2000 data, generally used by local governments for planning around Consolidated 

Plans and other housing-related services. Data is split based on HUD-defined income limits and household types. 
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Map 3: City of Norton Shores

6
  

 

 

 Norton Shores is found southwest of Muskegon City in Muskegon County, Michigan.  The 

population of Norton Shores was 22,527 in 2000, which was a 3.55% increase from 1990.  The 

median age is 40.6, which is over 5 years older than the median age for Michigan and the U.S.  In 

2000, the city was predominantly White (94.6%), with a slight 2% increase in diversity from 1990. At 

$45,457 in 2000, the median household income was higher than that of the state and the U.S, and it 

had increased 4.10%
7
 over the last decade.    

 In 2000, approximately 7.8% of the population spoke a language other than English at home.  

During the same year, 20.2% of the population had an income below 200% of the poverty line, 

compared to 25% in Michigan and 30% in the U.S.  Also, according to HUD CHAS data, 21.2% of 

renters and 16.8% of homeowners experience housing problems, with disproportionate need exhibited 

for people with disabilities, as well as the black and Native American populations. 
 

                                                   
6
 Found at http://www.city-data.com/city/Norton-Shores-Michigan.html 

7
 Increase calculated by using inflation-adjusted dollars from 1990 & 2000 Census. 
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City of Muskegon Heights 

 
Map 4: City of Muskegon Heights Zoning and Identified Brownfields 

 

 Muskegon Heights is found just south of Muskegon City in Muskegon County, Michigan.  

Muskegon Heights population decreased substantially (8.55%) from 1990 to 2000 when it was 13,176.  

The City of Muskegon Heights currently estimates that the cityôs population has further declined to 

11,800 (34
th
 Annual CDBG Plan). In 2000, the median age was 29, which is over 6 years younger than 

the median age for Michigan and the U.S.  The city is racially diverse and became more so over the 

period 1990 to 2000, with the majority still Black/African American (77.8%) and White (17.7%).  In 

addition, in 2000 approximately 3.5% of the population was Latino.  The median household income 

was $21,778 in 2000, and even though it had increased 21.79%
8
 from 1990 to 2000, it was still over 

$20,216 lower than median income for Michigan and the U.S. 

 

 In 2000, approximately 5.7% of the population spoke a language other than English at home, 

with .9% of the population experiencing linguistic isolation.  During the same year, 59.4% of the 

population had an income below 200% of the poverty line, compared to 25% in Michigan and 30% in 

the U.S.  Also, according to HUD CHAS data, 51.9% of renters and 28.1% of homeowners experience 

housing problems, with disproportionate need exhibited in the Pacific Islander, Latino, and Asian 

populations. 

                                                   
8
 Increase calculated by using inflation-adjusted dollars from 1990 & 2000 Census. 
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Population 

 

Jurisdiction 1990 2000 % Change 

Muskegon City 40,283 40,105 -0.44% 

Muskegon Heights 13,176 12,049 -8.55% 

Norton Shores 21,755 22,527 3.55% 

Michigan 9,295,297 9,938,444 6.92% 

United States 248,709,873 281,421,906 13.15% 

Source: 1990 & 2000 US Census (SF-3) 

Table 2: Population by Jurisdiction, 1990 and 2000 

 

 During the time period from 1990 to 2000, the state of Michiganôs population grew by nearly 

7%, while the population of Norton Shores increased by 3.55%. The City of Muskegonôs population 

decreased just slightly, but the City of Muskegon Heights lost almost 8% of its population. According 

to the American Community Survey (2005-2007), the population of Muskegon City and Norton 

Shores has remained fairly stable, growing by 5% in the case of Norton Shores, and 1.6% in the case 

of Muskegon City. The American Community Survey does not have data for Muskegon Heights. 

 

Age and Sex 

 

Median Age1 by Jurisdiction, 2000 
 

 
Males/100 Females 

 

Jurisdiction Median Age All 
Median Age 

Male 
Median Age 

Female 
All Ages 

18 years 
and over 

Muskegon City 32.3 31.5 33.6 109.6 110.3 

Muskegon Heights 29 26.7 30.7 82.6 74.5 

Norton Shores 40.6 39.2 41.8 94.3 91.2 

Michigan 35.5 34.3 36.6 96.2 93.2 

United States 35.3 34 36.5 96.3 93.4 

Sources: 2000 US Census (SF-1 and SF-2)  
Note: Median Age not available in 1990 census 

Table 3: Median Age by Jurisdiction, and Male/Female Ratio, 2000 

 

 The median age of the population of the State of Michigan and the United States is around age 

35. Norton Shores appears to have a much older population, with a median age over 40, while the City 

of Muskegonôs is slightly younger (age 32) and the City of Muskegon Heightsô is much younger. The 

particularly large differential between the median age of males and females in Muskegon Heights (4 

years) likely reflects the large number of female-headed households, so that a large number of the 

males living in Muskegon Heights are under age 18. 
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Race 

 

  
Total 
 population 

 
Percent of total population 

    
 
Race     

    One Race    

    
 
White 

 
Black 
or 
African 
Amer- 
ican 

 
Amer- 
ican 
Indian 
and 
Alaska 
Native 

 
Asian 

 
Native 
Hawai- 
ian 
and 
Other 
Pacific 
Islande
r 

 
Some 
other 
race 

Two 
or 
more 
races 

 Hispanic 
or 
Latino 
(of any 
race) 

 White 
alone, 
not 
Hispanic 
or 
Latino 

Muskego
n County 170,200 81.3 14.2 0.8 0.4 0 1.3 2 3.5 79.5 

Muskego
n city 40,105 60.6 31.7 1 0.5 0 2.7 3.5 6.4 57.9 

Muskego
n Heights 
city 12,049 17.7 77.8 0.4 0.2 0 1.6 2.2 3.5 16.4 

Norton 
Shores 
city 22,527 94.6 1.6 0.7 0.8 0 0.6 1.5 2.7 93 

Table 4: GCT-P6: Race and Hispanic or Latino:  2000, SF-1 
 
 Between 1990 and 2000, the US Census changed the way it analyzed race, and thus numbers 

are not directly comparable. In 2000, respondents were able to choose more than one racial category. 

Nevertheless, some conclusions can be drawn.  

 
Map 5: Norton Shores, Black or African-American Alone 

 



 

16    

 
Map 6: Norton Shores, White Alone, 2000 

 

 Between 1990 and 2000, Norton Shores became slightly more diverse, however, in the 2000 

Census, 95% of the population self-identified as white. It is worth  noting that there is one small area 

of Norton Shoresðbordering on Muskegon Heightsðwhere a majority of the population self-

identifies as Black. 
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Map 7: Norton Shores, Percent Below Poverty Level in 1999 

 

 A small area of Norton Shores, closest to Muskegon Heights and closest to Muskegon, has 

higher poverty levels than the rest of Norton Shores.  

 

  
Map 8: Norton Shores, Percent of Persons Under 18, 2000 
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 The same block groups that border Muskegon Heights and are highly impoverished are also 

home to a high percentage of persons under 18 years of age. People over 65 are concentrated in a few 

parts of Norton Shores. This is partially influenced by the location of senior housing. 

 

 
Map 9: Norton Shores, Percent of Persons 65 and Over, 2000 

 
Map 10: Muskegon City, Black or African American Alone, 2000 
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Map 11: Muskegon City, White Alone, 2000 

 

 The City of Muskegon maintained a significant amount of racial diversity. On the surface, 

Muskegon appears to be fairly well-integrated. However, a closer look at block groups shows that 

there is still a significant amount of segregation within the city, when neighborhoods are compared.  

 
Map 12: Muskegon City, Percent Below Poverty Level in 1999 
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Map 13: Muskegon City, Percent Under 18, 2000 

 

 In the City of Muskegon, to a great extent, the areas of highest poverty are also the areas 

where the highest percentage of the population is under age 18.  
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Map 14: Muskegon City, Percent of Persons 65 and Over, 2000 

 

 
Map 15: Muskegon Heights, Black or African American Alone, 2000 

 
Map 16: Muskegon Heights, White Alone, 2000 

 

 In 1990, nearly 70% of Muskegon Heightsô population self-identified as Black, and this 

percentage increased by 2000, with 78% of the population self-identifying as Black.  There is no part 

of Muskegon Heights in which the majority of the population self-identifies as white. The areas with 
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the highest concentration of people who self-identify as white live in the section of the city closes to 

Norton Shores and Roosevelt Park. 

 

 
Map 17: Muskegon Heights, Percent Below the Poverty Level in 1999 

 

 
Map 18: Muskegon Heights, Percent Under 18, 2000 
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  Muskegon  Heights is a young city. In the 2000 Census, the majority of block groups 

had at least 30% of their population comprised of persons under age 18. Thus it is not surprising that, 

to a great extent, in Muskegon  Heights, the areas with the higher poverty rates are much the same as 

the areas with the higher percentages of youth.  

 
Map 19: Muskegon Heights, Percent of Persons 65 and Over, 2000 
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Hispanic/Latino Population 

 

During the time period between 1990 and 2000 the Hispanic/Latino population grew in all three 

jurisdictions. On the Census, people who self-identify as Hispanic ethnicity can identify themselves 

as of any race. 

 

 
Map 20: Norton Shores, Percent Hispanic or Latino, 2000 

 
Map 21: Muskegon City, Percent Hispanic or Latino, 2000 
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Map 22: Muskegon Heights, Percent Hispanic or Latino, 2000 

 

Median Household Income 

Trends in Median Household Income by Jurisdiction: 1989 & 1999 

Jurisdiction 
1989 

Household 
Income 

1999 
Household 

Income 
Inflation 

Adjusted for 
2006

1
 

1999 Household 
Income % Change in 

HH 
Income 

Muskegon City $18,748 $24,332 $27,929 14.78% 

Muskegon 
Heights $13,778 $17,882 $21,778 21.79% 

Norton Shores $33,646 $43,668 $45,457 4.10% 

Michigan $31,020 $40,260 $44,667 10.95% 

United States $30,056 $39,009 $41,994 7.65% 

Sources: 1990 & 2000 US Census (SF-3) Notes:  
1
 1989 dollars converted to 1999 dollars using the factor recommended by US Census/Bureau of 

Labor Statistics or 1.2978609 

Table 5: Median Household Income by Jurisdiction 
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Per Capita Income 

Jurisdiction
1989 Per Capita 

Income

1989 Per Capita 

Income Inflation 

Adjusted for 2006
1

1999 Per Capita 

Income

% Change in Per 

Capita

Income

Muskegon City $8,890 $11,538 $14,283 23.79%

Muskegon Heights $7,265 $9,429 $12,456 32.10%

Norton Shores $15,379 $19,960 $22,713 13.79%

Michigan $14,154 $18,370 $22,168 20.68%

United States $14,420 $18,715 $21,587 15.35%

Trends in Per Capita Income by Jurisdiction: 1989 & 1999

Sources: 1990 & 2000 US Census (SF-3) Notes: 
1
 1989 dollars converted to 1999 dollars using the factor recommended by US Census/Bureau of Labor 

Statistics or 1.2978609

 
Table 6: Trends in Per Capita Income by Jurisdiction 
 

Population at 200% of Poverty 

Trends in Poverty Status by Jurisdiction: 1990 & 2000 
 

Jurisdiction 

1990 Total 
Households 
Under 200% 

Poverty 

1990  
% Households 

Under 200% 
Poverty 

2000 Total 
Households 
Under 200% 

Poverty 

2000  
% 

Households 
Under 200% 

Poverty 

% 
Change  
1990-00 

Muskegon 
City 18,302 50.5% 16,678 47.3% -3.2% 

Muskegon 
Heights 8,607 65.7% 7,103 59.4% -6.3% 

Norton 
Shores 4,147 19.1% 4,528 20.2% 1.1% 

Michigan 2,626,671 28.9% 2,468,283 25.4% -3.5% 

United States 74,909,296 31.0% 81,194,609 30.0% -1.0% 

Sources: 1990 & 2000 US Census (SF-3)  

Table 7: Trends in Poverty Status by Jurisdiction 

 

 In the City of Norton Shores, since at least 1990, one in five households has had an income 

below 200% of the poverty level. This is well below both the state and national averages. The cities 

of Muskegon and Muskegon Heights, however, have rates that are well above the state and national 

averages with nearly half the households in Muskegon and 6 in 10 in Muskegon Heights having 

incomes under 200% of the poverty level. Although both Muskegon and Muskegon Heights saw a 

slight improvement between 1990 and 2000, those gains have likely been erased with the most recent 

downturn in the economy. 
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Disability by Age/Type 

 

Jurisdiction 5-15 yrs 16-64 Yrs. 65+ yrs Total 5-15 yrs 16-64 Yrs. 65+ yrs Total

Muskegon City n/a 1,218 1,269 2,487 1,018 12,244 4,607 17,869

Muskegon Heights n/a 722 488 1,210 276 4,400 1,939 6,615

Norton Shores n/a 629 452 1,081 250 4,739 2,539 7,528

Michigan n/a 270,611 212,688 483,299 139,060 1,969,376 973,215 3,081,651

United States n/a 7,214,762 5,943,441 13,158,203 3,395,875 57,890,659 27,856,428 89,142,962

Disability by Age: 1990 & 2000

Sources: 1990 & 2000 US Census (SF-3) Notes: 
1 
The 1990 & 2000 US Census ask different questions and measure different kinds of disabilities, which means that the data cannot be 

compared to demonstrate a trend.

2000 Census1990 Census
1

 
Table 8: Disability by Age: 1990 and 2000 
 

 
Map 23: Muskegon City, Percent of Persons 21 to 64 with a Disability, 2000 
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Map 24: Muskegon Heights, Percent of Persons 21 to 64 with a Disability, 2000 
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Map 25: Norton Shores, Percent of Persons 21 to 64 with a Disability, 2000 

 

 Between 11 and 17% of residents of all three jurisdictions have disabilities that were noted 

on the census surveys. The percent of residents with disabilities is higher in Muskegon Heights. In 

fact, in over half of the city, nearly half of the 21-64 year old population is disabled (and thus less 

likely to be working, and more likely to be subsisting on disability payments.) This may be due to the 

known correlation between disability and poverty9ðnot only do disabilities frequently reduce 

income, but people with lower incomes are also more likely to be disabled. In any case, in all three 

jurisdictions a significant number of residents have disabilities. When over 1 in 10 residents is 

affected by a disability, this is an area that deserves further attention from a jurisdictionôs staff, 

including planning, community development, parks, and other services. 

 

Recommendation for Removing Barriers: Jurisdictions can help people with disabilities by 

facilitating parking issues, ensuring that sidewalks and public buildings are in compliance with the 

Americans with Disabilities Act, providing reasonable accommodations to employees with disabilities, 

and developing processes for new construction that follow the federal Fair Housing Act guidelines. 

 

                                                   
9
 See, for example, Causal Relationships Between Poverty and Disability, by Daniel Lustig and David Strauser, Rehabilitation 

Counseling Bulletin, v50 n4 p194-202 Sum 2007. 
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Census Data Across the Jurisdictions 

 

 The three jurisdictions studied in this Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing are markedly 

different, despite their close geographic proximity. Census data can be used to highlight the ways in 

which income and housing stock vary widely. In addition, there is a strong pattern of segregation 

across the jurisdictions, which suggests the presence of housing discrimination and discriminatory 

practices. The challenges that these differences bring can likely only be diminished by regional 

cooperation.  
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Part II: Transportation, Education, Other Studies, and Other 
Related Issues 

Education Overview 

 To some extent, issues of poverty, race, and housing are both reflected inðand affectð

school access and success. Thus, successful public schools can drive property values up, because 

successful schools are sought after by potential home seekers. Neighborhoods in schools that are less 

successful by classic measurements (i.e. standardized tests) are likely to be perceived as less 

desirable by home seekers who have housing choices. 

 The racial composition of schools can also affect home values, particularly when a district 

also serves a large number of low-income children.10 Across the nation, changes in the composition 

of public schools often foreshadow changes in the neighborhoodðboth in terms of racial 

composition, and in terms of poverty levels in the area. The challenge to fair housing is that 

Caucasian homeseekers may believe that a majority African-American school district is inferior, 

even when objectively it is not, and thus avoid that area. National research confirms that a school 

district with highly-segregated schools often presages further segregation in the school districtôs 

neighborhoods. As home values and school districts are so closely associated, it is in the interest of 

jurisdictions to work closely with the school districts that draw from their boundaries. Segregation is 

not inevitable, and can be mitigated against by collaboration between jurisdictions and school 

districts, combined with fair housing enforcement.  

City of Muskegon 

 The City of Muskegon is primarily served by the Muskegon school district11, which has over 6000 

students and is the largest of the three districts described here. MEAP scores are generally below the state 

average. The district is approximately 58% African American, 28% White, and 12% Hispanic. 

Approximately 83% of the students are eligible for free and reduced price lunch. Four-year graduation 

rates were approximately 77%.12 In 2007, the Muskegon School Districtôs high school did not make 

Adequate Yearly Progress under the No Child Left Behind Act. 

City of Norton Shores 

 Norton Shores is served by the Mona Shores, Muskegon, and Grand 

Haven school districts.  In addition to serving the majority of Norton Shores, the Mona Shores School 

District also covers the City of Roosevelt Park, which is not part of this study.  

 The Mona Shores School District has over 4100 students. MEAP scores are generally above 

average compared to the state. Over 85% of the students in the district are white, and 28% of the students 

are eligible for free and reduced price lunches. Four year graduation rates were approximately 84%. In 

2007, the Mona Shores High School did make Adequate Yearly Progress under the No Child Left Behind 

Act. 

                                                   

10
 See for example, School Quality, Neighborhoods and Housing Prices: The Impacts of School Desegregation, TJ Kane, DO 

Staiger, SK Reigg, NBER Working Paper No. 11347, May 2005 
11

 Data cited here were taken from Michigan Department of Education statistics.  
12 Center for Educational Performance and Information, State of Michigan 

2007 4-Year Cohort Graduation and Dropout Rate Report, 8/25/08, downloaded 10/16/08 from 

http://www.michigan.gov/documents/cepi/2007_MI_Grad-Drop_Rate_246517_7.pdf  

 

http://www.michigan.gov/documents/cepi/2007_MI_Grad-Drop_Rate_246517_7.pdf


 

32    

City of Muskegon Heights 

 Muskegon Heights is primarily served by the Muskegon Heights school district. The Muskegon 

Heights school district is 95% African-American, and 74% of the population is eligible for free and 

reduced price lunches. MEAP scores are generally below average compared to the state.  This is a small 

school district, with under 2000 students in the entire district. Four year graduation rates were 

approximately 77%. In 2007, the Muskegon Heights School Districtôs high school did not make Adequate 

Yearly Progress under the No Child Left Behind Act. 

 

Transportation  

 

 
Map 26: MATS bus system

13
 

 

Muskegon County is served by the Muskegon Area Transportation System (MATS). Current 

service is primarily hourly, daily and on Saturdays, until early evening. There is no coverage on Sundays 

or holidays. Coverage of the City of Muskegon and the City of Muskegon Heights is fairly 

comprehensive. However, coverage of Norton Shores, at this point, is quite limited.  

Muskegon MATS runs an on-demand service, the GoBus, which covers all of Muskegon County. 

This is an important service. However, it is limited to people with disabilities and those over the age of 

60. Because transportation limitations do affect housing choice, it would be beneficial if MATS and the 

City of Norton Shores could figure out how to provide service to a larger geographic area for all people. 

Some jurisdictions have chosen to subsidize bus service.  

 

 

                                                   
13

 Downloaded from: http://www.matsbus.com/images/system_map_2008.jpg 
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Transportation Recommendation: We recommend that Norton Shores work with Muskegon 

County and MATS to identify a way to expand MATS bus service, and/or the GoBus, to people of all 

ages and abilities. This will increase housing choice and accessibility. 
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Cultural Competency and Cross-Jurisdiction Collaboration 

Strategies for a Culturally Competent Region 

In 2006 a group called Michigan Future Inc. released a report, A New Agenda for a New 

Michigan14. The report placed a high emphasis on being ñwelcoming to all,ò writing ñThis means building 

a culture that condemns rather than tolerates discrimination and segregationò (p. iv). This report 

influenced the thinking and planning of the West Michigan Chamber Coalition. Thus, in 2007 the West 

Michigan Chamber Coalition (Grand Rapids, Muskegon, Holland and Grand Haven) commissioned a 

report, Strategies for a Culturally Competent Region15. Several Muskegon County groups were involved 

in this project, and one focus group was conducted in Muskegon County.  According to their report of the 

focus group,  

 

Muskegon sees itself as two cities. Muskegon and Norton Shores are 

completely foreign to Muskegon Heights, as the communities have very little to do 

with each other. Because of this, the primary issues in this area are racism and 

segregation. (p. 11) 

 

The authors of this report write, ñThere are many commonly cited characteristics of an ideal and 

comfortably integrated society: respect, open-mindedness, tolerance, acceptance, celebration and 

sensitivity among others.ò They continue:  

 

The benefits to a culturally competent community include but are not 

limited to the economic prosperity that recruitment and retention of a diverse 

workforce will bring to the area. A greater mixture of cultures brings enhanced 

social and cultural offerings, including entertainment and the arts, restaurants and 

hotels, educational resources, products and services, all of which raise the appeal 

to tourists as well as residents. Less tangibly, cultural competence expands 

multidimensional thinking, results include, effective problem solving, enhanced 

perspectives, and forces debate that enlivens and enriches our communities. (p. 5) 

 

The authors go on to assign responsibility for achieving cultural competency to individuals, 

businesses, the community, educational institutions, the faith community, and units of government. For 

units of government, they suggest the following principles:  

 

3. Responsibilities of Units of Government 

Working together facilitates connections, helps to fertilize ideas, and optimizes 

good results. We can continue to learn a lot from our neighbors, neighboring 

cities, counties and states across the country and around the world. Government 

groups should be intentional about this and reach out to similar organizations, 

as models and as collaborators. 

a) Units of government should collaborate with other communities and facilitate 

connections between groups within their own borders, as well as beyond. 

Connections should be made within a city, between cities, among ethnic groups, 

                                                   
14

 A New Agenda for a New Michigan, Michigan Future, Inc., June 2006. Downloaded 11/2008 from 

http://www.michiganfuture.org/Reports/NewAgendaFINAL.pdf 

 
15

 Strategies for  a Culturally Competent Region, West Michigan Chamber Coalition, 2007. Downloaded 9/2008 from 

http://www.grandhavenchamber.org/Strategies.pdf 

 

http://www.michiganfuture.org/Reports/NewAgendaFINAL.pdf
http://www.grandhavenchamber.org/Strategies.pdf
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and beyond Michigan, to other states and countries. The goal should be 

increased awareness, maximization of participation and results, and 

coordination of efforts. An example of this type of collaborative learning 

relationship is the Sister City program. 

b) Elected officials and government employees should attend awareness and 

sensitivity training (e.g., Institutes for Healing Racism, Ruby Payne poverty 

training). 

c) Units of government should monitor and participate in web based 

interest group communities that are addressing these issues (e.g., Partners for a 

Racism Free Community, www.prfcgr.org). 

d) Units of government should develop Best Practices, to communicate to the 

public and share with other entities. 

e) Units of government should take a leadership role in the effort to develop and 

publicize West Michigan as a model of cultural competence, for the state and for 

the country. (p. 8) 

 
Communications 
 

 Inasmuch as individuals increasingly rely on the Internet, cultural competency can also be 

demonstrated through web pages. While Muskegon has a way to translate its web pages on the fly 

(by clicking on a flag at the bottom of the web page), Muskegon Heights and Norton Shores do not. 

In an effort to be welcoming to people of all ethnicities and limited English proficiency, this 

translation methodðwhile not perfectðis a step in the right direction.  
 

 

Collaboration Recommendation: We recommend that all three jurisdictions work on extending 

their collaborations relating to community development.  

Cultural Competency Recommendation: We recommend that the jurisdictions institute 

regular cultural competency training, and make it possible for both elected officials and government 

employees to attend these trainings. 

Web Page Recommendation: We recommend that Norton Shores and Muskegon Heights add 

web-page translation capacity to their web sites, in order to help make their governments accessible to 

people of limited English proficiency. 
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Part III: Patterns and Practice: Banking, Real Estate, Group Homes 

Affordable Housing and Fair Housing  

As soon as the issue of "fair housing" is raised, many people assume that affordable housing is 

directly related.  This is not necessarily the case. The Fair Housing Act makes no mention of affordability. 

In theory, there is no relationship between the two because fair housing addresses the question of 

discrimination in housing, while affordable housing addresses the question of affordability. Thus, one 

might expect that the number of fair housing complaints would be (on a per capita basis) roughly 

equivalent from one jurisdiction to the next. Yet this is not the case either.   

Statewide, the number of complaints made to Housing and Urban Development (HUD), the Michigan 

Department of Civil Rights (MDCR), and non-profit fair housing centers shows certain patterns of 

discrimination. For instance, some landlords receive multiple complaints. Complaints based on race, 

familial status, and disability are the most common. 

There is some overlap between issues of affordable housing and fair housing due to demographics. 

Lower-income groups disproportionately include people with disabilities, Latino and African-American 

families, and single-parent households with children. 

We live in a segregated society. People of the same income, of different races, tend to live in different 

locations. For instance, low-income African Americans and low-income whites often live in different 

neighborhoods. As a result, discrimination complaints may come from particular areas more than from 

other areas. As can be seen throughout this document, this may be related to issues of subsidized and 

affordable housing, as well as to decisions of individual property owners, banks, and jurisdictions. 

Statewide, fair housing centers get the largest numbers of complaints from rental housing, which 

tends to be multi-family housing. In a location without a local fair housing center, complaints are 

typically very limited. Multi -family housing is denser development, and perhaps even more importantly, 

turnover plays an important role in discrimination. Put simply, renters move more frequently than 

homeowners.  Every time a member of a protected class (say, for example, an African-American woman) 

applies to move into a new apartment, there is another possibility for her to experience discrimination.16   

Although licensed realtors are required to receive training in fair housing law, national testing studies 

suggest that there are significant levels of housing discrimination in housing sales. However, there is less 

turnover in houses, and while sellers end the relationship with a buyer at the time of the sale, landlords 

and renters just begin their relationship with the signing of a lease. 

National studies confirm that housing discrimination occurs at all income levels, and at all stages of 

the home rental or home purchase process. 

 

 

Fair Housing Testing Recommendation: We recommend that all three jurisdictions fund and 

implement complaint-driven fair housing testing, for all kinds of home seekers. 

 

                                                   
16

 See, for example, Discrimination in Metropolitan Housing Markets: National Results from Phase I of HDS2000, found online 

at http://www.huduser.org/Publications/pdf/Phase1_Executive_Summary.pdf  This document goes into detail regarding national 

trends in housing discrimination.  

http://www.huduser.org/Publications/pdf/Phase1_Executive_Summary.pdf
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Community Reinvestment Act and Jurisdictional Banking Choices 

 Mortgage and lending patterns, locations of bank branches, and Community Reinvestment 

Act (CRA) opportunities are all ways to identify whether banks are supporting the communities in 

which they are located.  

 An October 2004 report by the National Community Reinvestment Coalition (NCRC), 

Inequalities in Small Business Lending by Income and Race of Neighborhood, revealed ñstriking 

disparities in small business lending by race and income of neighborhoodò (p. 4). Other recent 

national reports have found similar trends in home mortgage lending. Given that the Community 

Reinvestment Act was designed to mitigate against redlining (the illegal refusal to lend within an 

area or neighborhood based on the racial/ethnic makeup of the area) and to encourage investment in 

low and moderate-income and predominantly minority areas, these results are discouraging. For 

instance, recent national testing by the National Community Reinvestment Coalition found ñmany 

instances of discriminatory and abusive lending practicesò among sub-prime lenders (p.4). 

 The Community Reinvestment Act is intended to encourage banks to invest locally, to give 

back to their communities. Not only is it important to pay attention to local banksô CRA ratings, but 

also it is important to examine where they choose to locate, and whether they adequately serve the 

residents of the community. Because most banks receive at least a rating of Satisfactory (and 

anything less is certainly a red flag), jurisdictions should look beyond CRA ratings and request 

additional information from any bank with whom they choose to invest.  
Jurisdictions can make powerful choices with their banking choices. By choosing to invest in 

banks that will reinvest in their communities, jurisdictions can both indirectly and directly influence 

development within their community. Annually, banks are required to report their actions, and they are 

regularly evaluated as to their compliance with the Community Reinvestment Act. Individual banks can 

be researched through the FFIEC web site, www.ffiec.gov.  

 

 

 

Banking Investments Recommendation: We recommend that Muskegon, Muskegon Heights 

and Norton Shores analyze the investment practices of the banking institutions with whom their 

jurisdictions have investments or banking accounts. They should screen them for local investment; 

accessible banking locations in the community; and a desire to work to improve the jurisdiction. If the 

banking institutions in question do not meet their criteria and are not true community partners, they 

should seek more community-minded institutions and bring their business to them. 

 

 

http://www.ffiec.gov/
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Mortgages and the Home Mortgage Disclosure Act 

The Fair Housing Act calls for equal treatment in obtaining housing. According to the NCRC Report, 

The 2005 Fair Lending Disparities: Stubborn and Persistent II (NCRC, 2006. p. 3, emphases added),  

 

Minorities, women, and low- and moderate-income borrowers across the United States of America 

receive a disproportionate amount of high cost loans. Across the country, African-Americans 

received 16.8 percent of the conventional high-cost loans but only 5.5 percent of the conventional 

market-rate loans during 2005. In contrast, whites received a greater percentage of market-rate than 

high-cost loans. Whites received 67.4 percent and 51.8 percent of the market-rate and high-cost 

loans, respectively. Disparities are also present by gender. Females received 37.3 percent of the high-

cost conventional loans but just 28 percent of the market-rate conventional loans in NCRCôs sample 

of 2005 loans. Males, in contrast, received a higher percentage of market-rate loans (66.8 percent) 

than high-cost loans (60.2 percent)é Hispanics and Native Americans also received a 

disproportionate amount of high-cost loans. About 40.7 percent and 35 percent of the conventional 

loans made to Hispanics and Native Americans, respectively, were high cost loans. Disparities in 

very high-cost HOEPA [Home Ownership and Equity Protection Act] lending were particularly 

worrisome for African-Americans and women. Similar disparities were found when analyzing 

refinance, home purchase, and home improvement lending separately. Large disparities were also 

found in manufactured housing and subordinate lien loans. For example, of all the manufactured 

housing loans made to African-Americans, an incredible 75.8 percent were high cost.  
 

 

 




