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Executive Summary 
 
The 2012 Analysis of Impediments for the City of Greenville and Greenville County identified 
existing impediments to fair and affordable housing.  The study is an update to the previous 
analysis of impediments conducted in 2005.  The study used a mixed-method approach using 
both quantitive numerical data and qualitative date obtained largely from interviews.  This study 
presents findings from one-on-one interviews, primary survey data, and several secondary data 
sources.   The barriers to fair and affordable housing that exist for the City of Greenville and 
Greenville County are:  economic barriers, regulatory barriers, education barriers, a lack of data, 
possible and perceived discrimination, NiMBYism, and a lack of affordable housing.  
Improvements have been made since the last analysis of impediments; however, the 
consequences of the national recession have stalled some progress.  It is the challenge of the City 
of Greenville and Greenville County to prioritize fair housing and to implement policies in an 
effective manner. 
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Introduction 
 
Housing is an important feature of community.  The community in which a household resides 
affects access to available opportunities.1   Housing is interrelated with all facets of life, shaping 
the health, security, and education of individuals and communities.  The Fair Housing Act is one 
way in which individuals and organizations are empowered to make housing choice fair. 
 
This study is an overview of the analysis of impediments to fair housing in both the City of 
Greenville and Greenville County.  Jurisdictions that receive Community Development Block 
Grant (CDBG) funds from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) are 
required to identify and publish impediments to fair housing choice within the jurisdiction.  
Grantees of funding must “assume responsibility of fair housing planning…take appropriate 
actions to overcome the effects of any impediments identified through that analysis, and maintain 
records reflecting the analysis and actions in this regard”.2  
 
Fair housing law states that potential homeowners or potential renters may not be discriminated 
against based on race, color, national origin, religion, sex, familial status, or disability in an 
effort to promote integrated neighborhoods based upon choice.3 The federal government 
identifies any impediment to fair housing choice as any action, omission, or decision that 
effectively restricts housing choice.   
 
The 2012 Analysis of Impediments to Fair and Affordable Housing Choice for the City of 
Greenville and Greenville County used a mixed-method approach in order to examine the state 
of fair and affordable housing within the jurisdictions.  The study highlights four groups that are 
seen to effect or be affected by fair and affordable housing:  the private sector industry, public 
sector governance, local non-profit agencies, and residents.  The 2012 analysis is organized in 
the following way:  (1) a summary of fair housing legislation and local homeowner assistance 
programs; (2) an overview of relevant population and housing census data; (3) an analysis of 
how private sector industry may affect fair housing; (3) an analysis of local government’s 
involvement with fair and affordable housing; (4) an understanding of how individuals working 
in local agencies perceive the state of fair and affordable housing, and (5) a section that attempts 
to capture the experience of residents though a survey and report of fair housing complaints.  
Finally, there is a listing of impediments and recommendations for the City of Greenville and 
Greenville County to aid in their efforts to affirmatively further fair housing. 

 
This document represents an update to the 2005 Analysis of Impediments to Fair and Affordable 
Housing Choice.  Nine impediments were identified in that study: 4 

• Economic barriers 
o Lack of education, lack of gainful employment, lack of adequate income 

1 Foley, Donald L.  1980.  “The Sociology of Housing.”  Annual Review of Sociology 6:  457 – 1478. 
2 24 CRF 507.601.   
3 U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development.  Accessed:  9 May 
2012.<http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/HUD?src=/program_offices/fair_housing_equal_opp/FHLaws/yourrights> 
4 Greenville County Human Relations Commission.  2005.  Analysis of Impediments to Fair and Affordable Housing 
Choice.  Accessed:  25 May 2012.   
<http://www.greenvillecounty.org/humanrelations/analysis_impediments_fairhousing.asp>. 
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• Abusive credit and lending practices 
o Predatory and payday lending targeted at protected classes 
o Poor credit practices 

• Community awareness and outreach issues 
o Lack of awareness of housing industry  
o Lack of access to community resources 
o Lack of affordable housing 

• Regulatory barriers 
• Transportation issues 

o Lack of private automobiles 
o Lack of funding for effective public transportation 

• Discrimination 
o NIMBYism 
o Historical segregation 

• Cultural barriers 
o Lack of bilingual services 

• Natural disasters and other barriers 
o Temporary shelters for Katrina victims 
o Crime 
o ‘human conditions’ (defined in the 2005 AI as physical, emotional and mental 

factors that can affect a person’s ability and opportunity to obtain housing) 

Methodology 
 
The methodology for each technique will be discussed prior to the reporting of the respective 
findings. Online and paper surveys, one-on-one interviewing, and findings from secondary data 
were used in the creation of this report.   

Who Conducted this Study? 
 
The Greenville County Human Relations Commission (GCHRC) was the primary agency 
charged with conducting the 2012 Analysis of Impediments to Fair and Affordable Housing 
Choice.  GCHRC is the HUD-appointed fair housing agency for Greenville County.  Two 
graduate students from Clemson University’s Applied Sociology program implemented the study 
and wrote the report.  The Greenville County Human Relations Commission supplied their 
knowledge of housing, survey instruments, GIS maps, a list of stakeholders to contact for 
interviews, as well as patience and guidance in the preparation of this analysis of impediments.     
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Limitations 
 
This study is an overview of the potential barriers to affordable housing, and it has several 
limitations.  This study is not an exhaustive of analysis of the jurisdictions due to constraints on 
available resources, available data, and available time.   This study does not constitute legal 
advice.  The data and information given by informants and agencies was assumed to be accurate 
and were reported in this manner.   

Fair Housing Legislation 
 
The following legislation pertaining to fair housing, unless otherwise noted, can be found on the 
official HUD website.5  
 
Presidential Executive Order 11063 
 
In 1963, President John F. Kennedy began the legislation for fair housing by issuing presidential 
executive order 11063.  The terms of the order stated that “discrimination in the sale, leasing, 
rental, or other disposition of properties and facilities” is prohibited if the properties or facilities 
are owned, operated, or funded by the government. 
 
Civil Rights Act 

The Civil Rights Act was introduced in 1964.  According to Title VI of the act, “discrimination 
on the basis of race, color, or national origin” is prohibited in programs and activities receiving 
federal financial assistance.  

Fair Housing Act 
 
The federal Fair Housing Act of 1968, which is Title VIII of the Civil Rights Act, prohibits 
discrimination or other unfair actions against persons, which “otherwise make unavailable or 
deny a dwelling to any person because of race, color, religion, sex, familial status, or national 
origin.”  The act prohibits both intentional housing discrimination—disparate treatment—and 
action or policies that may not seem to discriminate but do have a negative effect on fair housing 
choice—disparate impact.  The federal Fair Housing Act provides for a broad range of sanctions 
and remedies to cure existing violations and prevent them in the future as well. 
 
Architectural Barriers Act 
 
In 1968 the Architectural Barriers Act was enacted to increase accessibility for handicapped 
individuals.  The act “requires that buildings and facilities designed, constructed, altered, or 
leased with certain federal funds […] must be accessible to and useable by handicapped 
persons.”  
 
Education Amendments Act 

5 U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development.  2012.  Accessed 13 June 2012.  http://www.hud.gov. 
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Title IX of the Education Amendment Act of 1972 prohibits discrimination on the basis of sex.  
This applies to federally-funded education programs or activities, including any program that 
offers federal financial assistance. 
 
SC Human Affairs Law 
 
In 1972 the South Carolina Human Affairs Law was created, which deemed “discrimination on 
the basis of race, religion, color, sex, age, and national origin and disability unlawful.” It also 
established the State Human Affairs commission, which studies problems associated with the 
law and works to prevent discrimination.6  
 
Rehabilitation Act 
 
The Rehabilitation Act of 1973 is a provision of the Fair Housing Act. Section 504 of the act 
prohibits a “refusal to make accommodations in rules, policies, practices, or services, when such 
accommodations may be necessary to afford them [the handicapped person] equal opportunity to 
use and enjoy a dwelling […] including public and common use areas.”  This act reaches nearly 
all public activities that can adversely affect housing for handicapped people and is not limited to 
federally funded projects. 
 
Housing and Community Development Act 
 
Section 109 of Title I of the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974 was created in 
order to protect against discrimination involving HUD funds.  That is, “programs and activities 
receiving financial assistance from HUD’s Community Development and Black Grant Program 
cannot discriminate based on race, color, national origin, sex, or religion.” 
 
Home Mortgage Disclosure Act 
 
The Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA), passed by Congress in 1975, requires that lending 
institutions report public loan data. This data can be used to determine if financial institutions are 
meeting the housing needs of their community.  HMDA also assists public officials in attracting 
private investors and aids in identifying discriminatory lending practices.7 
 
HMDA requires the disclosure of information from banks, savings associations, credit unions, 
and other mortgage lending institutions.  The required information includes the distribution of 
home mortgage and home improvement lending on a geographic and demographic basis such as 
the distribution of mortgage loans to minorities.  More specifically, reporting requirements 
include data on the number, type, and amount of loans as well as the type of action taken—
applications approved but not accepted, applications denied, applications withdrawn, or files 
closed as incomplete.8  
 

6 http://www.state.sc.us/schac/history_and_purpose.htm 
7 http://www.ffiec.gov/hmda/history.htm 
8 ibid. 
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Age Discrimination Act 
 
The Education Amendment Act of 1975 prohibits discrimination on the basis of age.  This 
applies to federally-funded programs or activities. 
 
Community Reinvestment Act 
 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) states that lenders, developers and property 
owners are concerned about the cost and liabilities of cleaning up and refinancing low-to-
moderate income urban neighborhoods – leading them to develop in other areas that are 
perceived as less risky.  The Community Reinvestment Act (CRA) was enacted by Congress in 
1977, to “require banks, thrifts, and other lenders to make capital available in low- and moderate-
income urban neighborhoods, thereby boosting the nation’s efforts to stabilize these declining 
areas.”9    
 
The CRA applies to:  federally insured depository institutions, national banks, thrifts, and state-
chartered commercial and savings banks.10  It works to prevent redlining – the discrimination by 
refusing to grant loans, mortgages or insurance to people in an area, particularly ones deemed as 
poor or as “financial risks.” 
 
In May 1995, the Office of the Comptroller of the Currency revised the CRA to allow lenders to 
claim community development loan credits for loans “made to help finance the environmental 
cleanup or redevelopment of an industrial site when it is part of an effort to revitalize the low- 
and moderate-income community in which the site is located.”11  This revision was intended to 
encourage economic activity in inner-city neighborhoods through financing and property 
redevelopment. 
 
The CRA requires an evaluation of federally insured bank records to ensure they are meeting the 
credit needs of the entire community. The following institutions are required to report data under 
the CRA: 
 

• All savings associations except small institutions (those with total assets equaling less 
than $1 billion in the past 2 years) regulated by the OTS 

• All state member banks, state nonmember banks, and national banks except small 
institutions (those with total assets less than $250 million in the past 2 years) regulated by 
the FRS, FDIC, and OCC. 

 
Amendment of the Federal Fair Housing Act 
 
In 1988 the federal Fair Housing Act was amended to include handicapped persons as a 
protected class; those with one or more handicaps are discriminated against when there is a 
failure to make reasonable modifications to residential premises, which may be necessary to 
enable a handicapped person “full enjoyment of the premises.”   

9 http://www.epa.gov/brownfields/html-doc/cra.htm 
10 http://www.occ.treas.gov/crainfo.htm 
11 http://www.epa.gov/brownfields/html-doc/cra.htm 
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Financial Institutions Reform, Recovery, and Enforcement Act (FIRREA) 
 
The Financial Institutions Reform, Recovery, and Enforcement Act of 1989 was established in 
response to the savings and loan crisis of the 1980s. The act resulted in the creation of the 
Resolution Trust Corporation (RTC) in an effort to close hundreds of bankrupt thrifts and paid 
out insurance to their depositors. It also required that CRA ratings be made public. 
 
SC Fair Housing Law 
 
The South Carolina Fair Housing Law was enacted in 1989 to, like the federal Fair Housing 
Law, prevent sellers and renters from discriminating or refusing to sell or rent on the basis of 
race, color, religion, sex, familial status, national origin, or handicapping condition.  This law 
gave jurisdiction to the Human Affairs Commission in order to “investigate all fair housing 
complaints in the State.”12  
 
Americans with Disabilities Act 
 
Title II of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 prevents discrimination against disabled 
persons.  Public programs, services, and activities cannot discriminate based on disabilities.  
Further, “HUD enforces Title II when it relates to state and local public housing, housing 
assistance, and housing referrals.” 
 
Equal Enjoyment and Privileges to Public Accommodations Act 
 
The South Carolina State General Assembly enacted the Equal Enjoyment and Privileges to 
Public Accommodations Act in 1990.  This act states, “all persons shall be entitled to the full and 
equal enjoyment of the goods, services, facilities, privileges, advantages, and accommodations of 
any place of public accommodations without discrimination or segregation on the basis of race, 
color, religion, or national origin.”13 
 
Presidential Executive Order 12892 
 
In 1994, President William J. Clinton issued his first executive order that pertains to fair housing. 
The amended executive order 12892 “requires federal agencies to affirmatively further fair 
housing in their programs and activities.” 
 
Presidential Executive Order 12898 
 
In 1994, President Clinton issued his next presidential executive order pertaining to fair housing.  
According to executive order 12898, federal agencies must conduct programs, policies, and 
activities that have an impact on the environment and individuals’ health in a way that does not 
exclude anyone based on race, color, or national origin. 
 

12 http://www.state.sc.us/schac/history_and_purpose.htm 
13 ibid. 
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The Quality Housing and Work Responsibility Act  
 
The Quality Housing and Work Responsibility Act (QHWRA) signed by President Clinton in 
1998 applies to public housing and public housing voucher programs.  Its purposes include 
“reducing the concentration of poverty in public housing,” and creating opportunities and 
incentives for public housing residents to find work. It also helps to rehabilitate public housing 
units through the establishment of the HOPE VI program, a program enabling HUD to 
administer competitive grants to PHAs for demolition of outdated projects, site renewal, and 
replacement housing. 
 
Presidential Executive Order 13166 
 
In 2000, President Clinton issued his final presidential executive order pertaining to fair housing.  
Executive order 13166 strives to eliminate barriers that would deny benefits from federally-
funded programs and activities due to poor English proficiency. 
 
Presidential Executive Order 13217 
 
In 2001, President George W. Bush issued the most current executive order linked to the 
promotion of fair housing.  Executive order 13217 requires federal agencies to examine their 
policies and programs in order to find a way to improve availability of “community-based living 
arrangements for persons with disabilities.” 
 
Real Estate Settlement Procedures Act (RESPA)  

The Real Estate Settlement Procedures Act “insures that consumers throughout the nation are 
provided with more helpful information about the cost of the mortgage settlement and protected 
from unnecessarily high settlement charges caused by certain abusive practices.”14  

Truth-in-Lending Act (TILA) 

The Truth-in-Lending Act was adopted under the Consumer Protection Act to protect rights of 
the consumer when dealing with lenders and creditors. It requires that the annual percentage rate, 
term of the loan, and total costs to the borrower be disclosed to the borrower before credit.  

Promoting Fair Housing and Fair Lending 
 
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 
 
In 1965, the Department of Housing and Urban Development Act created the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development (HUD) as a Cabinet-level agency.  The Civil Rights Act of 
1968 made most types of housing discrimination illegal, and gave HUD “enforcement 
responsibility” when dealing with fair housing practices.  The department’s primary purpose is to 
“promote non-discrimination and ensure fair and equal housing opportunities for all.”   
 

14 http://www.hud.gov 
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HUD-funded grant recipients are obligated by law not to discriminate “in housing or services 
directly or indirectly on the basis of race, color, religion, sex, national origin, age, familial status, 
or disability.”  According to the FHA (Federal Housing Administration), the Secretary of 
Housing and Urban Development “shall administer programs and activities relating to housing 
and urban development in a manner that affirmatively furthers the policies outlined” within 
sections of the Act.  Some examples of these programs and activities include but are not limited 
to offering counseling programs, establishing fair housing enforcement organizations in areas of 
need, working with housing providers, and encouraging banks and lenders to use more non-
traditional credit evaluation methods.   
 
The amended Housing and Community Development Act of 1974 is the primary law for the 
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Program. Under this act, every grant recipient is 
responsible for assuring HUD that the grant will be carried out in a manner that affirmatively 
furthers fair housing.  CDBG recipients are required to: 
 

1. “Examine and attempt to alleviate housing discrimination within their jurisdiction 
2. Promote fair housing choice for all persons 
3. Provide opportunities for all persons to reside in any given housing development, 

regardless of race, color, religion, sex, disability, familial status, or national origin 
4. Promote housing that is accessible to and usable by persons with disabilities 
5. Comply with the non-discrimination requirements of the Fair Housing Act”15 

 
HUD’s Super Notice of Funding Availability (SuperNOFA) provides funds to reinforce that 
HUD and grantees work towards furthering fair housing and decreasing housing discrimination. 
 
HUD and Fair Lending 
 
Fair lending plays a major role in fair housing.  The FHA states that it is unlawful to discriminate 
in the following ways based on race, color, national origin, religion, sex, familial status, or 
disability: 
 

• “Refuse to make a mortgage loan 
• Refuse to provide information regarding loans 
• Impose different terms of conditions on a loan, such as different interest rates, points, or 

fees 
• Discriminate in appraising properties 
• Refuse a loan or set different terms of conditions for purchasing a loan”16  

 
HUD investigates claims of lending discrimination at no charge.  “HUD has [also] conducted a 
number of studies to determine whether minority homebuyers receive the same treatment and 
information as whites during the mortgage lending process.”  HUD also addresses such issues 
such as subprime lending, predatory lending, and minority homeownership. 
 

15 ibid. 
16 ibid. 
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Fair Credit Billing Act (FCBA)  
 
The Fair Credit Billing Act was created to settle problems caused by billing errors on credit cards 
or charge accounts. For instance, a person is only held accountable to a maximum of $50 when 
unauthorized charges are made on his or her card.  
 
Fair Credit Reporting Act (FCRA) 
 
The Fair Credit Reporting Act was established to ensure that information gathered by Consumer 
Reporting Agencies (CRAs) is both accurate and confidential. Under the act, any consumer has 
the right to view his or her report, and if any information is inaccurate or incomplete, the CRA is 
required to correct it.  
 
Equal Credit Opportunity Act (ECOA) 
 
The Equal Credit Opportunity Act “prohibits credit discrimination on the basis of race, color, 
religion, national origin, sex, marital status, age, or because you get public assistance.”17 Credit 
companies may at times ask for this information, but may not use it in deciding to approve or 
deny a person credit.  
 
Fair Debt Collections Practices Act 

The Fair Debt Collection Practices act was created to prevent collection agencies from abusing 
those in debt out of concern that this abuse led to more people declaring bankruptcy. The Act 
gives a set of guidelines to collection agencies that need to collect debt, while at the same 
helping to provide solutions and protection for those in debt.  

Right to Financial Privacy Act 

The Right to Financial Privacy Act is meant to protect personal financial information by 
requiring government agencies to give notice and an opportunity for objection before a bank can 
share financial information with a government agency, typically for law enforcement purposes. 
In the 1980’s the law was amended, and allowed notices to be delayed in the case of drug 
trafficking and cases involving spy activity.  

  

17 http://www.ftc.gov 
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Population Overview 
 
Greenville County is located in the northwest corner of upstate South Carolina.  In 2010, the 
population of Greenville County was 451,255.   Greenville County is the most populated county 
in South Carolina and the county also has the highest rate of growth in the state.18  The City of 
Greenville had 58,409 residents in 2010.  Table 1 shows the general population characteristics of 
both the City of Greenville and Greenville County in 2010.  This information includes gender, 
median age, average household size, and median household income. Table 2 shows population 
shifts in the City of Greenville, Greenville County, and the state as a whole between 2000 and 
2010.  Greenville County experienced an 18.87% increase in population from 2000 to 2010, 
while the population of the state increased by 15.29%.   Figure 1 shows the population increase 
of Greenville County from 1960-2010.  This figure depicts a trend of steady upward growth over 
five decades, with sharp increases within the past two decades.   
 
Table 1.  General Population Characteristics, 2010. 
 City of Greenville Greenville County South Carolina 
 Totals Percent Totals Percent Totals Percent 
Total Population 58,409 100.0 451,225 100.0 4,625,364 100.0 

Male 28,091 48.1 218,791 48.5 2,250,101 48.6 
Female 30,318 51.9 232,434 51.5 2,375,263 51.4 

Median Age 34.6 -- 37.2 -- 37.9 -- 
Average Household Size 2.08 -- 2.49 -- 2.49  
Median Household Income $40,536 -- $46,025 -- $43,208 -- 
  Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 2010; American Community Survey (ACS), 2008 – 2010. 
 
Table 2.  Population Shifts. 

 2000 2010 % Change 
City of Greenville 56,002 58,409 4.3 
Greenville County 379,616 451,225 18.86 
South Carolina 4,012,012 4,625,364 15.29 
Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Census. 
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Figure 1.  Population Growth for Greenville County, 1960 – 2010. 

 
  Source:  U.S. Census Bureau: 2010 Census.  

Race/Ethnicity 
 
The City and County of Greenville are home to a diverse population of racial and ethnic groups.  
Table 3 illustrates the racial and ethnic composition of both the city of Greenville and Greenville 
County for 2010.  For the city of Greenville, the US Census reports that 64% of residents are 
White, 30% are African American, 5.9% are Hispanic or Latin, 1.4% are Asian and 4.7% are 
another race or reported two or more races.  For Greenville County, 70.3% of residents are 
White, 17.9% are African American, 8.1% are Hispanic or Latino, 1.9% are Asian, and 1.8% are 
another race or reported two or more races.  
 
Table 3.  Racial/Ethnic Composition of the City of Greenville and Greenville County, 2010. 
 City of Greenville County of Greenville S.C. U.S. 
 Totals Percent Totals Percent Percent Percent 
Not Hispanic or Latino 54,966 94.1 414,730 91.9 94.9 85.8 

White 37,356 64.0 317,197 70.3 64.1 67.0 
Black/African American 17,519 30.0 80,569 17.9 27.7 11.6 
American Indian/Alaska Native 148 0.3 915 0.2 0.4 0.7 
Asian 793 1.4 8,772 1.9 1.3 4.8 
Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander 54 0.1 217 0.0 0.0 0.1 
Some other race 1,486 2.5 717 0.2 0.1 0.2 
Two or more races 1,053 1.8 6,343 1.4 1.4 1.4 

Hispanic or Latino 3,443 5.9 36,495 8.1 5.1 14.2 
White 1,580 2.7 15,877 3.5 2.1 -- 
Black/African American 142 0.2 928 0.2 0.2 -- 
American Indian/Alaska Native 57 0.1 486 0.1 0.1 -- 
Asian 11 0.0 77 0.0 0.0 -- 
Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander 8 0.0 40 0.0 0.0 -- 
Some other race 1,399 2.4 16,950 3.8 2.3 -- 
Two or more races 246 0.4 2,127 0.5 0.3 -- 

Total 58,409 100.0 451,255 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Source:  U.S. Census Bureau: 2010 Census. 
Table 4 reports racial and ethnic changes in the populations of the City of Greenville and 
Greenville County. In both the City of Greenville and Greenville County, there is a small decline 

 17 



in the overall African American population.  From 2000 to 2010, South Carolina saw the largest 
increase in the Hispanic population in the United States. This trend is also reflected in the City of 
Greenville and Greenville County.19  The Asian population has increased for Greenville County, 
but the City of Greenville had a small decrease in the Asian population.    
 
Table 4.  Percent Change in Racial/Ethnic Composition of the City of Greenville and 
Greenville County, 2000 to 2010. 
 City of Greenville Greenville County 
 2000 2010 % Change 2000 2010 % Change 
White 60.8 61.3 4.0 74.3 70.3 12.4 
Black or African American 32.7 29.8 -6.1 18.1 17.9 17.0 
Hispanic/Latino (of any race) 3.9 5.9 56.1 3.8 8.1 155.5 
American Indian or Alaska Native 0.1 0.2 35.8 0.2 0.2 49.8 
Asian 1.4 1.3 -4.4 1.4 1.9 69.4 
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander  0.1 0.1 48.4 0.0 0.0 70.9 
Some Other Race 0.1 0.1 52.6 0.1 0.2 27.8 
Two or More Races 0.8 1.4 79.2 0.9 1.4 87.9 
Total Population 56,543 58,409 3.3 379,616 451,225 18.9 
Source:  U.S Census Bureau, 2000 Census and 2010 Census. 
 
Figures 2 and 3 shows the African American and Hispanic population density for Greenville 
County in 2010.  

19 2010 US Census Briefs.  The Hispanic Population:  2010.  <http://www.census.gov/prod/cen2010/briefs/c2010br-
04.pdf> 
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Figure 2.  Greenville County African American Population Density by Census Tract, 2010. 
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Figure 3.  Greenville County Hispanic Population Density by Census Tract, 2010. 
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Income 
 
Table 5 presents the percent household earnings from salary or wages in both 2000 and 2010.  
The median household income for the United States as a whole was $49,445.20    The median 
household income for Greenville County and the City of Greenville was slightly lower than the 
national median income:  $40,536 and $46,025 respectively.  
 
Table 5.  Percent Household Earnings from Salary/Wages. 
 City of Greenville Greenville County 
 2000 2010 2000 2010 
less than $10,000 14.8 12.4 9.5 8.1 
$10,000 to $14,999 8.3 6.2 6.2 6.4 
$15,000 to $24,999 14.7 14.5 13.2 12.6 
$25,000 to $34,999 14.5 11.9 13.5 11.2 
$35,000 to $49,999 14.7 12.7 16.9 15.3 
$50,000 to $74,999 14.9 14.1 19.3 17.3 
$75,000 to $99,000 6.5 9.8 9.7 11.6 
$100,000 to $149,999 6.5 9.1 7.6 11.0 
$150,000 to $199,999 2.4 3.7 2.0 3.3 
$200,000 or more 2.6 5.6 2.1 3.1 
     
Median household income $33,144 $40,536 $41,149 $46,025 
     
Median family income $44,125 $62,239 $50,332 $58,932 
     
Per Capita Income $23,242 30,370 $22,081 25,472 
Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000 Summary File 3, and 2008-2010 American Community Survey 
 
Table 6 shows the poverty estimates within the City of Greenville and Greenville County. In 
2010, the average poverty threshold for a family of four was set at $22,314.21    Poverty remains 
an issue for the residents of Greenville County and the City of Greenville, particularly among 
minority populations and women.  The poverty rate in Greenville County was fifteen percent.  
This reflected the national average.22  The City of Greenville had a higher poverty rate of 17.5%.  
In 2010, poverty rates were higher among women in both the city and county than for men.  
Poverty disproportionately affected the African American and Hispanic populations in 
Greenville County with poverty rates of 27.5% for African Americans and 30.8% for Hispanics.  
Figure 4 visualizes poverty concentration for the County according to census tract.  Poverty 
tended to concentrate along the central and western part of the City and County.  Several census 
tracts had high proportions of those living in poverty.    
 
 
 
 
 

20 U.S. Census Bureau.  “Income, Poverty and Health Insurance Coverage in the United States:  2010.”  
<http://www.census.gov/newsroom/releases/archives/income_wealth/cb11-157.html> 
21 ibid. 
22 ibid. 
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Table 6.  City of Greenville and Greenville County Residents Living in Poverty, 2010. 
 City of Greenville Greenville County 
 Estimate Percent Estimate Percent 
Population 9,324 17.5 64,789 15.0 
     
Male 3,909 15.4 28,381 13.5 
Female 27,856 19.4 36,408 16.3 
     
White 2,810 8.3 30,007 9.8 
African American 5,885 34.0 21,156 27.5 
Hispanic -- -- 10,627 30.8 
Asian -- -- 1,112 13.5 
 Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2008-2010 American Community Survey. 
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Figure 4.  Poverty Levels in Greenville County by Census Tract, 2010. 
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Housing 
 
In 2010, Greenville County had 195,462 total housing units.  176,531 housing units were 
occupied, while 18,931 were vacant.  The City of Greenville had a total of 29,418 housing units 
in 2010, 25,599 of which were occupied and 3,819 of which were vacant.  Most housing units, 
67.4%, in Greenville County were owner-occupied, while 32.6% of Greenville County housing 
units were renter-occupied.  For the City of Greenville, a small majority of housing units are 
renter occupied.   Table 7 shows the 2010 tenure rates of both owner-occupied and renter-
occupied housing units according to race and ethnicity.   
 
Table 7.  Tenure of Owner-occupied and Renter-occupied Housing Units, 2010. 
 City of Greenville Greenville County 

Owner-occupied Renter-occupied Owner-occupied Renter-occupied 
Total Percent Total Percent Total Percent Total Percent 

Population 11,614 45.4 13,985 54.6 119,039 67.4 57,492 32.6 
         
White 9,750 38.1 6,908 27.0 98,899 56.0 32,171 18.2 
African American 1,520 5.9 5,745 22.4 13,183 7.5 17,671 10.0 
Hispanic 160 0.6 894 3.5 4,142 2.3 5,662 3.2 
Asian 91 0.4 200 0.8 1,767 1.0 1,040 0.6 
Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 2010. 
 
Table 8 presents the gross rent for renter-occupied housing.  Most people in both the City of 
Greenville and Greenville County paid from $600 - $799 a month in housing costs.  The median 
gross rent for the City of Greenville and Greenville County in 2010 was $850.00 a month 
compared to $728.00 a month in 2005. Renter-occupied housing cost increased $122.00 in five 
years.  There is an increasing housing burden for residents in Greenville County and the City of 
Greenville.   
 
Table 8.  Gross Rent (Per Month) Estimates for Renter-occupied Housing Units, 2010. 
 City of Greenville Greenville County 
Less than $200  602 1,493 
$200 - $399 1,126 3,468 
$400 - $599 2502 12,825 
$600 - $799 4,199 17,108 
$800 -$999 2,205 9,583 
$1000 – $1499 1,218 6,333 
$1500 or more 215 977 
No Cash Rent 595 3,759 
Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 2008 – 2010 American Community Survey. 
 
Table 9 breaks down the percentage of housing costs according to household income.  Housing is 
considered affordable when it costs no more than 30% of household income, but a 
disproportionate amount of low-income residents in both the City of Greenville and Greenville 
County were burdened by having to spend more than 30% of their income toward housing costs.  
 
 
 
Table 9.  Renter-Occupied Housing Costs as a Percentage of Household Income, 2010. 
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 City of Greenville Greenville County 
 Less than 20% 20%-29% 30% or more Less than 20% 20%-29% 30% or more 
Less than $20,000 109 746 3,323 323 1,881 15,811 
$20,000 - $34,999 272 1,114 1,723 1,008 4,933 7,244 
$35,000 - $49,999 535 911 231 2,962 3,962 1,044 
$50,000 - $74,999 998 171 0 4,660 1,477 159 
$75,000 or more 1,502 116 0 4,712 316 25 
Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 2008 – 2010 American Community Survey. 

Housing Characteristics 
 
In some instances, housing in the United States lacks ‘basic necessities’ needed by residents, 
such as plumbing facilities and full kitchen facilities.  In 2010, 99.7% of all occupied housing 
units had complete plumbing facilities and 99.5% of all occupied housing units in Greenville 
County had complete kitchen facilities.  In the City of Greenville, 99.8% of all occupied housing 
units had complete plumbing facilities and 99.4% of all occupied housing structures had 
complete kitchen facilities. 
 
Table 10 presents the year in which all occupied housing units in the City of Greenville and 
Greenville County were built.  Most occupied housing structures in Greenville County were built 
between the years 1960 to 1979.  These data suggest housing structures in Greenville are aging 
and new housing construction has slowed considerably since the 2008 recession.   
 
Table 10.  Year Housing Structure Built. 
 City of Greenville Greenville County 
2000 or later 11.3% 19.7% 
1990 – 1999 11.9% 20.6% 
1980 – 1989 11.5% 14.0% 
1960 – 1979 27.0% 27.7% 
1940 – 1959 27.3% 13.6% 
1939 or earlier 10.9% 4.3% 

Education 
 
Table 11 provides information regarding the composition of educational attainment for City of 
Greenville and Greenville County residents 25 years of age or older.  For the City of Greenville, 
the highest percentage of residents have earned a Bachelor’s degree, however, for the County the 
highest percentage of residents hold a high school degree only. 
 
Greenville County consists one school district with 50 elementary schools, 18 middle schools, 14 
high schools, along with 25 special schools, programs and development centers.23  The dropout 
rate for the Greenville school district was 2.8% in 2010, which decreased from 3.6%.24 
 
Table 11.  Educational Attainment, 2010. 
 City of Greenville Greenville County 

23 SC Department of Education.  Greenville County School District Report Card 2011.  <http://ed.sc.gov/data/report-
cards/2011/district/c/D2301999.pdf> 
24 ibid. 
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 Estimate Percent Estimate Percent 
Less than 9th Grade 2,211 5.8 17,283 5.8 
9th to 12th grade, no diploma 3,802 10.1 27,618 9.3 
High School Graduate (or equivalent) 8,245 21.8 78,902 26.7 
Some College, No Degree 6,076 16.1 57,014 19.3 
Associate’s Degree 1,977 5.2 24,513 8.3 
Bachelor’s Degree 9,878 26.1 59,485 20.1 
Graduate or Professional Degree 5,636 14.9 30,693 10.4 
Total Population 25 and older 37,825 100.0 295,508 100.0 
Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Studies, 2008 – 2010. 

Disabilities 
 
The following table shows that number of disabled persons living in the city of Greenville and 
Greenville County.  The largest age group with a disability is from 18 – 64, followed closely by 
those 65 and older. 
 
Table 12.  Disability in the City of Greenville and Greenville County 
 City of Greenville  Greenville County 
Under 18 110 3,428 
18 to 64 2,849 28,050 
65 and older 2,797 19,842 
Total  5,756 52,320 
Source:  American Community Survey, 2008 – 2010. 

Employment 
 
The City of Greenville and Greenville County are home to a diverse range of occupational 
opportunities.  The following is a list of the 2010 top employers for Greenville County25: 
 
American Services, Inc Greenville Technical College 
Bi-Lo Inc. Human Technologies, Inc.  
Bob Jones University Mau, Inc. 
Cellco Partnership Michelin North America, Inc. 
Cryovac Inc. Publix Supermarkets Inc. 
Furman University S B Phillips Company Inc 
GE Gas Turbine Greenville, LLC. School District of Greenville 
Greenville Hospital System Partners in Health SFH Inc. 
Greenville County Council US Postal Service 
Greenville Hospital System Wal-Mart Associates, Inc. 

25 South Carolina Department of Employment & Workforce.  2012. Labor Market Information.  Accessed 9 April 
2012.  http://dew.sc.gov/about-lmi.asp. 
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The unemployment rate for both the Greenville Metro-Statistical Area and South Carolina can be 
seen in Figure 5 below.  These reported rates are for the January of every year and are made 
available by the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics.  The unemployment rate sharply increased for 
both Greenville County and the state of South Carolina.  This rate coincided with the economic 
recession that affected unemployment trends at the national level.  The unemployment rate 
peaked in 2010 at 10.8% for Greenville County and had decreased to 8.5% in 2011.  The 
Greenville Area Development Corporation (GADC) has data on yearly job layoff trends for 
Greenville County compiled by the South Carolina Department of Commerce and Infomentum.  
They report that in the past five years, 4,319 jobs were lost in Greenville County.  Figure 6 
shows job layoff trends from 2007 to 2011.   
 
Figure 5.  Greenville MSA and South Carolina Unemployment Trends, 2001 - 2011. 

 
Source:  U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 6.  Job Layoff Trends, Greenville County. 
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Source:  Greenville Area Development Corporation; SC Department of Commerce and Infomentum.   

Greenville County, 
2007, 299 

Greenville County, 
2008, 946 

Greenville County, 
2009, 1239 Greenville County, 

2010, 1175 

Greenville County, 
2011, 660 

Jo
bs

 L
os

t 

Job Layoffs, Greenville County. 

2007
2008

 28 



Private Sector Analysis 
 
The following section contains information of fair and affordable housing compliance in the 
private sector, specifically the banking and real estate industries.  The banking industry was 
reviewed through data made available by the Home Mortgage Data Act (HMDA).  This data 
helps to identify racial and ethnic disparities that may exist in the granting of loans. Foreclosure 
rates and other foreclosure related statistics for the City of Greenville and Greenville County are 
discussed.  This section includes information of the real estate industry’s possible influence on 
the accessibility of fair housing.  

Banking 
 
The Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) was established in 1975, making loan information 
available to the public.  The Federal Financial Institutions Examination Council (FFIEC) 
generates aggregate data as well as disclosure reports for each Metropolitan Statistical Area 
(MSA).  Data from HMDA regarding the Greenville MSA is presented in the tables below.  
There are two sets of tables:  the first set features loan outcomes for guaranteed and conventional 
loans by race and ethnicity respectively and the second set features reasons for loan denial by 
race and ethnicity.  
 
Table 13 shows that African Americans were denied conventional loans at a significantly higher 
rate than any other race or ethnicity.  Potential Caucasian borrowers had an origination rate of 
sixty-five percent, while African Americans had an origination rate of twenty-six percent.  This 
reflected a thirty-nine-percentage point difference between prospective African American 
borrowers and prospective Caucasian borrowers.  Asian borrowers had a loan origination rate of 
seventy-two percent and Hispanic borrowers had and origination rate of fifty-two percent. 
 
Table 13.  Loan Outcomes for Conventional Home-Purchase Loan by Race/Ethnicity, 2010. 
 Total Percent 

Originated 
Percent 

Approved, 
Not Accepted 

Percent 
Denied 

Percent 
Withdrawn 

Percent 
Closed as 

Incomplete 
White 3434 67% 6.1% 16% 9% 2% 
African 
American 

280 26% 10% 56% 7% 2% 

Asian 89 72% 4% 12% 8% 3% 
Hispanic 100 52% 12% 22% 12% 2% 
Race Not 
Available 

415 55% 10% 18% 12% 4% 

 
Table 14 presents the loan outcomes for guaranteed home purchase loans.  Potential 

White, Asian, and Hispanic borrowers had similar loan origination rates.  African Americans 
were granted guaranteed loans at a much higher rate than conventional loans, but this racial 
group still had the lowest origination rate for guaranteed home purchase loans in 2010. 
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Table 14.  Loan Outcomes for Guaranteed Home-Purchase Loans, 2010. 
 Total Percent 

Originated 
Percent 

Approved, 
Not Accepted 

Percent 
Denied 

Percent 
Withdrawn 

Percent 
Closed as 

Incomplete 
White 2660 72% 3% 15% 8% 2% 
African 
American 

478 59% 5% 23% 12% 2% 

Asian 39 72% 5% 8% 15% 0% 
Hispanic 129 74% 5% 12% 9% 1% 
Race Not 
Available 

234 64% 3% 18% 12% 3% 

 
Regardless of race or ethnicity, credit history and debt-to-income ratio were the two largest 
reasons in which potential borrowers were denied both conventional and guaranteed loans.  
Table 15 presents reasons for loan denial of guaranteed loans by race/ethnicity.  For guaranteed 
loans, the largest proportions of African Americans were denied loans due to employment 
history (47%) and credit history (47%).  Similarly, Hispanics were denied loans largely on the 
basis of employment history (38%) and credit history (38%).  Credit history was a significant 
barrier to home loans for all potential applicants regardless of race.  Applicants for loans must 
produce documentation detailing at least two years of steady employment.   Employment history 
was a significant barrier for all minority applicants to home loans. This may be due greater 
involvement of potential applicants in the informal economic sector or inability to secure 
consistent formal employment.   
 
Table 15.  Reasons for Loan Denial of Guaranteed Loans by Race/Ethnicity, 2010. 
 White  African  

American 
Hispanic Asian 

Debt-to-Income Ratio 21% 18% 25% 0% 
Employment History 8% 47% 38% 0% 

Credit History 34% 47% 38% 67% 

Collateral 14% 3% 19% 0% 

Insufficient Cash 4% 2% 0% 33% 

Unverifiable information 5% 7% 13% 0% 

Credit Application Incomplete 4% 5% 0% 0% 

Mortgage Insurance Denied 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Other 11% 18% 0% 0% 

Total Number 371 102 16 3 

 
 
 
 
Table 16 presents the reasons for loan denial of conventional loans by race/ethnicity. Credit 
history remained the great factor in conventional loan denial for all racial and ethnicities, but 
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disproportionately affected African American loan outcomes.  This could be due to several 
factors including a lack of credit history, inability to repay purchases bought using credit, or 
being a victim of predatory lending.  Debt-to-income ratio represented the greatest proportion of 
loan denial for Hispanic applicants.  
 
Table 16.  Reasons for Denial of Conventional Loans by Race/Ethnicity, 2010. 
 White  African  

American 
Hispanic Asian 

Debt-to-income ratio 20% 17% 39% 21% 
Employment History 2% 0% 0% 0% 

Credit History 34% 67% 39% 21% 

Collateral 16% 7% 6% 0% 

Insufficient Cash 4% 3% 6% 21% 

Unverifiable information 4% 4% 0% 14% 

Credit Application Incomplete 3% 0% 0% 0% 

Mortgage Insurance Denied 2% 0% 0% 0% 

Other 13% 3% 11% 21% 

Total Number 512 72 18 14 
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Foreclosure 
 
The United States is still dealing with the consequences of the recession and foreclosure 
crisis that occurred in late 2007 when housing values began a dramatic decline and 
unemployment levels rose.  Anecdotal and statistical evidence suggest that the 
foreclosure crisis is far from over. As of February 2011, it was found an estimated 6.4% 
of all residential loans originated from the years 2004 – 2008 had undergone the 
foreclosure process.26  An additional 8.3% of these loans were considered seriously 
delinquent (i.e. 60 or more days past payment due date).  These delinquencies and future 
foreclosure backlogs will have serious implications for the nation, as well as the City of 
Greenville and Greenville County.    
 
In March 2012, one (1) out of every five-hundred and forty-three (543) housing units had 
a foreclosure filing in Greenville County.27  There were 392 Greenville County 
foreclosure properties listed on Realtytrac.28  The 2008-2010 ACS data show that of the 
estimated 12,013 owner-occupied homes in the City of Greenville, 8,235 homes (68.6%) 
have a mortgage.29  The County of Greenville has an estimated total of 117,322 owner-
occupied units; 80,751 units (68.8%) are mortgaged.  These units may become at risk of 
foreclosure.  Figure 7 illustrates the foreclosure filing rates for Greenville County, South 
Carolina, and the United States in March 2012.  The foreclosure filing rate in Greenville 
County is only slightly higher in Greenville County than for the state and nation.   
 
Figure 7.  Foreclosure filing rate for Greenville County in March 2012. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source:  http://www.realtytrac.com 
 

26 Bocian, Debbie G., Wei Li, Carolina Reid and Roberto G. Quercia.  2011.  “Lost Ground, 2011:  
Disparities in Mortgage Lending and Foreclosures.”  Center For Responsible Lending.  Accessed 10 May 
2012. < http://www.responsiblelending.org/mortgage-lending/research-analysis/Lost-Ground-2011.pdf> 
27 http://www.realtytrac.com 
28 ibid. 
29 U.S. Census.  American Community Survey, 2008-2010. 
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There are no easily accessible data for the City of Greenville or Greenville County 
regarding the race or ethnicity of those that have received foreclosure filings or at risk of 
foreclosure.  National data supported that while whites were the most affected by the 
foreclosure crisis, African American and Hispanic borrowers were twice as likely to have 
been affected.30  These racial and ethnic differences still persist after borrower income 
and credit score were taken into account.  These results suggest that minority borrowers 
in the Greenville area may be disproportionately affected. 
 
The need for foreclosure mitigation services are still needed to help intervene in the 
foreclosure process and to keep borrowers aware of available alternatives that can help to 
reduce loan burdens.31  South Carolina Homeownership and Lending Program (SC 
HELP) is a federally funded program designed to help responsible homeowners affected 
by unforeseen circumstances to avoid foreclosure.  SC HELP has three available 
programs:  monthly payment assistance, direct loan assistance, and transition 
assistance.32   Monthly payment assistance assists homeowners with their monthly 
housing payments while the homeowner searches for employment sustainable income.  
Direct loan assistance aids homeowners who have recovered from hardship bring loans 
current.  Transition assistance can be used when mortgages are unsustainable to aid in 
short sales and deeds in lieu of foreclosure.  Greenville County Human Relations 
Commission is one of several approved agencies in the upstate that help homeowners 
through the SC HELP application process.  In 2011, Greenville County Human Relations 
Commission aided 316 homeowners through the SC HELP application. 
 
In an effort to avoid further high foreclosure rates, lending institutions have enacted very 
steep regulations. New fees for guaranteed loans often push potential loan candidates into 
higher debt-to-income ratios.  This often makes loan candidates, who would otherwise be 
good candidates, unfit for a loan.   Tighter credit score requirements often have disparate 
consequences for younger individuals and minorities due to lack of credit or earlier 
problems with credit. 
  

30 Bocian, Debbie G., Wei Li, Carolina Reid and Roberto G. Quercia.  2011.  “Lost Ground, 2011:  
Disparities in Mortgage Lending and Foreclosures.”  Center For Responsible Lending.  Accessed 10 May 
2012. < http://www.responsiblelending.org/mortgage-lending/research-analysis/Lost-Ground-2011.pdf> 
31 Housing and Urban Development maintains website resources for South Carolinians at risk or facing 
foreclosure.  < http://www.hud.gov/local/sc/homeownership/foreclosure.cfm> 
32 US Department of Treasury.  <http://www.treasury.gov/initiatives/financial-stability/programs/housing-
programs/hhf/Documents/Fact%20Sheet%20for%20Treasury%20(2).pdf> 
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Real Estate 
 
Racial steering is a form of discrimination that contributes to high levels of racial 
segregation in cities.  Racial steering refers to the practice by real estate brokers to direct 
potential homeowners or potential renters to certain areas in a community depending 
upon the potential homeowner’s or potential renter’s race.33   Racial steering may occur 
by persuasively marketing a home in a particular area on the basis of race or by failing to 
inform potential homeowners of homes that meet their specifications because of their 
race.  Racial steering is prohibited under the Fair Housing Act, but evidence from the 
Housing Discrimination Study (HDS) of 2000 suggests that the practice remains 
widespread.34  

 
The HDS used paired testing in order to measure the amount of discrimination in twenty 
metropolitan areas.35  Two testers would be given similar family characteristics, 
occupations, education, and housing preferences.  One tester was white while the other 
tester was a member of a minority: African American, Asian, Native American or 
Hispanic.  Testers reported the treatment they received from real estate agents.  The HDS 
study found that white home clients were more likely to get important information about 
available housing units and were given more opportunities to make inspections of those 
available housing units than African Americans and Hispanics.  These results had 
considerable variation between metropolitan markets. 
 
There is no data on whether or not real estate agents in the City of Greenville or 
Greenville County practice racial steering.  It is important that the City of Greenville and 
Greenville County conduct a racial steering test to determine to prevalence of the 
practice.  This potential study could adapt parts of the methodology followed in the 2000 
HDS conducted by HUD.36 
  

33 1976.  “The Real Estate Broker and Title VIII.”  The Yale Law Journal.  85(6):  808 – 825.  
34 Galster, George and Erin Godfrey.  2005.  “By Words and Deeds:  Racial Steering by Real Estate Agents 
in the U.S. in 2000.”  Journal of the American Planning Association  71(3):  251 – 268. 
35 U.S Housing and Urban Development.  “Discrimination in Metropolitan Housing Markets:  National 
Results from Phase 1 of HDS2000.”  Accessed 8 November 2012.  
http://www.huduser.org/portal/Publications/pdf/Phase1_Executive_Summary.pdf 
36 U.S Department of Housing and Urban Development.  Accessed 25 May 2012.  
http://www.huduser.org/portal/publications/hsgfin/hds.html. 
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Local Government 
 
This section is comprised of several parts:  (1) a list of development activities for the City 
of Greenville and Greenville County, (2) a review of City and County comprehensive 
plans, (3) a review of city and county group home ordinances relevant to fair housing, (4) 
a look at affordable housing development activities in the City and the County, and (5) 
discussion of public housing and public transportation in Greenville.  

Development Activity for the City of Greenville and Greenville County 
 
Table 17 shows the single-family home development activity for the City of Greenville.  
The City of Greenville also faced a dramatic decline in single-family home construction, 
most likely a result of the recession.    
 
Table 17.  Development Activity of Single-Family Homes in the City of Greenville. 
 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 
NEW SINGLE FAMILY HOMES 594 125 51 80 62 
Source:  City of Greenville. 
 
Residential development for the unincorporated areas of Greenville County dropped 
significantly during the recession that began in 2008.  In 2011, the county experienced a 
small increase of residential construction from its decline in 2009 and 2010.  
Subdivisions have also decreased dramatically since 2008.  There is no data for unzoned 
lots and unzoned acres in 2010 and 2011.  The decline in single-family home 
construction may have a significant negative impact on the availability of affordable 
housing.  See Table 18 below. 
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Table 18.  Development Activity in Unincorporated Greenville County, 2007 – 2011. 

  2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 

NEW SINGLE FAMILY HOMES 2502 1345 831 898 946 

PRELIMINARY SUBDIVISIONS 59 22 10 2 0 

Residential lots 3571 947 385 17 0 

Residential acres 6157 2872 230 15.63 0 

Non-residential lots 21 6 9 4 0 

Non-residential acres 28 49 9 27.07 0 

Unzoned lots 1075 89 102 n/a n/a 

Unzoned acres 1564 2188 38 n/a n/a 

TOTAL ACRES SUBDIVIDED 6157 2872 23 42.7 0 

TOTAL LOTS SUBDIVIDED 4667 953 394 21 0 

APPROVED REZONINGS 53 41 30 22 22 

Acres rezoned residential 387 3002 92 67.51 2.52 

Acres rezoned commercial 148 75 49 26.21 36.43 

Acres rezoned industrial 114 43 0 0 11.44 

Acres rezoned planned development 
1096 145 79 138.6 109.9637 

TOTAL REZONED ACRES 1745 3265 220 232.32 160.35 
Source:  Greenville County Codes Department. 

Comprehensive Planning 
  
As a part of municipality requirements, the City of Greenville and Greenville County 
must complete comprehensive plans for their jurisdiction every ten years.  These plans 
were examined in an effort to gauge the incorporation of fair and affordable housing in 
the city plans and the county plans.  These plans were also examined to determine where 
any barriers might exist in the advancement of fair and affordable housing.  Plan 
reviewed were:  Plan-it Greenville and the Greenville County Comprehensive Plan:  
Imagine Greenville County Tomorrow’s Vision Today. 

 
 

City of Greenville Comprehensive Plan 
 

37 This number includes new zoning district FRD, Flexible Review District, which is similar to a PD, 
Planned Development. 
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The City of Greenville Comprehensive Plan, Plan-It Greenville was completed in 2009.38  
A priority of the comprehensive plan was housing, specifically affordable housing.  The 
principles generated by the housing theme committee were: 
 

(1) Encourage a mixture of housing types and design throughout 
the city for various lifestyles, life stages and incomes;  (2) 
Encourage compact development and mixed-use development 
while respecting neighborhood character; (3) Coordinate 
housing with infrastructure such as transit, roads, sewer and 
water.39  

 
While these principles do not expressly mention fair housing, the implementation of 
these principles may have positive effects on fair and affordable housing accessibility.  It 
is important to note that the encouragement of mixed housing types may have an 
unintended exclusionary effect on affordable housing as more expensive, market rate 
housing may take priority and increase property costs unless policies are put in place to 
regulate this potential practice.40   

Greenville County Comprehensive Plan 
 
The Greenville County Comprehensive Plan, Imagine Greenville County Tomorrow’s 
Vision Today, is the current comprehensive plan used by the Greenville County Planning 
Commission.41  This comprehensive plan used citizen participation in an effort to help 
prioritize the county’s planning needs.  Housing was an identified goal from the citizen 
participation process.  The Housing Citizen Committee established several housing goals 
for Greenville County: 

 
(1) Stimulate sustainable residential development; (2) 
promote residential infill development; (3) Provide a range 
of housing options to meet the diverse needs of families and 
individuals in Greenville County; (4) improve the 
transportations options to better serve out communities. 

   
 The comprehensive plan outlined its intention for community development in the 
“Future Land Use” section.  The comprehensive plan described community as a 
“distinctive residential sub-area that share a common identity.  They are often comprised 
of a collection of neighborhoods and often have a definable center.”  Greenville County 
seeks to focus development in terms of “community, corridor, and center.”   
It is important that, in practice, this vision should also integrate the “community, corridor 
and center” ideals into neighborhoods that offer low-income, disabled, and elderly 

38 Plan-it Greenville.  Accessed 25 May 2012. 
<http://www.greenvillesc.gov/PlanningZoning/MasterPlans.aspx> 
39 Plan-It Greenville, Phase IV-Plan.  Accessed 25 May 2012.  < 
http://www.greenvillesc.gov/PlanningZoning/forms/CompPlan/PhaseIV-Plan.pdf> 
40 Planning/Communications.  2011.  Clark County, Nevada Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing 
Choice.  River Forest, IL. 
41 http://www.greenvillecounty.org/gcpc/pdf/comprehensive_plan.pdf 
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housing opportunities.  This would allow closer proximity of necessary resources to 
which these populations generally lack access.   
 
It is also important to note that for both the City and the County that furthering affordable 
housing is not automatically a proxy for furthering fair housing and integration.42  It is 
the challenge of the City and the County to provide opportunities for greater integration 
of diverse populations.    

Zoning Ordinances 
 
In 1988, the FHA was amended in an effort to protect persons with disability.  The 
purpose of this extension was to ensure that land-use regulations or other restrictions do 
not constrain housing choice for those with disabilities.  Housing for people with 
disabilities includes populations with physical disabilities, mental disabilities, and those 
recovering from substance abuse. 

 
Those with physical and mental disabilities are a vulnerable population. Jurisdictions 
have the authority to place reasonable restrictions upon group homes, but they also have 
the freedom to create reasonable accommodations that affirmatively furthers fair housing.  
In some cases, jurisdictional zoning may lead to the restriction of fair housing choice.43   

City of Greenville Ordinance 
 
Relevant definitions and ordinance are published below:  
 

Group home. An establishment where four or more persons, not 
regularly employed due to age or disability and not related by blood or 
marriage to the owner or operator of such an establishment, are lodged, 
kept or temporarily confined, whether such persons be supported by 
charity or fees charged therefore, as opposed to a rooming house or 
boardinghouse. This use type is regulated under the "institutions," or in 
some cases the "household living" use category in article 19-4, use 
regulations. 
 
Boardinghouse. A building other than a use classified as "visitor 
accommodations" where, for compensation and by prearrangement for 
definite periods, lodging or lodging and meals are provided for three or 
more persons. This use type is regulated under the "group living" use 
category in article 19-4, use regulations. 
  
Sec. 19-4.2. - Use classifications. 

42 Planning/Communications.  2011.  Clark County, Nevada Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing 
Choice.  River Forest, IL. 
43 Planning/Communications.  2011.  Clark County, Nevada Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing 
Choice.  River Forest, IL. 
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19-4.2.2 Residential use categories. 
(B) Group living. 
(1) Characteristics. Group living is characterized by the 
residential occupancy of a structure by a group of people who do 
not meet the definition of "household." The size of the group may 
be larger than the average size of a household. Tenancy is 
arranged on a monthly or longer basis. Generally, group living 
structures have a common eating area for residents. The residents 
may receive care, training, or treatment, as long as the caregivers 
also reside at the site. Common accessory uses include garages, 
storage buildings, etc. 
(2) Examples. Examples include dormitories, fraternities and 
sororities, monasteries and convents, and boardinghouses. 
(3) Exceptions. 
(a) Lodging where tenancy may be arranged for periods of less 
than 30 days is classified as visitor accommodations. 
(b) Lodging where the residents meet the definition of "household" 
and where tenancy is arranged on a month-to-month basis or for a 
longer period is classified as household living. 
(c) Most group home facilities are classified as institutions. 
However, group home facilities where individual units meet the 
definition of a "dwelling unit" in article XI, definitions, are 
classified as household living. 
  
Sec. 19-4.3. - Use-specific standards. 
19-4.3.1 Residential uses. 
(B) Group living/boardinghouse. A boardinghouse shall be owner-
occupied or shall be managed by a resident manager licensed as a 
property manager in accordance with South Carolina law. 
  
Sec. 19-11.2. - Definitions. 
  
19-4.2.3 Public and institutional use categories. 
(F) Institutions. 
(1) Characteristics. Institutions provide a variety of facilities, 
including buildings that primarily provide meeting areas for 
religious activities; housing and care for the elderly or disabled; 
and housing related to treatment programs. Accessory uses include 
school facilities, food preparation, meeting rooms, parking, and 
staff residences. 
(2) Examples. Examples include: churches, temples, synagogues, 
and mosques; nursing, convalescent, and assisted living homes; 
hospices; rehabilitation centers; some group homes for the 
physically disabled, mentally retarded, or emotionally disturbed; 
some residential programs for drug and alcohol treatment; and 
alternative or post-incarceration facilities (halfway houses). 
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(3) Exceptions. Group home facilities or residential programs 
where individual units meet the definition of a dwelling unit in 
article XI are classified as household living.  
  

Greenville County Ordinance 
 
Below are the definitions of ‘family’ and ‘group home’ as defined by Greenville County: 
 

     Family.  One or more persons living together as a single 
housekeeping unit. For the purposes of this Ordinance, such 
persons may include gratuitous guests, foster children, and 
domestic servants employed in the same. 

 
Group Home.  A use, structured as a single housekeeping 
unit and in accordance with any applicable state code, rules 
and regulations, that provides a support setting for persons, 
who by reason of mental or physical disability, addiction to 
drugs or alcohol or family and/or school adjustment 
problems, require a specialized residential setting.44 

 
The following describes the ordinance involving the constructions of group homes: 

 
Group homes not licensed or approved by a state agency or 
department shall not house more than 6 unrelated persons 
and shall not locate within 1,320 feet of any existing group 
home.45 

  
Group homes in Greenville County may be built in single-family residential districts and 
multi-family residential districts, but must follow a spacing requirement. 
 
The City and the County must ensure that all zoning ordinances comply with the FHA.   
It is important to note that spacing may become a barrier to furthering fair housing, but 
that jurisdictional spacing requirements have been upheld within the 9th circuit.46         

44Greenville County, South Carolina Code of Ordinances.  Accessed 18 May 2012.  
<http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/South%20Carolina/greenvilleco_sc/appendixazoningordinance/a
rticle5zoningdistrictregulations?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:greenvillecocode_sc$anc=J
D_55.1> 
45 ibid. 
46 Familystyle of St. Paul vs. City of St. Paul, 923 F.2d 91, 95 (8th Cir. 1991). 
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Affordable Housing Strategies 

City of Greenville 
 
The City of Greenville Community Development Division is charged with the allocation 
of CDBG and HOME funds for the city.  They have improved the infrastructure and 
acquired property to promote affordable housing in thirteen special emphasis 
neighborhoods within the city.47  The consolidated plan summarized their goals related to 
furthering fair and affordable housing development. 
 
 This housing goal included eight objectives, which were: 

• Provide rehabilitation assistance for owner occupied housing. 
• Provide rehabilitation assistance for rental housing. 
• Acquire property and substandard housing for revitalization. 
• Produce affordable rental homeownership units. 
• Promote energy-efficiency and sustainable building practices in rehabilitations 

and new construction. 
• Assist in the creation of special needs housing. 
• End chronic homelessness. 
• Engage in planning, education activities, and advocacy. 

 
The consolidated plan indicated community development activities that have occurred 
from fiscal year 2005 – 2006 to fiscal year 2008 – 2009.  A summary table is provided 
below.48,49 
 
Table 18.  City of Greenville Community Development Division Community 
Development Activities, 2008 – 2010.  
 Acquisitions Demolitions Owner-Occupied 

Rehabilitation 
Owner-Occupied 

Construction (New) 
Rental 

Construction 
(New) 

2008 11 44 20 32 5 
2009 21 24 24 8 32 
2010 13 7 26 6 20 
 Source:  City of Greenville Community Development Division Consolidated Plan 2010 -2015; CAPER 
Reports 2009, 2010. 

Greenville County 
 
The Greenville County Redevelopment Authority (GCRA) allocates the CBDG and 
HOME funds for Greenville County.  The consolidated plan stated, “the Redevelopment 
Authority Board has identified affordable housing and service to the elderly as its 
primary goals for the next five years.”  Their strategies to achieve this are: 

47 City of Greenville Community Development Division.  2010.  2010 – 2015 Consolidated Plan 
48 Consolidated Annual Performance Evaluation and Report.  2009.  Accessed 10 June 2012.  
<http://www.greenvillesc.gov/CommDev/forms/2009-2010CaperReport.pdf> 
49 Consolidated Annual Performance Evaluation and Report.  2010.  Accessed 10 June 2012.  
http://www.greenvillesc.gov/CommDev/forms/2010-2011CaperReport.pdf 
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• Promote the construction of new homes or the rehabilitation of existing homes 
that are affordable for homeownership for families earning below 80% of the 
Area Median Family Income. 

• Promote the construction of new rental housing for people who are elderly or 
disabled that is affordable to those earning at or below 60% of Area Median 
Family Income. 

 
The following tables presents some of the activities GCRA conducted to promote rental 
and homeownership opportunities in 2010 and 2011.  
 
Table 19. Greenville County Redevelopment Authority’s Housing Goal Activities,   
Owner-Occupied Housing 2010 - 2011.  
 Owner-Occupied 

Acquisition  
Owner-Occupied 

Construction 
Owner-Occupied 

Rehabilitation  
Homebuyer 

Assistance 
2010 2 14 16 28 
2011 16 5 72 27 
Source:  GCRA CAPER, 2010; GCRA CAPER Summary 2011. 
 
Table 20.  Greenville County Redevelopment Authority’s Housing Goal Activities, 
Rental Housing 2010 - 2011. 
 Rental Housing 

Acquisition  
Rental Housing 

Construction 
Rental Housing 

Rehabilitation  
Rent 

Assistance 
2010 0 19 3 0 
2011 2 66 0 0 
Source:  GCRA CAPER, 2010; GCRA CAPER Summary 2011. 

Greenville Housing Authority 
 
The Housing Authority of the City of Greenville (HACG) has served the City of 
Greenville since 1938. The role of the Housing Authority is to provide decent and safe 
rental housing for eligible low-income families, the elderly, and persons with disabilities. 
Since its inception, HACG has served the housing needs of Greenville’s lowest income 
citizens through administration of the federal Public Housing and Housing Choice 
Voucher (Section 8) programs.   
 
Housing Programs 
 
Public housing was established to provide decent and safe rental housing for eligible low-
income families, the elderly, and persons with disabilities. Public housing comes in all 
sizes and types, from scattered single family houses to high-rise apartments for elderly 
families. The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) provides 
federal aid to local housing authorities that manage the housing for low-income residents 
at rents they can afford. HUD furnishes technical and professional assistance in planning, 
developing and managing these developments. 
  
The Housing Choice Voucher (Section 8) program is the federal government's major 
program for assisting very low-income families, the elderly, and the disabled to afford 
decent, safe, and sanitary housing in the private market. Since housing assistance is 
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provided on behalf of the family or individual, participants are able to find their own 
housing, including single-family homes, townhouses and apartments. 
 
Housing choice vouchers are administered locally by the Housing Authority and funded 
by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). The Housing 
Authority currently has an allotment of 2,533 vouchers and an annual budget of $13.5 
million.  

Transportation 
 
Greenlink Transit services the City of Greenville’s public transportation system.  It is 
managed and operated by the City of Greenville.50  Greenlink currently operates eleven 
fixed routes, each with hourly service. Bus service operates Monday through Saturday 
with no service on Sunday.  Most route services end at 7:30 PM, with the exception of 
some routes and Saturday service ending at 6:30 PM.  
 
The 2010 Greenlink Transit Vision and Master Plan detailed the short-term and long-term 
plan of the transit system.  The Greenlink transit master plan noted that the system lacks a 
consistent funding source, which has resulted in a reduction of service and an overall loss 
of riders.51  The American Community Survey (ACS) conducted the US Census Bureau 
showed that less than one percent of City of Greenville residents use public transport as 
their primary means of commuting to work.52   
 
A concern with transportation is the fixed, hourly system by which the bus system 
operates.  Table 21 shows commute times for City of Greenville residents.  The ACS data 
showed that the average commute time to work for those using public transportation is 
38.4 minutes, while the average commute time for others is estimated at 16.9 minutes.  
 
Table 21.  Commute Times for the City of Greenville. 
 Private Transportation (Car, Van, 

Truck, Motorcycle) 
Public Transportation  

Fewer than 30 minutes 87.1% 45.7% 
30 – 44 minutes 9.1% 7.8% 
45 – 59 minutes 1.7% 29.6% 
60 or more minutes 2.0% 17.0% 
Source:  ACS Community Survey, 2008 – 2010. 
 
Table 22 presents public transportation use by race and ethnicity. American Community 
Survey data contained information regarding White and African American users only.  
Over three-fourths (76.7%) of all public transportation customers are African American. 
The 2010 Greenlink Transit Master Plan does not include an explicit initiative to increase 
ridership and links in minority-concentrated areas in an effort to connect them greater 

50 http://www.greenvillesc.gov/RideGreenlink/default.aspx 
51 Greenlink Transit Vision and Master Plan.  2010.  < 
http://www.greenvillesc.gov/RideGreenlink/forms/MasterPlan/Greenville_Transit_Vision_Final_7-19-
10.pdf 
52 U.S. Census Bureau.  ACS Community Survey, 2008 – 2010. 
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economic opportunity, despite the disproportionate use of the transit system by 
minorities.  The Greenlink Master Plan does, however, seek to “Expand[ing] service to 
unserved areas with improved connectivity.” 
 
Table 22.  City of Greenville Public Transportation Use by Race and Ethnicity. 
 Percent 
White 23.3% 
African American 76.7% 
Source:  ACS Community Survey, 2008 – 2010. 

Agencies 
 
An important piece to understanding fair and affordable housing in the City of Greenville 
and Greenville County is to capture the perspective of professionals working in fields 
related to housing.  This perspective was gathered in two ways:  surveys distributed 
online to agency workers and one-on-one interviews with agency members.  The findings 
are presented below: 

Agency Survey    
 
The fair and affordable housing agency survey for the City of Greenville and Greenville 
County contained thirty-one questions and covered six main aspects: (1) general agency 
information, (2) agency client information, (3) the general agency service information, 
(4) the satisfaction and attitude of agencies towards the fair and affordable housing in 
Greenville County, (5) NiMBYism and (6) the client complaint and solution. Surveys 
were distributed and completed online using Surveymonkey software. Surveys were sent 
to variety of non-government agencies, government agencies, and for-profit businesses 
via a listserv.  A link to complete the survey was posted on the Greenville County Human 
Relations Commission website.  One hundred seventy-six (176) respondents began the 
survey. Fifty-five (55) surveys were completed, making the completion rate 31.6%.  The 
sample is considered a convenience sample and therefore is not generalized to the entire 
population.   Full survey responses are available in Appendix A.  Highlights of the survey 
are summarized below. 
 
The first part of the survey focused on general information about the agencies. More than 
half of the respondents (74.5%) were non-profit agencies, twenty percent (20%) of 
respondents were government agencies and about six percent (5.5%) of respondents were 
for-profit agencies.  Most agencies (62.8%) served 1,000 or more clients each month. The 
agencies served adults most often (81.4%) and children were the second most often 
population served (44.2%). Most of the agencies served 10 – 19 Hispanic clients (32.6%) 
and about thirty percent (30.2%) served 50 or more Hispanic clients each month.  One 
agency did not serve any Hispanic clients.   Over eighty-one percent (81.4%) of agencies 
served clients with disabilities. 
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The survey asked respondents about the services their agency offered.  Services included: 
(1) financial services, (2) housing counseling and (3) fair housing development.   Poverty 
(60.5%) and unemployment (51.5%) were considered the two biggest challenges for their 
clients.   

 
There was consistent dissatisfaction with the quality and amount of affordable housing in 
the City of Greenville and Greenville County.  The majority of respondents (63.7%) were 
dissatisfied or very dissatisfied with the amount of affordable housing within the city.  
Almost fifty-one percent (50.9%) of respondents were dissatisfied with the quality of 
affordable housing within the city.  Over sixty-one percent (61.8%) of respondents were 
dissatisfied or very dissatisfied with the amount of affordable housing within the county 
as a whole.  Over fifty-six percent (56.3%) were either dissatisfied or very dissatisfied 
with the quality of affordable housing within the county.  

 
NiMBYism is still a persistent challenge faced in the community.  Sixty percent (60%) of 
respondents agreed or strongly agreed, “NiMBYism impedes the availability of 
affordable housing for individuals and families residing in the City of Greenville.”  Over 
fifty-six percent (56.3%) of respondents agreed or strongly agreed, “NiMBYism impedes 
the availability of affordable housing for individuals and families residing in Greenville 
County as a whole.”  Respondents were asked whether or not NiMBYism affected the 
availability of housing for the following populations:  low-income, elderly, individuals 
with disabilities, and individuals recovering from addiction.  Respondents were most 
concerned with NiMBYism faced by individuals recovering from addiction and low-to-
moderate income individuals and families.  Respondents indicated that NiMBYism also 
affected group housing availability for special needs.  Sixty-nine percent (69.1%) agreed 
or strongly agreed to this statement.  Sixty percent agreed or strongly agreed that 
NiMBYism affected the availability of affordable rental housing.  A little over forty-one 
percent (41.8%) agreed or strongly agreed that NiMBYism affected the availability of 
affordable owner-occupied housing. 
 
A question regarding housing discrimination was asked.  This question did not apply to 
almost seventy-five percent (74.5%) of respondents.  Three respondents noted that their 
agency received 50 or more complaints a month.  Seven agencies reported less than 10 
reports a month.  Most respondents (80%) noted their agencies did not have procedures in 
place to resolve issues with housing discrimination.  Most respondents reported that 
lending discrimination complaints did not apply to them, however two respondents 
reported they dealt with 50 or more complaints.  Ten agencies have dealt with ten or less 
lending discrimination complaints.  Most agencies (81.5%) did not have procedures in 
place to deal with these types of complaints.  
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Agency Interviews 
 
As a part of the 2012 Analysis of Impediments, interviews were conducted with 
individuals that directly or indirectly work in the housing.  Interviewees (also referred to 
as informants as their primary purpose was to inform and provide information regarding 
housing within the city and the county) consisted of developers, service providers, and 
loan officers among other specializations.  Interviews took place from March 2012 to 
May 2012.  Twenty-two total interviews were conducted, with most interviews averaging 
one hour in length.  The interviews were semi-structured in nature. Basic questions 
regarding housing in Greenville were asked in an effort to glean insights from each 
informant. 
 
Informants were asked, “What are the barriers to fair and affordable housing in the city 
and county of Greenville?”  Many barriers were discussed, but the top five barriers 
mentioned in the interviews were: 

• Poor quality of rental housing, especially among properties with 
absentee or unaccountable landlords 

• Lack of transportation and transportation options 
• Opposition by current residents to new development of affordable or 

senior housing (commonly known as ‘Not In My Back Yard’ 
(NIMBYism)) 

• Economic problems 
• Expenses related to moving into [rental] properties 
• Not enough affordable housing stock for both potential homeowners and 

renters 
 

Informants were also asked which populations they thought were most affected by 
impediments to fair and affordable housing.  The top five populations were:  

• Ex-offenders 
• Seniors/Elderly 
• Disabled/Special needs 
• Minorities 
• Working Poor 

 
Informant findings are discussed below: 

Barriers  
 
Poor quality of rental housing, especially among properties with absentee or 
unaccountable landlords 
 
The quality of rental housing available, particularly in the City of Greenville, was the 
main concern of informants.  One informant felt so strongly about the poor quality of 
rental stock available that he identified several examples of these rental properties online.  
The properties he pointed out were very old houses with dilapidated facades.  The kitchen 
of one home was freshly coated in white paint, probably an effort to “cover up the mold,” 
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the informant suggested.  Another rental property advertised that tenants must “supply 
their own heating.”  Another informant echoed this concern, “there are lots of unsafe 
housing” in the Greenville area and that “landlords are not responsive to [legitimate] 
tenant complaints.”  The informant cited a law from another state that allows tenants to 
withhold rent until the landlord addressed the reported problem as a successful tenant-
landlord policy. 

 
One informant mentioned that Greenville is concerned with having communities of one 
hundred percent homeowners.  The informant suggested that this assumption is a 
“stereotype” and that understanding the rental needs of many communities may 
encourage more local landlords and more affordable housing.  Another informant noted 
that renters in the area “have no status or power” and are therefore extremely vulnerable.  
Another informant added, “those below the poverty level will take any type of housing.  
These people are abused by the private market.” 

 
Another informant discussed the link between property management and crime.  She 
stated that those in communities engaging in criminal behavior could be effectively 
deterred if properties were managed correctly.  Apartments complexes and other housing 
units with reputations for criminal activity, she explained, are highly related with 
absentee landlords and a lack of effective property management. 

 
Several informants suggested that the local government should do more to manage 
landlords and tenants properly.  One informant cautioned, “affordable [housing] options 
can turn into slums” if properties are not inspected to a previously determined set of 
standards.  Another informant suggested that there could be more done to make rental 
options more attractive and to inform the community that in some cases, renting is the 
most appropriate option. 
 
Lack of transportation and transportation options 
 
Informants noted the lack of transportation and transportation options as a barrier to fair 
and affordable housing.  Many of the poor that rely on public transportation have a lack 
of access to high opportunity areas.  “Look where the buses are going,” he emphasized. 
Some people must make three bus changes to get to a grocery store.  Another informant 
acknowledged that the public transportation has improved, but that it still needs work in 
order to effectively serve the population.  Informants suggested that the creation of 
entirely walk-able communities could offset some of the problems due to a lack of 
transportation options. 

 
 
 
 

Opposition by current residents to new development of affordable or senior housing 
(commonly known as ‘Not In My Back Yard’ (NIMBYism)) 
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One informant discussed the widespread misunderstanding about the meaning of mixed-
use, integrated neighborhoods throughout the community.  This misunderstanding leads 
to residential resistance to the construction of housing at different price points in the same 
community.  Another informant noted that there are different types of arguments made 
regarding the construction of affordable housing but that the real issue is reducible to 
“what kind of people they are.”  Informants listed that opposition is met in the 
construction of affordable rental housing, senior housing, and group housing for the 
physically and mentally ill.  
 
Another informant suggested the need for a preemptive focus when affordable housing, 
particularly for a protected class, is being considered for construction in a certain area.  
“If the developer is good, he will address all issues before construction” and residents’ 
“fears” will ease.  It is key for these developments not to be a “surprise to residents” and 
that with perseverance and time people will accept the changes.     
 
Economic Problems 
 
Informants mentioned several different types of economic problems.  High 
unemployment rates and its link to housing were of primary concern.  “If you do not have 
stable employment, then housing will not be sustainable” and  “Many families are trying 
to get by on one person’s hourly wage” were sentiments shared among informants.   
 
Those who have lost employment have an increased likelihood to have faced foreclosure.  
“[Those that have gone through the foreclosure process] had no alternative savings plan.”  
The informant furthered, “many of my clients have multiple payments, multiple debts, 
and [are] having to work several [part-time] jobs to help ends meet.”  Another informant 
laughed at the notion of the declining unemployment rates reported nationally, noting that 
unemployment has not improved and that it is quite visible throughout the City and 
County.  He stated there was a general lack of awareness of the unemployment problem 
in the Grenville area and that there needs to be and understanding of the real perspectives 
of those who are unemployed in the community.  One informant noted that many of the 
“former mill villages face persistent poverty” and their needs should be addressed.  
 
The lack of financial literacy also leads to economic problems.  Those with a lack of 
education are at greater risk for predatory lending and credit problems.  Some informants 
see that some people are focused on instant gratification not prepared for the long term.  
“There is no incentive to break the chain of poverty…the education system does not 
address these either.”   Many informants see the need to engage through greater efforts 
for education and awareness opportunities in the community.    
 
 
 
 
Expenses related to moving into [rental] properties 
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It is a financial burden to initially move into rental properties for people with fixed or low 
incomes.  Deposits and utilities can set back families and individuals hundreds of dollars.  
The inability to access financial resources means that many families have little choice 
when it comes to housing.  “You must play by the [landlord and the utility companies’] 
rules to stay in the property,” said an informant.  “An application fee of twenty-five 
dollars may not seem like much, but that could be someone’s last twenty-five dollars.”  
Another informant seemed to agree, “Deposits put people in the hole before they even 
started.” 
 
Many informants were worried about the increasing rental rates.  New demand has been 
created for rental properties due in part to foreclosures and stricter lending guidelines.   
 
Not enough affordable housing stock for both potential homeowners and renters 
 
Many informants thought there was not enough affordable housing stock within the City 
and County, however one informant thought there was enough affordable housing.  An 
informant noted that the greatest lack of affordable housing stock exists within the City 
and rural parts of the County.  One informant noted that the City has a general lack of 
housing.  “[The City of Greenville] needs to increase inventory for a variety of uses such 
as entry-level professionals, disabled persons, the elderly, and low-income.”  Another 
informant stated, “There needs to be more housing for the working poor.”  “People have 
a lack of awareness of affordable options,” was also mentioned.  Informants discussed the 
deficit of physically accessible apartments and condominiums in both the City of 
Greenville and Greenville County. 
 
Another informant noted that as loan requirements become more stringent, otherwise 
qualified homebuyers are denied loans.  “Past credit challenges are a problem, now more 
than ever.”  An informant stated.  “People are less likely to get approved for a 
conventional loan.”  He added, “Sometimes the fees involved in federally insured home 
loans make potential homebuyers unfit for a loan because it increases the debts in the 
debt-to-income ratio [one dimension used to calculate suitability for a loan].”    
 
Other Barriers 
 
Other barriers were mentioned, but to a lesser degree.  Several informants were 
concerned about the City of Greenville’s recent development activity as a barrier to fair 
housing choice.  One informant suggested, “There is a perception that Greenville is some 
special place…There have been lots of revitalization but issues with housing have not 
been met…leadership is focused on short term solutions.”  Some informants were 
worried the city’s economic development may displace minority, elderly, and disabled 
populations.   
 
Another impediment discussed was the effect regulations have on the construction of 
affordable and elderly housing.  Regulations can create additional and sometimes 
unnecessary expenses.  One informant recalled, “One affordable development that should 
have taken three months took nine months.”  Another informant made the comment, 
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“federal regulations are making affordable housing [no longer] affordable to build.”   
Another informant mentions there is no regulation or incentive for builders to develop 
handicap accessible multi-family apartment units. 
 
Informants mentioned the inevitable demolition of Scott Towers and the lack of available 
section 8 vouchers in Greenville as an impediment to fair housing.  Informants were 
concerned with where the residents of Scott Towers were being placed after the 
demolition.     

Affected Populations 
 
Ex-offenders 

 
Ex-offenders are not protected under the Fair Housing Act (FHA), but there seems to be a 
need in the Greenville area to protect this population against housing discrimination.  
Informants thought that, in some cases, background checks were applied and invoked in 
an arbitrary manner by landlords depending upon how they personally felt about a 
potential tenant or current tenant. While background checks can protect property and 
program integrity, they must be applied consistently. Informants expressed a need for 
more transitional housing to help ex-offenders to ‘get back on their feet,’ especially when 
they cannot qualify for a rental unit or other program because of their label as ex-
offender. 
 
Seniors/Elderly 
 
The population of persons age 65 and older is sharply on the rise.  It is projected that by 
2050 the senior population in the United States is to increase 120%.53  Life expectancy in 
the U.S. is very high, but for many seniors, a long life also means coping independently 
with disability or the need for assisted living.  Affordable housing is a must for once 
financially secure seniors dealing with the consequences of the recession, which may 
include a reduction of assets, wealth, and retirement funds.54  
 
Informants were interested in ways in which the City and the County could integrate 
seniors, rather than segregate them from other residential areas.  They saw ways in which 
integrated, mixed use housing may have positive effects on the wellbeing of the elderly.  
An informant suggested that the elderly needed space to live and that high-density 
buildings were not always in their best interests.  Another informant noted that the elderly 
mostly live on fixed incomes, making it hard to make rent, get medicines, and take care 
of bills.          
 
Disabled/Special needs 
 

53 Lipman, Barbara, Jeffrey Lubell, and Emily Salomon.  “Housing in an Aging Population:  Are we 
prepared?”  Center for Housing Policy.  Accessed 20 May 2012.  
<http://www.nhc.org/media/files/AgingReport2012.pdf>   
54 ibid. 
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Most informants thought there was a strong need to protect the disabled and special needs 
population within the County and the City.  There are many types of physical, mental, 
and developmental disabilities and awareness of their unique needs are important in 
regards to compliance with the Fair Housing Act (FHA).  Disability may have negative 
impact on earning power and ability to perform vital tasks.  The disabled must take many 
physical access factors into account when dealing with housing that many take for 
granted:  how to get from a car into the house, whether or not the doors are wide enough 
to pass through, the functionality of the kitchen, and the usability of the bathroom. 
 
One informant noted that many homeowners associations and condominium associations 
do not think that the FHA applies to their association’s housing and are resistant to 
making reasonable accommodations and reasonable modifications when they are 
proposed.  Reasonable accommodations and modifications include anything from 
apartment modifications to allowing service animals to live in homes where pets are 
normally prohibited. The informant mentioned that landlords and management 
associations are typically more aware of the obligations of the FHA, but that landlords, 
condominium associations, and homeowners associations should be targeted for 
education and outreach.   
 
The informant commented that the disabled tend to form small group along with others 
that share disability, so that there are many small groups and not enough interaction 
between groups.  The lack of communication between groups may allow for gaps of what 
could be important information channels regarding the rights of the disabled. 
 
One informant was very concerned with the needs of deaf residents and their experiences 
with past housing.  Many that are deaf from birth had trouble navigating the educational 
system and as a result may have greater difficulties understanding leases and other 
housing agreements and arrangements.  Many people the disabled must interact with for 
housing may not understand their language and lack willingness to understand or help 
those that are deaf.  The informant concluded that many people “[have] trouble 
connecting [that] this is an issue of discrimination.”    
 
Minorities 
 
Most informants agreed that problems with racism have improved dramatically in recent 
decades.  Informants said that this is less of a problem than twenty or thirty years ago, 
however, some informants noted the presence of “latent” or “polite” racism that may 
negatively affect opportunities for minorities. 
 
One informant noted a need to encourage more Hispanics into the home buying process.  
There is a need for more bilingual lenders to help Hispanics feel more at ease with the 
institutions.   
 
 
Working Poor 
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Informants noted that there was a lack of affordable housing for the working poor.  One 
informant related a story that reflected the necessity and importance of blue-collar 
workers to keep towns functioning.   Unfortunately, they face many challenges when 
trying to find safe and sustainable housing.  “The solution to many problems of the 
working poor…is the creation of affordable housing in the area.”  
 

Residents 
 
City of Greenville and Greenville County residents are affected by the states of fair and 
affordable housing in each jurisdiction.  In an effort to understand how citizens are 
affected, this study reviewed the recorded number of fair housing complaints and 
conducted a neighborhood survey in which City of Greenville and Greenville County 
residents took part. 

Fair Housing Complaints 
 
The South Carolina Human Affairs Commission provided data regarding housing 
discrimination complaints within Greenville County from 2006 to 2011.  Table 23 reports 
the complaints below.  The housing complaint data do not specify whether or not the fair 
housing complaint is from the city of Greenville or from Greenville County, therefore we 
were unable to distinguish the jurisdictions. 
 
Table 23.  Fair Housing Complaints in Greenville County, 2006 – 2011. 
 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 TOTAL  
        
Familial  Status      1  1 
Disability    1  3 4 
Multiple Bases 1 1 1 1 2  6 
National Origin   1 4   5 
Race 2 2  1 2  7 
Religion    1   1 
Sex    2   2 
        
Total 3 3 2 10 5 3 26 
Source:  South Carolina Human Affairs Commission. 
 
There were a total of twenty-six housing discrimination complaints from 2006 to 2011 in 
Greenville County.  The most frequent complaint type was discrimination on the basis of 
race, followed by discrimination on multiple bases, and discrimination based upon 
national origin.   Discrimination based upon disability was reported four times in the past 
six years, three of which were reported in 2011.  The number of fair housing complaints 
peaked in 2009 with a total of ten complaints.  The largest proportion of complaints in 
2009 was complaints of discrimination against national origin. 
 
Overall, the number of fair housing complaints is low.  This could be attributed to 
multiple factors such as the lack of legitimate fair housing violations in the jurisdiction, 

 52 



no knowledge of fair housing reporting procedures, or fear of reporting fair housing 
violations.   

Neighborhood Survey 
 
The neighborhood survey for the City of Greenville and Greenville County consisted of 
forty questions and included four parts: (1) demographic information; (2) discrimination 
experience; (3) deceptive or predatory lending experience; and (4) senior housing 
experience.  Respondents over fifty-five (55) years old completed the fourth component 
of the survey.  This survey used convenience sampling and therefore is not generalizable.  
Survey respondents were clients of the Greenville County Human Relations Commission.  
They were asked (on a voluntary basis) to complete a paper survey while in the office. In 
total, one hundred and fourteen surveys were completed.  Results can be found in 
appendix B.  Highlights from the survey are summarized below. 
 
Most respondents (70.2%) were female. Approximately forty-eight percent of 
respondents were white (48.2%) and about thirty-nine percent (38.6%) were African-
American. Approximately eleven percent (10.5%) of respondents were ‘some other race.’  
Of the respondents that checked ‘some other race’, most specified their ethnicity as 
Hispanic.  Almost two percent (1.8%) of the respondents were Asian, approximately one 
percent (0.9%) of respondents identified as multiple races.   
 
The largest proportion of respondents (34.3%) was 60 or older.  Thirty-five percent 
(35%) of respondents were single, while twenty-nine percent (29.1%) were married.  
Almost twenty-nine percent (28.7%) of respondents were single with no children.  Two 
parent homes were also common (26.6%), as were two adult homes with no children 
(21.3%) and single parent female-headed households (20.2%).  Most respondents rented 
their residence (58.9%).   Respondents had an average number of 2.51 bedrooms.  Most 
people had access to a car (78.8%).  Most respondents (93.9%) did not use public 
transportation and most respondents (64.7%) did not know where the closest bus stop was 
from their residence.  Most people lived in a house (61.5%) or an apartment (30.2%).  
Most respondents (80.7%) had a total household income of $34,999 or less. 
 
Respondents were most interested in homeowner education programs (41.3%), home 
improvement programs (34.9%), and budgeting and credit repair (28.6%). 
 
Ten respondents reported they had been turned down for a home purchase loan.  Nine out 
of ten of those respondents reported they thought they should not have been turned down 
for the loan.  Only three respondents (3) of one hundred and nine (109) respondents 
reported to have been a victim of discrimination. Of the three, all respondents reported to 
have been discriminated against regarding access to affordable housing.  Two 
respondents reported to have been discriminated against due to their race, one respondent 
reported discrimination due to sex and another reported discrimination due to disability.  
The validity of these responses are questionable due to the fact that three respondents 

 53 



reported discriminatory treatment, but four respondents indicated a reason for 
discriminatory treatment. 
 
Six (6) respondents reported they have been asked to refinance their home to 
"consolidate" their bills or pay off debts with a mean interest rate of 6.85%.  Six 
respondents reported to have been the victim of deceptive or predatory lending, but only 
one respondent contacted an agency for assistance.  A majority (73.2%) of respondents 
60 or older reported they could not afford to live at an assisted living facility if necessary. 
 

Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing: Progress to Date 
 
While barriers remain in fair housing in the Greenville area, progress has been made 
since the 2000 and 2005 Analyses of Impediments.  Programs that target affected 
populations have been successful in the area.  Some of the statistics regarding this 
success were presented earlier in the document.  Homebuyer assistance programs 
operating in the area are discussed below.  Specific achievements to affirmatively further 
fair housing also are discussed in this section.    

Homebuyer Assistance Programs 
 
The following section summarizes homebuyer assistance programs available to residents 
in the Greenville area.  The South Carolina State Housing Finance and Development 
Authority, Greenville County Redevelopment Authority, the City of Greenville 
Community Development, and CommunityWorks assist potential homebuyers through a 
variety of different means described below. 
 
South Carolina State Housing Finance and Development Authority 
 
First-Time Home Buyer Mortgage Loan Program 
 
The First-Time Home Buyer Mortgage Loan Program assists low-to-moderate income 
SC families and individuals by offering a competitive market fixed interest rate mortgage 
loan of four percent. SC State Housing also offers up to $4,000 in down payment 
assistance based on availability, which may be used toward down payment and closing 
costs. 
 
Palmetto Heroes 
 
Palmetto Heroes is a $10 million initiative designed to help South Carolina law 
enforcement officers, correctional officers, teachers, firefighters, nurses, veterans and 
EMS personnel in becoming first-time homeowners. The program provides low-interest 
home loans to qualifying members of these professions. Eligible Palmetto Heroes 
homebuyers can get a fixed interest rate of 3.75 percent on a mortgage as well as down 
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payment assistance of up to $5,000. This down payment assistance may be forgivable 
over time, depending on the borrower’s income.  
 
Greenville County Redevelopment Authority 
 
Homeownership Program 
 
Greenville County Redevelopment Authority’s (GCRA) homeownership program aids 
potential homeowners by supplying affordable homes and low-interest financing.55 
GCRA staff guide applicants through the application process, which is available in 
English and Spanish languages.  If an applicant does not currently qualify for the 
homebuyer program, staff will still assist applicants interested in becoming qualified.  
Qualified applicants will be assisted by GCRA throughout the entire home buying 
process.  This service includes finding and financing a home.  GCRA has a variety of 
homes and floor plans available and will also work with realtors in the area.  GCRA 
recommends those enrolled in the program to attend Homebuyer Education Programs.   
 
City of Greenville Community Development 
 
New Home Ownership Program 
 
The New Home Ownership Program offers assistance in the form of a down payment and 
closing cost to first-time home buyers in neighborhoods where development partners are 
constructing new homes. The City seeks to maintain a balance of mixed income families 
who purchase homes through our New Home Ownership Program by offering 
approximately 70 percent of all new homes constructed to low- to moderate-income 
families residing in Greenville County. The remaining 30 percent of new homes 
constructed will be available for market rate buyers who have a total family income 
above 80 percent of Median Family Income for Greenville County.  
 
Low to moderate income families may qualify for special financing. The City is currently 
working with development partners in the Green Avenue, Southernside and North 
Greenville neighborhoods. 
 
Residential Development 
 
The City partners with non-profit and for-profit developers on the development of 
affordable and workforce housing. Residential developers utilize federal CDBG and 
HOME funds to leverage other local, state and federal funding in the development of 
appropriate housing in the city's special emphasis neighborhoods and throughout the city. 
 
CommunityWorks 
 
IDA Program 

55 Greenville County Redevelopment Authority.  2012.  <http://www.gcra-sc.org/homeownership.html.  
Accessed 12 Dec 2012. 
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Individual Development Accounts (IDAs) are matched savings accounts that help low to 
moderate income individuals increase their financial stability through the purchase of a 
long-term assets such as a home, post-secondary education, or a small business. All 
savings up to $1,000 will be matched at a three to one rate. Program participants are 
required to save a minimum of $25 per month and attend financial education and asset-
specific training offered by non-profit and local government agencies.  
 
Homebuyer Assistance Program 
 
The Homebuyer Assistance Program provides forgivable five-year loans to lower the 
purchase price of a home for qualified persons in Greenville County. CommunityWorks 
provides up to $4,000 to help assist first-time homebuyers with the upfront down 
payment and closing costs. 
 
Employer Assisted Housing Program 
 
The Employer Assisted Housing Program, also known as Home from Work, is a 
partnership between CommunityWorks and local employers who have a desire help to 
provide safe, affordable housing for their employees close to the workplace. 
CommunityWorks and the Greenville Hospital System (GHS) have collaborated to assist 
employees of the five main GHS campuses achieve their dream of home ownership. 
CommunityWorks will match the employee’s down payment costs five to one up to 
$5,000. 
 

Specific Achievements in Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing 
 
GCRA reported in the 2010 CAPER several actions that have been taken to address the 
issue of fair housing in the Greenville area.56  They reported that direct services were 
provided to over 2,400 individuals.  This included services to over 150 seniors wanting to 
convert home equity for cash and reverse mortgage counseling, 650 special needs 
individuals received assistance with housing needs, 340 homeless families were 
counseled and/or placed in housing, and 788 female-headed households received 
assistance.  In addition, over 6000 electronic and print media were distributed in an effort 
to educate the public on fair housing law, the eviction process, how to file a 
discrimination complaint, and affordable housing resources.  This media was presented in 
English and Spanish languages.  Greenville County Human Relations staff held radio 
interviews on financial health, home buying counseling, and foreclosure prevention.       

56 GCRA.  2011.  2010 CAPER.  <http://www.gcra-sc.org/images/stories/caper_part_1.pdf 
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Impediments to Fair and Affordable Housing 
Economic barriers 
 
The consequences of the national recession have impacted City of Greenville and 
Greenville County agencies and residents.  It has impacted the funding of affordable 
housing construction and the funding availability for needed services.  The recession has 
been associated with an increase in unemployment and a loss of assets, including homes 
and automobiles.  Poverty remained an issue for many residents and many residents 
continue to be cost burdened by housing expenses.  Unemployment and transportation 
were top concerns among agencies surveyed regarding residents’ quality of life.  The 
neighborhood survey suggested that while people do not have access to private 
transportation, they are not using public transportation.  It is difficult to conclude how 
respondents get around without asking this question in an open-ended manner.  They 
could rely on friends and family for transportation or they may walk to work and to run 
simple errands.  The price of rental housing has dramatically increased since 2005.  
Informants from interviews suggested that residents find themselves unable to move out 
of housing situations or homelessness because of the costs associated with moving.   

• Partner with organizations to promote job training and skill development 
programs 

• Continue to provide foreclosure prevention and mitigation services 
o Increase awareness of SC HELP program within the jurisdiction 
o Increase awareness of services that may not be legitimate foreclosure 

services 
• Provide transportation options for low-income and elderly residents to access 

economic and other opportunities  
o Increase bus routes to underserved areas and link directly to areas of 

economic opportunity 
• Provide and continue to provide rental assistance and utility assistance to 

qualified residents 

Regulatory barriers 
 
Regulatory barriers in the City and the County may affect fair housing choice.  Zoning 
may impede the access to fair housing.  Informants expressed the need for rental 
inspections regulations in an effort to provide safe rental housing to residents.      

• Review zoning ordinances of group homes and affordable housing to ensure 
compliance with FHA and ensure that zoning supports fair housing choice for 
disabled, elderly, minorities, and low-income populations 

• Consider the adoption of a fair housing ordinance 
• Consider the adoption of inclusionary zoning ordinances 
• Consider the development of a comprehensive affordable housing strategy 
• Consider the adoption of local rental inspection programs 
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Education Barriers 
 
Education barriers are four fold. This includes low educational attainment of citizens, a 
lack of financial literacy for those seeking to obtain housing, many landlords and 
condo/homeowners associations have not been educated of their obligations under fair 
housing law. In addition, many residents lack knowledge of fair housing rights.  A 
sizeable percentage of residents have low educational attainment and in some cases lack 
financial literacy, however, 28.6% of residents surveyed were interested in financial 
education opportunities.  Credit history remains a barrier to homeownership to all, 
however African Americans are more likely to be denied a conventional home loan due 
to credit history. Informants expressed the need for further outreach to landlords, 
condominium associations, and homeowner’s associations in an effort to explain their 
obligations under the FHA. 

• Promote Awareness of Fair Housing Rights 
o Enhance fair housing outreach activities through brochures, flyers, and 

other methods.   
o Brainstorm creative ways in which to spread awareness 

• Continue providing financial literacy programs 
o Promote credit counseling, first-time homebuyer programs, and other 

financial literacy programs available in the City and the County 
o Target underserved and minority populations 

• Conduct symposiums to educate landlords, condominium associations and 
homeowners associations 

• Promote the completion  of secondary education 

A lack of data 
 
No known studies have been conducted in the city to gauge the incidence or the extent of 
racial steering by real estate agents in the jurisdictions, despite the fact that racial steering 
has been found to be a factor in racial segregation.   

• Collect data on the incidence and extent of racial steering in the City and the 
County 

o Conduct ‘testing’ of random sample of real estate agencies in the City and 
the County.  The methodology of HUD’s housing discrimination study can 
be adapted for this purpose. 

Possible and Perceived Discrimination 
 

HMDA data suggested there is a discrepancy between loan origination for white loan 
applicants and loan origination for African Americans.  National data suggested that the 
minorities were twice as likely to be affected by the foreclosure crisis.  While the number 
of fair housing complaints was low, there were still 26 complaints within the past several 
years.   Three respondents from the neighborhood survey reported unfair treatment when 
trying to access housing or loans.  Informants described that “polite racism” still exists in 
the community.  Informants were concerned that minorities and the elderly were at risk of 
displacement due to economic growth.  Informants also suggested that Hispanics are less 
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likely to apply for a loan.  Informants also suggest there may be discrimination against 
the disabled when dealing with housing. 

• Prioritization of Fair Housing at the local government level 
o Integrate and promote fair housing into housing strategies and 

comprehensive planning efforts 
• Facilitate conventional loan services and other banking services in underserved 

areas 
o Encourage minority homeownership and bilingual banking services 

• Support diversity training programs in needed areas 

NIMBYism 
  
Respondents and informants from agency surveys and interviews noted or mentioned that 
NIMBYism impeded the availability of fair and affordable housing in both the City of 
Greenville and Greenville County.  Respondents were particularly concerned with 
NIMBYism and the effect it may have on housing for those that are low-income, 
minority, or disabled. 

• Involve residents of proposed construction from the initial phases 
o Create guidelines or have developers create their own guidelines to 

preemptively deal with housing construction for protected classes  
• Educate residents about fair housing law and proposed construction 

o Research successful construction of housing for groups that may be met 
with opposition and focus on beneficial consequences of construction 

 

A Lack of Affordable Housing 
 
There is a lack of affordable housing in the City and the County for low-income, the 
disabled, and elderly individuals.  The housing structure in Greenville is aging.  Housing 
construction is decreased since 2007. Evidence from the agency survey demonstrated that 
the majority of respondents were unsatisfied with the amount and quality of affordable 
housing stock. The inevitable loss of Scott Towers will take away over 150 public 
housing units.  The section eight voucher program is currently closed.  Many individuals 
with disabilities may not have housing to suit their needs.  There is immediate need for 
more quality, affordable housing in both the City and the County.  

• Support the Development of Affordable Housing 
o Streamline process for developers that construct affordable housing 

• Consider the creation of a consortium of housing organizations 
o Foster collaboration between government and other stakeholders 
o Create a coherent and meaningful fair and affordable housing policy for 

the City and the County 
• Maintain supply of safe and decent affordable housing 

o Continue housing rehabilitation programs 
o Enact rental inspection programs 
o Encourage local landlords 

• Prioritize the construction of handicap accessible apartments 
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o Ensure that a predetermined percentage of new multi-family construction 
units are handicap accessible 

 
 

  

 60 



Conclusion 
 
Strides are being made to ensure fair and affordable housing exist in the City of 
Greenville and Greenville County, yet barriers still exist.  Many of the barriers articulated 
in the 2005 Analysis of Impediments (AI) for the City of Greenville and Greenville 
County still exist in some form.  The 2012 AI found economic, education, public 
outreach, transportation, discrimination and regulatory barriers are still an issue for 
Greenville County and the City of Greenville.  Efforts are being made and should 
continue to be made to further fair housing and address the barriers in these areas.  While 
natural disasters were not expressly mentioned in the 2012 AI, the immediate effect of 
Hurricane Katrina in Greenville highlighted the potential of natural disasters to disturb 
housing and create a rapid influx of migration into the Greenville area.  It remains 
pertinent to point out the necessity for preemptive planning in the event of a national 
natural disaster.  
 
A new challenge for Greenville County and the City of Greenville is the foreclosure crisis 
and its long-term effects.  As a result, many households have fallen into poverty with 
little employment prospects on the horizon.  It should be a priority for the City of 
Greenville and Greenville County to maintain the preventative and mitigation services 
currently available to residents. 
 
Stakeholders must understand the need for quality affordable home for all residents. 
Efforts must be made to challenge and minimize discrimination in any form; whether it 
be ‘polite’ or overt.  The City of Greenville and Greenville County can realize fair 
housing while encouraging economic growth.  The barriers and recommendations 
provided by this study is meant to help encourage awareness of fair and affordable 
housing needs throughout the jurisdictions. 
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Appendices 
Appendix A. 

 
Agency Survey 

 
Table 1. Which of the following best describes your agency/organization?  
 Count Valid Percent 
Government agency 11 20.0% 
Non-profit agency 41 74.5% 
For-profit corporation 3 5.5% 
Missing 0 -- 
Total 55 100% 
 
 Table 2: Is your organization a local government agency, a state agency, or a 
federal agency?  
 Count Valid Percent 
Local government agency 9 81.8% 
State government agency 2 18.2% 
Federal government agency 0 0.0% 
Missing 44 -- 
Total 55 100% 
 
Table 3: Is your non-profit secular or faith-based?  
 Count Valid Percent 
Faith-based 13 31.7% 
Secular 28 68.3% 
Missing 14 -- 
Total 55 100% 
 
Table 4. Which types of funding does your organization currently receive? Please 
check all that apply.  
 Count Valid Percent 
Local government funding (for 
example: City or County 
General Fund) 

17 30.9% 

State funding 22 40.0% 
Federal funding (for example: 
CDBG, NSP, HOME, 
Continuum of Care) 

25 45.5% 

United Way funding 27 49.1% 
Grants from non-profit 
foundations (for example: 
Community Foundation of 
Greenville) 

34 61.8% 

Grants from for-profit 
corporations (for example: 
BMW, Michelin, Coca-Cola) 

30 54.5% 

Grants from churches 15 27.3% 
Other (please specify) 14 25.5% 
Missing 0  
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Total 55 100% 
 
Table 5: Is your agency a direct service provider?  
 Count Valid Percent 
Yes 43 78.2% 
No 12 21.8% 
Missing 0 -- 
Total 55 100% 
 
Table 6: How many individuals claiming Hispanic background do you estimate that 
your agency serves in a month? 
 Count Valid Percent 
None 1 2.3% 
Less than 10 5 11.6% 
10 to 19 14 32.6% 
20 to 29 6 14.0% 
30 to 39 3 7.0% 
40 to 49 1 2.3% 
50 or more 13 30.2% 
Missing 12 -- 
Total 55 100% 
 
Table 7: If this represents an increase over last year, please estimate the percentage 
of increase:  
Count 14 
Average Increase 25% 
Missing 41 
Total 55 
 
Table 8. Please estimate the total, unduplicated number of clients that YOUR 
AGENCY serves annually.  
 Count Valid Percent 
Less than 100 3 7.0% 
100 to 199 5 11.6% 
200 to 299 3 7.0% 
300 to 399 1 2.3% 
400 to 499 1 2.3% 
500 to 599 2 4.7% 
600 to 699 0 0.0% 
700 to 799 0 0.0% 
800 to 899 1 2.3% 
900 to 999 0 0.0% 
1,000 or more 27 62.8% 
Missing 12 -- 
Total 55 100% 
 
 
 
Table 10: Which of the following groups does your agency primarily serve? Please 
select no more than two.  
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 Count Valid Percent 
Children 19 44.2% 
Teens/Young Adults 12 27.9% 
Adults 35 81.4% 
Seniors (age 55 and over) 12 27.9% 
Missing 12 -- 
Total 55 100% 
 
Table 11: Does your agency provide services to persons with disabilities?  
 Count Valid Percent 
Yes 35 81.4% 
No 8 18.6% 
Missing 12 -- 
Total 55 100% 
 
Table 12: In serving persons with disabilities, what are your agency's primary focus 
areas? Please select any and all that apply.  
 Count Valid Percent 
Mental illness 15 42.9% 
Physical limitation 9 25.7% 
HIV/AIDS 4 11.4% 
Alzheimers/Dimentia 2 5.7% 
Drug and/or alcohol addiction 8 22.9% 
Other (please specify) 14 40.0% 
Missing 20 -- 
Total 55 100% 

 
Table 13: With regards to overall quality of life, what are the biggest challenges 
facing your clients? Please select no more than three.  
 Count Valid Percent 
Access to affordable housing 15 34.9% 
Access to public transportation 16 37.2% 
Discrimination and/or 
stereotyping 

3 7.0% 

Unemployment 22 51.2% 
Lack of formal education 17 39.5% 
Language barriers 4 9.3% 
Disability (physical and/or 
mental) 

12 27.9% 

Drug and/or alcohol addiction 10 23.3% 
Poverty 26 60.5% 
Other (please specify) 5 11.5% 
Missing 12 -- 
Total 55 100% 
 
Table 14: Does your agency currently provide any type of financial literacy 
services?  
 Count Valid Percent 
Yes 17 39.5% 
No 26 60.5% 
Missing 12 -- 

 64 



Total 55 100% 
 
Table 15: Which types of financial literacy services does your agency currently 
provide? Please select any and all that apply.  
 Count Valid Percent 
Budgeting/Money Management 
counseling 

11 64.7% 

Credit counseling 4 23.5% 
Financial literacy classes (group 
education) 

10 58.8% 

Other (please specify) 4 23.5% 
Missing 38 -- 
Total 55 100% 
 
Table 16: Does your agency currently provide any type of housing counseling 
services?  
 Count Valid Percent 
Yes 12 27.9% 
No 31 72.1% 
Missing 12 -- 
Total 55 100% 
 
Table 17: Which of the following housing counseling services do your agency 
provide? 

 
         
 
 
 
 
 
Table 18: Do you or does your agency develop affordable housing?  
 Count Valid Percent 

 Count Valid Percent 
Pre-purchase counseling 5 41.7% 
Homebuyer education 5 41.7% 
Foreclosure prevention 
counseling 

3 25.0% 

Rental counseling (including 
fair housing and/or landlord-
tenant mediation) 

2 16.7% 

Homeless prevention services 6 50.0% 
HECM/Reverse Mortgage 
counseling 

1 8.3% 

Financial literacy education 7 58.3% 
Credit counseling 6 50.0% 
Other (please specify) 1 8.3% 
Missing 43 -- 
Total 55 100% 
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Yes 8 18.6% 
No 35 81.4% 
Missing 12 -- 
Total 55 100% 
 
Table 19: Which types of affordable housing does your agency develop? Please 
select any and all that apply.  
 Count Valid Percent 
Single-family rental 2 25.0% 
Single-family ownership 2 25.0% 
Special needs housing (group 
homes) 

1 12.5% 

Multi-family housing 1 12.5% 
Senior housing 0 0.0% 
Other (please specify) 3 37.5% 
Missing 47 -- 
Total 55 100% 
 
Table 20. Aside from financial literacy, housing counseling, or affordable housing, 
which of the following services does your agency provide? Please select any and all 
that apply.  
 Count Valid Percent 
Job-training/employment 
readiness 

16 37.2% 

Emergency assistance funds 14 32.6% 
Emergency shelter 7 16.3% 
Adult education 10 23.3% 
After-school programs for 
children 

10 23.3% 

Community health care services 12 27.9% 
Rehabilitation services 8 18.6% 
Child development services 10 23.3% 
Teen mentoring services 9 20.9% 
Down-payment assistance 3 7.0% 
None of the above 3 7.0% 
Other (please specify) 10 23.3% 
Missing 12 -- 
Total 55 100% 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 21: How satisfied are you with the NUMBER of affordable housing units 
located in the City of Greenville (within city limits)? Please answer on a scale of 1 to 
5, with 1 being very dissatisfied and 5 being very satisfied.  
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 Count Valid Percent 
1 (very dissatisfied) 15 27.3% 
2 20 36.4% 
3 16 29.1% 
4 1 1.8% 
5 (very satisfied) 3 5.5% 
Missing 0 -- 
Total 55 100% 
 
Table 22: How satisfied are you with the overall QUALITY of existing affordable 
housing units located in the City of Greenville (within city limits)? Please answer on 
a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being very dissatisfied and 5 being very satisfied.  
 Count Valid Percent 
1 (very dissatisfied) 12 21.8% 
2 16 29.1% 
3 23 41.8% 
4 1 1.8% 
5 (very satisfied) 3 5.5% 
Missing 0 -- 
Total 55 100% 
 
Table 23: How satisfied are you with the NUMBER of affordable housing units 
located within Greenville County as a whole? Please answer on a scale of 1 to 5, with 
1 being very dissatisfied and 5 being very satisfied.  
 Count Valid Percent 
1 (very dissatisfied) 19 34.5% 
2 15 27.3% 
3 17 30.9% 
4 1 1.8% 
5 (very satisfied) 3 5.5% 
Missing 0 -- 
Total 55 100% 
 
Table 24: How satisfied are you with the overall QUALITY of existing affordable 
housing units located within Greenville County as a whole? Please answer on a scale 
of 1 to 5, with 1 being very dissatisfied and 5 being very satisfied.  
 Count Valid Percent 
1 (very dissatisfied) 12 21.8% 
2 19 34.5% 
3 19 34.5% 
4 1 1.8% 
5 (very satisfied) 4 7.3% 
Missing 0 -- 
Total 55 100% 
Table 25: Please indicate your level of support for the following statements 
regarding NiMBYism.  
 Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree Neither 

agree nor 
disagree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Rating 
Average 

Missing Total 

NiMBYism 
impedes the 

9.1% (5) 1.8% (1) 29.1% 
(16) 

30.9% 
(17) 

29.1% 
(16) 

3.69 0 55 
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availability of 
affordable housing 
for individuals and 
families residing in 
the City of 
Greenville 
NiMBYism 
impedes the 
availability of 
affordable housing 
for individuals and 
families residing in 
Greenville County 
as a whole 

9.1% (5) 3.6% (2) 30.9% 
(17) 

32.7% 
(18) 

23.6% 
(13) 

3.58 0 55 

 
Table 26. Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements 
regarding NIMBYism. 
 Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree Neither 

agree nor 
disagree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Rating 
Average 

Missing Total 

NiMBYism 
impedes the 
availability of 
affordable housing 
for low- to 
moderate-income 
individuals and 
families 

5.5% (3) 12.7% 
(7) 

14.5% 
(8) 

43.6% 
(24) 

23.6% 
(13) 

3.67 0 55 

NiMBYism 
impedes the 
availability of 
affordable housing 
for the elderly 

7.4% (4) 16.7% 
(9) 

35.2% 
(19 

33.3% 
(18) 

7.4% (4) 3.17 1 55 

NiMBYism 
impedes the 
availability of 
housing for 
individuals with 
54disabilities 

7.5% (4) 7.5% (4) 30.2% 
(16) 

41.5% 
(22) 

13.2% 
(7) 

3.45 2 55 

NiMBYism 
impedes the 
availability of 
housing for 
individuals 
recovering from 
addiction 

9.3% (5) 5.6% (3) 7.4% (4) 29.6% 
(16) 

48.1% 
(26) 

4.02 1 55 

 
Table 27. Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements 
regarding NiMBYism. 
 Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree Neither 

agree nor 
disagree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Rating 
Average 

Missing Total 

NiMBYism 
impedes the 

5.5% (3) 10.9% 
(6) 

41.8% 
(23) 

29.1% 
(16) 

12.7% 
(7) 

3.33 0 55 
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availability of 
affordable owner-
occupied housing 
NiMBYism 
impedes the 
availability of 
affordable rental 
housing 

7.3% (4) 5.5% (3) 27.3% 
(15) 

36.4% 
(20) 

23.6% 
(13) 

3.64 0 55 

NiMBYism 
impedes the 
availability of 
group housing for 
special needs 
populations 

7.3% (4) 3.6% (2) 20.0% 
(11) 

41.8% 
(23) 

27.3% 
(15) 

3.78 0 55 

 
Table 28. Approximately how many complaints of housing discrimination does your 
agency receive from clients per month? 
 Count Valid Percent 
This question does not apply to my agency 41 74.5% 
Less than 10 7 12.7% 
10 to 19 1 1.8% 
20 to 29 3 5.5% 
30 to 39 0 0.0% 
40 to 49 0 0.0% 
50 or more 3 5.5% 
Missing 0 -- 
Total 55 100% 
 
Table 29. Does your agency have procedures and/or guidelines in place for 
investigating and/or resolving housing discrimination charges? 
 Count Valid Percent 
Yes 11 20.0% 
No 44 80.0% 
Missing 0 -- 
Total 55 100% 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 30. Approximately how many complaints of lending discrimination does your 
agency receive from clients per month? 
 Count Valid Percent 
This question does not apply to my agency 39 70.9% 
Less than 10 10 18.2% 
10 to 19 4 7.3% 
20 to 29 0 0.0% 
30 to 39 0 0.0% 
40 to 49 0 0.0% 
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50 or more 2 3.6% 
Missing 0 -- 
Total 55 100% 
 
Table 31. Does your agency have procedures and/or guidelines in place for 
investigating and/or resolving lending discrimination charges? 
 Count Valid Percent 
Yes 10 18.5% 
No 44 81.5% 
Missing 1 -- 
Total 55 100% 
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Appendix B. 
 
Neighborhood Survey 
 
Table 1: Are you male or female?  
 Count Valid Percent 
Male 34 29.8% 
Female 80 70.2% 
Missing 0 -- 
Total 114 100% 
 
Table 2: Are you White, Black or African-American, American Indian or Alaskan 
Native, Asian, Native Hawaiian or other Pacific islander, or some other race? 
 Count Valid Percent 
White 55 48.2％ 
Black or African-American 44 38.6％ 
American Indian or Alaskan Native 0 0％ 
Asian 2 1.8％ 
Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander 0 0% 
From multiple races 1 0.9% 
Some other race 12 10.5% 
Missing 0 -- 
Total 114 100% 
 
Table 3: Which category below includes your age?  
 Count Valid Percent 
17 or younger 0 0 
18-20 1 1％ 
21-29 18 17.1％ 
30-39 22 21％ 
40-49 15 14.3% 
50-59 13 12.4% 
60 or older 36 34.3% 
Missing 9 -- 
Total 114 100% 
 
Table 4: Are you now married, widowed, divorced, separated, or never married?  
 Count Valid Percent 
Single 36 35% 
Married 30 29.1% 
Divorced 11 10.7% 
Widow 22 21.4% 
Separated 4 3.9% 
Missing 11 -- 
Total 114 100% 
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Table 5: What's your house hold type? 
 Count Valid Percent 
Single Parent - Female 19 20.2% 
Two Parent Household 25 26.6% 
Two Adults (No Children) 20 21.3% 
Single Parent - Male 0 0.0% 
Single Person (No Children) 27 28.7% 
Other 3 3.2% 
Missing 20 -- 
Total 114 100% 
 
Table 6: Do you own or rent your house?  
 Count Valid Percent 
Own 39 41.1% 
Rent 56 58.9% 
Missing 19 -- 
Total 114 100% 
 
Table 7: How old is your house (in years)?  
Count 63 
Average age of house 24.4 
Missing 51 
Total 114 
 
Table 8: How many bedrooms are there in your house?  
 Response 

Average 
Response 

Total 
Valid  

Percent 
Number of bedrooms 2.51 211 84 
 
Table 9: Do you or does anyone in your household own or lease an automobile? 
(95/19) 
 Count Valid Percent 
Yes 75 78.8% 
No 20 21.1% 
Missing 19 -- 
Total 95 100% 
 
Table 10: Do you currently use public transportation?  
 Count Valid Percent 
Yes 6 6.1% 
No 93 93.9% 
Missing 15 -- 
Total 114 100% 
 
Table 11: What is distance to the closest bus stop from your residence?  
 Count Valid Percent 
I do not know 22 64.7% 
Less than a mile 9 26.5% 
1-2 miles 1 2.9% 
3-4 miles 0 0% 
5 or more miles 2 5.9% 
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Missing 80 -- 
Total 114 100% 
 
Table 12: Which of the following best describes the home in which you currently 
live?  
 Count Valid Percent 
House 59 61.5% 
Apartment 29 30.2% 
Duplex 2 2.1% 
Group Home 0 0% 
Mobile Home 6 6.3% 
Other 4 4.2% 
Missing 18 -- 
Total 114 100% 
 
Table 13: How much total combined money did all members of your HOUSEHOLD 
earn in 2010? This includes money from jobs; net income from business, farm, or 
rent; pensions; dividends; interest; social security payments; and any other money 
income received by members of your HOUSEHOLD that are EIGHTEEN (18) 
years of age or older. Please report the total amount of money earned - do not 
subtract the amount you paid in taxes or any deductions listed on your tax return.  
 Count Valid Percent 
Less than $15,000 10 9.6% 
$15,000 to $19,999 27 26% 
$20,000 to $24,999 17 16.3% 
$25,000 to $29,999 18 17.3% 
$30,000 to $34,999 12 11.5% 
$35,000 to $39,999 4 3.8% 
$40,000 to $44,999 3 2.9% 
$45,000 to $49,999 3 2.9% 
$50,000 to $54,999 3 2.9% 
$55,000 to $59,999 3 2.9% 
$60,000 to $64,999 2 1.9% 
$65,000 to $69,999 0 0% 
$70,000 to $74,999 1 1% 
$75,000 or above 1 1% 
Missing 10 -- 
Total 114 100% 
 
 
 
Table 14: What is the highest level of school you have completed or the highest 
degree you have received?  
 Count Valid Percent 
Elementary (K-5) 0 0% 
Middle (6-8) 0 0% 
High School (9-12) 40 44% 
Less than 2 years of college 24 26.4% 
Associate’s Degree 7 7.7% 
Bachelor's Degree 12 13.2% 
Master's Degree 8 8.8% 
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Other 3 3.3% 
Missing 23 -- 
Total 114 100% 
 
Table 15: Please describe any programs you would be interested in:  
 Count Valid Percent 
Job Training 10 15.9% 
Home Owner Education Programs 26 41.3% 
Education Programs (ESL/GED/Other) 4 6.3% 
Budgeting and Credit Repair 18 28.6% 
Home Improvement 22 34.9% 
Renter's Rights Classes 7 11.1% 
Fair Housing Law 3 4.8% 
Energy Efficiency Information for Seniors 10 15.9% 
Missing 51 -- 
Total 114 100% 
 
Table 16. Please indicate which types of assistance you currently receive.  
 Count Valid Percent 
Child Support 10 17.5% 
Food Stamps 16 28.1% 
TANF/FI 1 1.8% 
Social Security 29 58.4% 
Veteran's Benefits 6 10.5% 
Other 3 5.2% 
Missing 57 -- 
Total 114 100% 
 
Table 17: Have you ever been discriminated against regarding access to affordable 
housing? (For example: "Locals are encouraged to apply" or "Only female 
applicants, please")  
 Count Valid Percent 
Yes 3 2.8% 
No 106 97.2% 
Missing 5 -- 
Total 114 100% 

 
 

 
 
Table 18: Were you discriminated against when trying to rent a home or when 
trying to purchase a home?  
 Count Valid Percent 
Rent 2 66.7% 
Purchase 1 33.3% 
Missing 111 -- 
Total 114 100% 
 
Table 19: Please indicate the reason for the unfair treatment you received  
 Count Valid Percent 
Race 2 50% 
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Sex 1 25% 
National Origin 0 0% 
Familial Status 0 0% 
Color 0 0% 
Marital Status 0 0% 
Disability 1 25% 
Missing 110 -- 
Total 114 100% 
 
Table 20: Have you ever been the victim of housing discrimination through 
advertising? (For example: "Locals are encouraged to apply" or "Only female 
applicants, please")  
 Count Valid Percent 
Yes 2 1.9% 
No 105 98.1% 
Missing 7 -- 
Total 114 100% 
 
Table 21. Were you discriminated against when trying to rent a home or when 
trying to purchase a home?  
 Count Valid Percent 
Rent 1 50% 
Purchase 1 50% 
Missing 113 -- 
Total 114 100% 
 
Table 22. Please indicate the reason for the unfair treatment you received  
 Count Valid Percent 
Race 0 0% 
Sex 0 0% 
National Origin 0 0% 
Familial Status 0 0% 
Color 1 100% 
Marital Status 0 0% 
Disability 0 0% 
Missing 113 -- 
Total 114 100% 
 
 
 
Table 23. Have you ever been turned down for a home-purchase loan?  
 Count Valid Percent 
Yes 10 9.1% 
No 100 90.9% 
Missing 4 -- 
Total 114 100% 
 
Table 24. Do you feel your application should have been approved?  
 Count Valid Percent 
Yes 9 23.1% 
No 30 76.9% 
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Missing 75 -- 
Total 114 100% 
 
Table 25. Please indicate the reason for the unfair treatment you received  
 Count Valid Percent 
Race 1 33.3% 
Sex 0 0% 
National Origin 1 33.3% 
Familial Status 0 0% 
Color 0 0% 
Marital Status 0 0% 
Disability 1 33.3% 
Missing 111 -- 
Total 114 100% 
 
Table 26. Have you ever been asked to refinance your home to "consolidate" your 
bills or pay off debts?  
 Count Valid Percent 
Yes 6 5.8% 
No 98 94.2% 
Missing 10 -- 
Total 114 100% 
 
Table 27. What was the interest rate you were offered on the new loan? 
Count 5 
Maximum 10% 
Minimum 4.5% 
Mean 6.85% 
Missing 109 
Total 114 
 
 
Table 28. Has it been within the past three years?  
 Count Valid Percent 
Yes 1 3.4% 
No 28 96.6% 
Missing 85 -- 
Total 114 100% 
 
 
Table 39. Have you ever been the victim of deceptive/predatory lending?  
 Count Valid Percent 
Yes 6 5.6% 
No 102 94.4% 
Missing 6 -- 
Total 114 100% 
 
Table 30. Did you contact an agency for assistance? (For example: the Department 
of Housing and Urban Development [HUD], the South Carolina Department of 
Consumer Affairs, or Legal Services of South Carolina)  
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 Count Valid Percent 
Yes 1 2.4% 
No 41 97.6% 
Missing 72 -- 
Total 42 100% 
 
Table 31. If you sought assistance, what was the final result or outcome?  
 Count Valid Percent 
I received a refund 0 0% 
I refinanced my loan 0 0% 
I restructured my loan 0 0% 
Other (please specify) 0 0% 
Missing 114 -- 
Total 114 100% 
          
Table 32. Are you 55 years of age or older?  
 Count Valid Percent 
Yes 41 47.7% 
No 45 52.3% 
Missing 28 -- 
Total 86 100% 
 
Table 33. Do you currently live in senior housing?  
 Count Valid Percent 
Yes 4 7.7% 
No 48 92.3% 
Missing 62 -- 
Total 114 100% 
 
Table 34. Do you intend to move out of your current home at some point within the 
next 12 months?  
 Count Valid Percent 
Yes 10 18.9% 
No 43 81.1% 
Missing 61 -- 
Total 114 100% 
 
 
Table 35. Could you afford to live at an assisted living facility if it were necessary?  
 Count Valid Percent 
Yes 15 26.8% 
No 41 73.2% 
Missing 58 -- 
Total 114 100% 
 
Table 36. Has your home been modified to make it more accessible for someone with 
a disability? (Examples of accessibility modifications include wheelchair ramps, 
grab-bars, and wider door frames)  
 Count Valid Percent 
Yes 3 5.4% 
No 53 94.6% 
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Missing 58 -- 
Total 114 100% 
 
Table 37. Which of the following modifications have been made to your home? 
Please select any and all that apply.  
 Count Valid Percent 
Bathroom modifications 0 0% 
Grab bars and handrails 0 0% 
Kitchen modifications 0 0% 
Lifting device/devices 0 0% 
Ramp addition 0 0% 
Main level bedroom addition 0 0% 
Main level bathroom addition 0 0% 
Wider doorways and/or hallways 0 0% 
Other (please specify) 0 0% 
Missing 114 -- 
Total 114 100% 
 
Table 38. How were the modifications financed or paid for?  
 Count Valid Percent 
Out-of-pocket cash 0 0% 
Home equity loan 0 0% 
Personal loan 0 0% 
Landlord 0 0% 
Grant from church or non-profit agency 0 0% 
Other (please specify) 0 0% 
Missing 114 -- 
Total 114 100% 
 
Table 39. Have you ever applied for a reverse mortgage or considered applying?  
 Count Valid Percent 
Yes 8 12.7% 
No 55 87.3% 
Missing 51 -- 
Total 114 100% 
 
Table 40. As a senior citizen, what are your greatest housing-related concerns or 
needs? Please select any and all that apply.  
 Count Valid Percent 
Making necessary repairs 0 0% 
My personal safety 0 0% 
Affording my utilities 0 0% 
Affording my rent or mortgage payments 0 0% 
Making my home more accessible to myself and/or others 0 0% 
Building relationships with my neighbors 0 0% 
I do not have any housing-related concerns or needs 0 0% 
Other (please specify) 6 100% 
Missing 108 -- 
Total 114 100% 
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