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Overview
The County has completed another quarter and has prepared this report to summarize its activities in
the implementation of the Settlement Agreement entered into in connection with the United States ex.
rel. Anti-Discrimination Center of Metro New York, Inc. v. Westchester County lawsuit. Westchester
County continues to make significant progress toward meeting the obligations of the Settlement
Agreement as reported in this Third Quarter 2013 report. Highlights of the report include:
o The County made additional progress toward the benchmark obligations this quarter.
At the end of the quarter, 395 affordable Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing
(“AFFH”) units had all financing in place and 316 affordable AFFH units had received
their building permits. Additional building permits have been applied for. Both 2013
benchmarks have been met and significant progress has been made toward both 2014
benchmarks.
o At the end of the quarter, there were a total of 125 units completed and occupied as a
result of affirmative marketing efforts. Additional units have been completed, but not
yet occupied. Affirmative fair housing marketing efforts continue for a number of
developments.
o Multiple sites have been reviewed in each of the 31 eligible municipalities, for a total
of more than 403 site evaluations.
o Currently 689, or almost 92%, of the required 750 affordable AFFH units are listed in
the Sites Progress List, representing 38 development sites in 21 municipalities. A total
of 213 affordable AFFH units of the 689 units are located in blocks that had zero
percent African American and zero percent Hispanic population according to the 2000
Census.
o The County reviewed 47 foreclosures and existing properties for potential acquisition
and rehabilitation under the $2.5 million Acquisition and Rehabilitation Revolving
Loan Fund this quarter. Two properties under this program were acquired this quarter.
o The Homeseeker Central Intake system at www.westchestergov.com/homeseeker
continues to garner interest and households signing up. A total of 4,321 households
have signed up on this website since its inception, to receive information on affordable
housing opportunities. Ninety-four families have now requested to be removed from
the list, including at least some households that have been selected to live in the
affordable housing opportunities being created by the County. Those interested come
from 24 states, New York City, other New York counties and all over Westchester
County.
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o During this quarter there were 90,132 unique pageviews visiting the County’s Housing
website with specifically 7,123 pageviews of the Homeseeker landing page. Forty-five
of the website visitors this quarter, or 40,283 unique pageviews, were made to the
various properties listed under Homeseeker. Of further interest, for the first time,
interest in developments in eligible communities is matched by interest in
developments in ineligible communities, where half of the top ten visited development
pages were in the eligible and half in the ineligible communities. The Underhill
development in the Town of Yorktown continued to be the most visited property in the
eligible communities. The Comstock Heights development in the Village of Briarcliff
Manor was the most visited homeownership property.
o Since August 2009, the County has conducted and participated in 641 meetings with
developers, builders, property owners, financial institutions, municipalities and
various consultants to raise awareness of sites, discuss potential services and leverage
other funds.
o The County has approved the use of $34,247,000 of the $51.6 million it is required to
spend on the 750 units. Included in the total approved is the Acquisition and
Rehabilitation Revolving Loan Fund, where all the specific sites and costs are not yet
identified, but the $2.5 million approved is expected to assist a total of 17 units.
o The County’s funding has leveraged another $72.5 million in other public funding,
including over $5.9 million from the US Department of Housing and Urban
Development.
o Thirteen municipalities have adopted the Model Ordinance Provisions, with another
four municipalities in public review or having submitted drafts to the County Planning
Department for their review.
The activities included in this Quarterly Report are demonstrative of the County’s continued
commitment to meet the requirements of the Housing Settlement Agreement in an effective and
timely fashion.
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I. Affordable AFFH Units (as defined in Paragraph 7 of the Stipulation):
A. Total units approved, in progress or completed
B. Information on the specific units/developments including opportunity indicators
Summary of Actions this Quarter: In this quarter, the County continued to make progress toward
completing the 750 affordable Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing (“AFFH”) units by December
31, 2016. The County is including in this report information on 39 developments and activity through
the Acquisition and Rehabilitation Revolving Loan Fund which includes six identified sites and five
unidentified units.
Specific information on each of these developments is presented in a spreadsheet in Appendix I-1
“3Q 2013 AFFH Sites Progress List.” The spreadsheet also lists the current status of each
development and the actions expected to occur in the fourth quarter of 2013.
Demographic and opportunity indicators of the municipality and the US Census block or block group
in which an AFFH development is located are provided in the spreadsheet in Appendix I-2
“Demographic and Quantitative Indicators, Selected Sites.” Indicators are included for the three new
developments included on the Appendix I-1 spreadsheet for the first time this quarter.
Working with developers, municipal officials and realtors, the County continues to identify and
evaluate sites for feasibility. Some sites move forward as proposed housing developments that will
help the County achieve its goal of creating 750 affordable AFFH units. Other sites are determined to
be infeasible – mostly due to cost or unrealistic expectations on the value of the property. One
previously listed property on the Sites Progress List has had its status change to Inactive as the site’s
steep slopes and sight distance concerns from a proposed access have appeared to limit its
development potential and thus make it financially infeasible.
At the end of this quarter, the County reports that a total of 395 affordable AFFH units have all
financing in place. The County has exceeded the December 31, 2013 benchmark of 300 for this
category. The 450-unit December 31, 2014 benchmark will be achieved when the County has an
additional 55 units with financing in place. Additional units are expected to secure their financing in
the fourth quarter of 2013.
The County reports that a total of 316 affordable AFFH units have building permits in place,
exceeding the December 31, 2013 benchmark of 225 units. Applications have been submitted for
additional building permits and one previously approved, but stalled, development is expected to
close and apply for at least half of its building permits in the fourth quarter of 2013.
The spreadsheet accounts for 38 active developments in 21 different municipalities that are in various
stages of approval and/or construction. There are a total of 1,518 units listed, of which it is expected
that approximately 689 should qualify as affordable AFFH units if they receive all land use and
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financing approvals. These 689 potential units constitute almost 92% of the County’s unit obligation,
if all are successful in securing financing and land use approvals.
As of September 30, 2013, of the 316 units with building permits, 125 units had been completed and
were occupied and 191 units were under construction or were completed and pending sale or
occupancy. Information on the initial occupants of the 125 completed units is contained on Appendix
I-3 “Initial Occupancy Report for AFFH Units.”
Of the developments on the Appendix I-1 Sites Progress List that do not yet have building permits,
four developments have all financing in place. Some of these developments have experienced
unanticipated issues that have delayed construction. It is expected that construction will begin on all
four developments before the end of 2013.
The County continues to list three developments with a potential for affordable AFFH units under the
category of Existing Occupied Housing units on the Appendix I-1 Sites Progress List. To date, the
County is including in its total for units with financing in place, only those units within these
developments that have experienced a vacancy. In the 240 Underhill Avenue development, 26 of
these units are now appearing on the report as eligible, as they have been vacated by tenant choice
and the units have been affirmatively marketed and, in most cases, re-occupied. Additional building
permits have been pulled, rehabilitation has been completed and deed restrictions filed on the total of
27 units in two developments now being counted under this Existing Occupied Housing category.
The County is maintaining records on each of these vacated units to ensure that no unit is doublecounted between its initial occupancy for the County’s reporting purposes and any additional
turnover in each unit that might occur before December 31, 2016.
A 16-unit condominium development in the Village of Rye Brook has all of its land use approvals,
but is unable to move forward to obtain financing approvals until either the FY 2012 HOME
Investment Partnership Program funds from HUD are released or additional revenue is received from
previous HOME loans the County has issued.
The remaining developments on the Appendix I-1 Sites Progress List have begun the public
discussion and land use approval process, which may include the review and approval of zoning
amendments or variances by the municipalities. Some of these developments have also begun the
process of lining up non-County financing, including financing from New York State.
The Sites Progress List continues to list a 138 unit development in Scarsdale where four units are
expected to meet the County’s eligibility requirements. The County submitted a waiver request in
accordance with Paragraph 13(h) of the Settlement agreement to the Monitor on April 19, 2013 for
consideration of this development that had achieved land use approvals prior to August 10, 2009 but
was then unable to move forward. It has now been resuscitated and is moving forward with the
County’s assistance. The County looks forward to a successful outcome to this request.
The Appendix I-1 spreadsheet lists the Acquisition and Rehabilitation Revolving Loan Fund and its
expected outcome of a total of 17 units. To date, five properties have been identified for inclusion
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under this program. Forty-seven foreclosures and existing properties on the real estate market were
reviewed this quarter for potential participation in the ARRLF program.
The number of foreclosures and lis pendens filings in Westchester County is back on the rise, with
what appears to be a push by the courts in Westchester to get the banks to work responsibly within
the foreclosure process and the courts trying to increase the number of households in foreclosure with
representation by a non-profit housing agency. A review of foreclosures in the last five years and first
nine months of 2013 shows that the greatest numbers of foreclosures have occurred in the cities of
Yonkers, Mount Vernon and Peekskill respectively. However, an analysis by the Planning
Department comparing the foreclosure numbers with the total number of housing units in each
municipality tells a different story. Under this analysis, the most impacted municipalities are Mount
Vernon with 1.7% of its housing units foreclosed upon; Peekskill with 1.4% of its units and
Lewisboro with 1.1%. Rounding out the six most impacted communities, are the Town of Bedford at
1.0%, the Town of Ossining (including Ossining Village) at 0.9% and the Town of Yorktown at
0.95%. The County’s real estate consultant has been closely monitoring the foreclosures within the
eligible municipalities for potential purchases by the County and this is reflected in the Acquisition
and Rehabilitation Revolving Loan Fund program on the Appendix I-1 spreadsheet. The consultant
has put specific emphasis on sites in eligible municipalities that do not currently have any
developments on the Sites Progress List.
It should be noted that six of the 38 developments, accounting for 213 of the potential 689 affordable
AFFH units, are in Census Blocks that the County has identified as having the lowest concentrations
of African Americans and Hispanics (based on the 2000 Census). These are areas in which the
County is required to maximize the development of affordable AFFH units. The locations of the
balance of five units to be acquired under the Acquisition and Rehabilitation Revolving Loan Fund
are locations that are not currently known, hence the demographics of the census blocks are not
known at this time, but will be reported when available.
The various developments on the Sites Progress list fall under all of the categories allowed by the
Settlement Agreement as follows:
1) It is anticipated that 578 of the units will qualify under Paragraph 7(a) where 630 units are
expected;
2) 60 units will qualify under Paragraph 7(b) completing this category;
3) 46 units will qualify under Paragraph 7(c) where no more than 60 units are allowed;
4) 485 units will qualify under Paragraph 7(d) where at least 375 units are expected;
5) 199 units will qualify under Paragraph 7(e) where no more than 375 units are allowed;
6) 160 units will qualify under Paragraph 7(f) where no more than 187 units are allowed;
7) 90 units will qualify under Paragraph 7(h) where no more than 187 are allowed.
As explained in the Implementation Plan, the release of more detailed information regarding other
site-specific inquiries and preliminary discussions of potential development projects that occurred
during the quarter could impair the viability of potential projects, particularly negotiations for
purchase prices. The County will disclose that sites in at least four of the ten municipalities that are
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not currently represented on the Sites Progress List are currently undergoing extensive feasibility
review.
During the quarter, the County undertook feasibility analyses of several sites. The County did not
order any appraisals for sites this quarter, but did receive one appraisal for a two-unit property
acquired under the Acquisition and Rehabilitation program. The County has conducted appraisals on
623 potential affordable AFFH units. At least four sites where an appraisal had been ordered have
been deemed no longer feasible for the development that had been proposed.
It should be noted that, to date, the County has done some level of review on over 403 sites with at
least three sites in all but two of the 31 eligible municipalities. Some of the 403 sites have not
proceeded beyond the County’s initial review while others are in various stages of additional local
review or approval. The County continues to get cooperation from every municipality when the
County approaches with questions or potential sites.
The County has updated the spreadsheet in Appendix I-3 labeled Initial Occupancy Report for AFFH
Units as of September 30, 2013. The spreadsheet provides the race and ethnicity of the initial
occupants of the completed and occupied units. This spreadsheet reports on the first eight
developments with completed and occupied units. The spreadsheet has also been updated this quarter
to include percentages of each race and ethnicity of the total households, but also breaks out the
percentages of race and ethnicity for the categories of rental and homeownership units so the County
can better evaluate the information by type of unit.
Of these first 125 households, 63 report that the head of household is White (49%); 46 report that the
head of household is Black or African American (36%); five heads of household indicate they are
multi-racial; two households indicate they are American Indian or Alaska Native and Black or
African American; and one household indicates it is American Indian and Alaska Native and White.
It should be noted that ten of the 125 households would not indicate their race; representing
approximately 8% of the total occupied households.
In response to the question of ethnicity, 24 of the 125 households indicated that they are Hispanic,
representing 19% of the total households, which increases this percentage from the last quarter.
Twenty of the 125 households (representing 16% of the total households) did not indicate their
ethnicity.
The County has updated its map of the AFFH Sites Progress List to reflect the current pipeline. The
new map is attached as Appendix I-4.

Appendix I-1: 3Q 2013 AFFH Sites Progress List
Appendix I-2: Quantitative Indicators on New 3Q 2013 Pipeline Listings
Appendix I-3: Initial Occupancy Report for AFFH Units as of September 30, 2013
Appendix I-4: Westchester County September 30, 2013 Affordable AFFH Developments Map
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II. Census Analysis
Summary of Actions this Quarter: This quarter the US Census Bureau, through the American
Community Survey (ACS), released TIGER/Line Shapefiles joined with block group level
demographic data in geodatabase and shapefile format for the first time. The Census Bureau’s
products for mapping geographic data are called “TIGER,” an acronym for Topologically Integrated
Geographic Encoding and Referencing. Data produced in this format allows for easy visual display of
data in maps, in this case at the block group level.
The 21-page U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey (ACS) replaced the long form of the
Decennial Census, which was last distributed with the 2000 Census. The ACS is distributed to three
million households each year. Block group data was compiled over a period of five years, from 2007
to 2011, so as to be more statistically reliable than a single year of data would be because, unlike the
Decennial Census, completion of the Survey by households is not mandated. The error of margin
remains high.
As noted, mapping is useful for visually depicting this information. This quarter the Planning
Department reviewed the newly released data and produced a series of maps with a block group base
to show specific characteristics of housing, mode of commuting, resident income and poverty and
resident employment/unemployment. All maps are available on the County website at
http://planning.westchestergov.com/census-statistics.
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III. Land/County’s Efforts to Identify Sites
A. How sites are being investigated
B. Total number of lots already under the control of the County or municipalities
C. For each site, indicate whether the units in each development were acquired by the
County pursuant to Paragraph 7(h)
D. Median price of residential lots in the communities where approved, in progress, or
completed AFFH units located [See Appendix I-2]
E. Resuscitated units by the County pursuant to Paragraph 13(h) of the Stipulation;
efforts to acquire foreclosed properties, projects with stalled financing, and
completed but overleveraged or partially vacant developments
Summary of Actions this Quarter: During the quarter, the County held four meetings with municipal
officials to discuss the development or redevelopment potential of sites within their municipalities for
creation of affordable AFFH units or other issues related to the Settlement Agreement.
This quarter, there were no initial meetings held with officials of an eligible community related to the
Westchester 2025: Plan Together initiative as the Department land use work program has been
diverted during several periods since January 2012 to allow staff to conduct the analysis of local
zoning as requested by HUD and the federal monitor under their interpretation of the Housing
Settlement. Over 4,000 staff hours have been spent on this work.
The County Department of Planning is assisting the Town of New Castle in completing base studies
for an update of the Town’s municipal comprehensive plan. The Planning Department has completed
the Westchester 2025: Plan Together zoning build-out analysis for 16 of the 43 Westchester
municipalities with land use regulatory authority. Draft analysis of build-out potential was
substantially completed, though not yet provided, for five eligible communities, pending submission
of additional zoning data input from the municipalities or the scheduling of a review session. The
Planning Department and these officials find that the Westchester 2025: Plan Together program and
tools continued to be useful in assisting municipalities understand the potential impact of current
zoning and development trends.
The Planning Department has worked with the eight municipalities along the Interstate 287 corridor
that could be affected by new transit services to make sure the outcome of the state’s planning
process would support the vision of the towns, villages and cities along the corridor. Specifically,
much work has been done with local communities, including some eligible communities, to explore
how a Bus Rapid Transit system can support local land use strategies and enhance the transportation
options within each community. This work is ongoing. Extensive information is available on the
Planning Department website at the following sites:
http://planning.westchestergov.com/initiatives/tz-bridge-and-i-287
http://planning.westchestergov.com/route-and-station-ideas
http://planning.westchestergov.com/transit-oriented-development
http://planning.westchestergov.com/bus-rapid-transit
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During this quarter, the County conducted nine meetings with developers and private land owners
with potential sites for inclusion, through either rehabilitation or development, or with an interest in
pursuing property that would meet the Settlement Agreement requirements. The developers included
both for-profit and non-profit entities. Some of these meetings were follow-up meetings to explore
more advanced feasibility determination or funding needs of the proposed and existing developments,
including review of proformas and funding sources.
The County continued to collect information on new properties available through the real estate
market to assess feasibility for the development of affordable AFFH units. Realtors and
municipalities continue to apprise the County of parcels that may be feasible as they come on the
market. The County has encouraged realtors to send information on sites as they become available,
even if the zoning is not in place for multi-family residential units. The County has reviewed the
development potential of a number of industrial and commercially zoned parcels.
Numerous conference calls were held with financing professionals to work out details of several
development proposals and transactions, particularly as developments work out issues related to real
estate closings, Inter-Municipal Developer Agreements, construction issues, restrictive covenants and
affirmative marketing. Numerous site visits were also made by Planning Department staff to monitor
construction of developments and review payment voucher requests.
The County continues to review data from the County Clerk’s office each month on foreclosures and
lis pendens filings. There were 81 foreclosure judgments in Westchester County during this quarter
reflecting a continued increase in the numbers from 2012. The information reviewed includes data on
which bank, or other entity, initiated the foreclosure proceedings. This review allows Planning
Department staff and the County’s real estate consultant to identify any foreclosed units in eligible
municipalities and evaluate acquisition potential.
There are five units yet to be unidentified under the Acquisition and Rehabilitation Revolving Loan
Fund program. These units, together with eleven developments (representing a total of 90 potential
affordable AFFH units), are included on the County’s 3Q 2013 Sites Progress List and qualify under
Paragraph 7(h) of the Settlement Agreement, which provides for the use of existing housing units.
This represents 12% of the 750 affordable AFFH units; approximately half of the number of existing
housing units allowed in the Settlement Agreement.
Efforts to maximize development in the census blocks with the lowest populations of African
Americans and Hispanics continue. To date, seven developments, representing 213 affordable AFFH
units identified on the 3Q 2013 Sites Progress List, are located in blocks with these characteristics.
When sites are identified, those within these lowest concentration blocks are promoted as quickly as
possible.
Sites are evaluated based on their development potential, the proximity to schools and other
community amenities including public transportation, the qualifications of the potential developer,
potential environmental impacts, estimated cost, the timing on the availability of land and the ability
of the applicant to obtain non-County subsidies.
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The decision-making process consists of the analysis of all information, including an underwriting
analysis by Planning Department staff, a review with the County Attorney and County Executive’s
offices on the County resources required and the commitment of other funders to provide subsidies.
Most properties that have progressed through financing have had developers with experience in
building affordable housing. The County also continues to meet with developers that have no
affordable housing experience.
The County’s resources and funds will continue to be made available to housing non-profit agencies
so that they may provide technical assistance and financial resources to other non-profit housing
agencies that have less experience so as to provide a foundation for a wide variety of developers in a
wide variety of communities to participate in the development of the AFFH units. Currently, 13 of
the active developments on the Sites Progress List are being developed by non-profit agencies acting
as the primary developer. An additional eight developments have a non-profit agency included in the
development team.
The 38 active sites include developments in 21 different communities. Additional sites in some of the
remaining ten communities are being reviewed, but are not yet ready for disclosure on the pipeline
report.
The County understands the importance of local leaders being knowledgeable about the benefits of a
diverse community. To that end, the County continues to emphasize training programs and making
technical assistance available for elected officials, as well as to have discussions with the leaders of
each of the eligible communities about the potential within their municipalities. The County spent
time this quarter providing technical assistance to several towns and villages as they worked their
way through the Model Ordinance Provisions and local public hearings related to specific
development proposals. The County was also present at a meeting with HUD and the Westchester
Municipal Officials Association and attended a public forum on Affirmatively Furthering Fair
Housing organized by Westchester Residential Opportunities, held at the Pace School of Law.
The County continues to work with the County Housing Opportunity Commission (HOC) to ensure
that new ideas are explored to assist the County and municipalities with guidance on how to achieve
inclusive communities and to assist the County in meeting the obligations of the Settlement
Agreement. The HOC held one meeting during this quarter.
This quarter only one appraisal was completed; this was for an existing two family house. As such,
there are no current land values to report on. In the interest of minimizing the developer’s costs, the
County doesn’t order an appraisal until there is a realistic sense of how many units are potentially
viable on a site. This is done after the County has invested staff time on assessing the site layout and
investigating zoning, soils and topography or a developer has spent funds on engineering design. The
cost of land and the unrealistic expectation of a property owner of what a property is worth are two of
the most common reasons why some properties do not move forward beyond feasibility analysis.
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Communication with “Listed Municipalities”:
As directed in the Monitor’s letter of July 31, 2013, the County is including this new section in the
quarterly report to provide summaries of its communications with the Monitor’s “Listed
Municipalities” during the quarter. The seven “Listed Municipalities” are: Village of Croton-onHudson; Town/Village of Harrison; Town of Lewisboro; Town of Mamaroneck; Town of Ossining;
Village of Pelham Manor; and Town of Pound Ridge.
A letter from Deputy County Executive Kevin J. Plunkett to the Monitor, dated September 5, 2013,
provided summaries of the County’s communications with the Listed Municipalities through that date
and is attached hereto. Subsequent communication with the Listed Municipalities consisted of:
At the request of town officials, the Deputy Commissioner of Planning and Director of
Housing held a meeting on September 24 with the owner of a property in the Town of
Ossining who had recently received approval to develop 12 units of housing on a site in the
Town. The approvals require that three of the units meet the County’s definition of affordable.
The purpose of the meeting was to review the County’s requirements including affordability
guidelines, unit pricing, deed restrictions and marketing, and to collect data from the owner on
the approved site plan, construction timing and financing.
The Deputy Commissioner of Planning and the Administrator for the Town of Mamaroneck
communicated in mid-September about the status of contacts with the owner of a potential
site for affordable AFFH units for which the County had conducted schematic feasibility
design.
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IV. Outreach and Advertising
A. Meetings with community groups, local and state officials, developers and property
Owners
B. Steps taken to advertise
i. Housing units presently and soon to be available
ii. Fair housing outreach campaigns
iii. Affirmative marketing
iv. Location and format of advertising
v. Outreach and marketing
vi. Housing mobility outreach and counseling
Summary of Actions this Quarter: During the quarter, the County conducted 11 meetings with
municipal officials, developers and property owners. Additional meetings that included discussion of
AFFH opportunities and implementation of the Settlement Agreement, including discussion on the
Model Ordinance Provisions, included meetings of the Westchester County Board of Legislators, the
County Planning Board, the County Housing Opportunity Commission, the Westchester Municipal
Officials Association and the Westchester Municipal Planning Federation.
A summary of housing meetings held this quarter is included as Appendix IV-1. The listing in this
quarterly report has been updated since the initial report was submitted to the Monitor on October 18,
2013 so as to include five Ask Astorino Town Hall Meetings.
County Executive Astorino continued his series of Town Hall meetings this quarter. At these
sessions, the County Executive helps residents understand what County government does and
responds to questions. Meetings this quarter were held in the cities of Peekskill, Mount Vernon and
New Rochelle, the Town of Mount Pleasant and the Village of Port Chester. These meetings included
a number of statements directed at helping residents understand the implications of the Settlement
Agreement and the County’s commitment to complying with the requirements of the Settlement
Agreement. The slide presentations used for each meeting are included in Appendix VII-1 Public
Statements.
The use of the County’s Homeseeker Central Intake system continues to grow. The County and its
non-profit agencies continue to promote the use of Homeseeker to those expressing an interest in
affordable housing opportunities in Westchester. This quarter, the County’s Housing Website had a
total of 90,132 unique pageviews, which is almost 50% higher than previous quarters. The Welcome
Homeseeker page had a total of 7,123 unique pageviews. Another 40,283 unique pageviews were
made of the various properties listed under Homeseeker, suggesting that each visitor going to the
Homeseeker site also visited approximately six property listings, on average.
For the first time since being able to review this data, of the top ten properties viewed, there was
approximately equal interest in properties within the eligible communities (five properties) as those in
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non-eligible communities (five properties). The Underhill development in the Town of Yorktown
continued to be the most visited property in the eligible communities. The Comstock Heights
development in the Village of Briarcliff Manor was the most visited homeownership property. In all,
11 of the 18 properties listed this quarter were rental properties, and the other seven were
homeownership properties; but 71% of the pageviews were to the rental properties at 28,527 unique
pageviews. The homeownership properties garnered 29% of the property pageviews at 11,756.
Homeseeker sign-ups were stronger this quarter. An additional 537 households signed up for
information so as to create a total universe of 4,227 active registered households as of September 30.
An additional 90 households requested to be removed from the system or were removed after a mail
request for updated information was returned to the County.
The analysis of who has signed up on Homeseeker is reviewed to ensure that the system is reaching a
diverse population. This diversity continues each quarter. The quarterly increases to date have not
reflected representation by any one group more than any other. Rather, the increases seem to be fairly
consistent each quarter, in each category.
Of the total 4,227 active registrants on September 30, 2013, over 61% (2,585 households) currently
live in Westchester County. Of the balance, the next largest population is 915 households from Bronx
County, followed by 253 households from New York County and 116 households from Kings
County. One hundred thirty four responses are from households out of New York State including
responses from 23 other states. Of these, the most responses from any one state came from
Connecticut with 36, followed by 17 responses from New Jersey and 14 from Florida. Other
responses came from Arizona, California, Delaware, Georgia, Illinois, Kentucky, Louisiana,
Maryland, Massachusetts, Missouri, Nebraska, North Carolina, Oklahoma, Oregon, Pennsylvania,
South Carolina, Texas, Utah, Virginia and Washington State.
Of the 2,585 Westchester households, 735 households are current residents of Yonkers, followed by
468 households in Mount Vernon, 267 in White Plains and 215 in New Rochelle. A total of 521
responses were from interested households currently residing within one of the 31 eligible
municipalities in Westchester County. Of the total 4,227 households, 1,829 households have
expressed interest in homeownership, 942 in rental opportunities and 1456 in exploring both.
The largest household sizes continue to be the two and three person households, each at 26% of the
total households registered. Single person households registering interest represent 17%; while fourperson households represent 19% of the interest. Households of more than five persons, suggesting a
need for three-bedroom or larger units, constitute 12% of the current registrations of interest.
Twenty one percent of the responders identified themselves as white, while 41% of the responders
indicated they are African American (representing 1,748 households). Almost one-third of responders
(31%) did not answer this question. Among the balance of responders several categories of responses
were above 1% of the total applicant pool including American Indian (31), Asian Indian (36) and
other Pacific Islander (46) and mixed white and African American (58).
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Approximately 32% or 1,376 households reported that they are Hispanic. Eight hundred thirty-six
households (20%) did not respond to the question on ethnicity.
Additional information on the results from the registration of the Central Intake Homeseeker system
can be found in Appendix IV-4. Information is sent via e-mail to these registered families about
homeownership information sessions, Open Houses and affordable housing opportunities.
The Human Rights Commission conducted several fair housing training sessions this quarter,
including training of members of two cooperative boards and training of the participants of a first
time home-buying counseling session. The Commission staff also conducted four training sessions
and discussions on the implementation of the new source of income discrimination amendment to the
County’s Fair Housing Law, including one each for two realty groups, one for a group of various
staff of County departments and non-profit agencies and one for the CVR-NY non-profit agency that
administers the Westchester Section 8 Housing Choice program for New York State. Staff also
participated in a housing roundtable discussion at the Westchester Institute for Human Development.
The County also utilizes established forums for the dissemination of information and discussion of
affordable and fair housing. These include the Westchester Municipal Officials Association,
Westchester Urban County Council, Westchester Municipal Planning Federation and Northern
Westchester Watershed Committee, most of which groups had at least one meeting during this
quarter.
Affirmative marketing on specific the housing developments continues, as appropriate, with the
results of the efforts reported in Appendix IV-3. The report has been revised this quarter so as to
include percentages at the bottom for the total and also to better be able to review the results of the
homeownership application pools and those of the rental developments. Each marketing effort
completed to date has clearly produced a significantly diverse pool of applications. Page one of the
report summarizes the applications that are received during the period up to the deadline for the
development’s lottery. Page two summarizes those applications received after the lottery that are
added to the bottom list of lottery applicants in the chronological order in which the applications were
received.
Appendix IV-3 includes an additional page for the first time in this report which now summarizes the
total of all applications received for each development, regardless of when they were received, with
the percentages at the bottom for all applications received, and also the percentages for all the
homeownership and rental applications.
Of the total 2,812 applications received through September 30, 2013, the most applications of any
race were the 1073 applications (38% of all applications) received from households with a Black
head of household. A total of 911 applications (32% of all applications) are from households where
the head of household is White; 1% of the applications (28 applications) are from Asian households;
6% of the applications (160 applications) were from households who identified themselves as other
Multi-Racial. Thirteen percent of applicants did not report their race. Just over 650 applications (23%
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of the total applications) reported the head of household as Hispanic; 53% reported they were nonHispanic and 18% did not respond to the ethnicity question.
For those developments that have now completed their marketing efforts, rental developments are
receiving on average 15 applications for every unit, No rental development received fewer than 11
applications per unit. However, homeownership developments are receiving fewer applications per
unit, with the average being six applications per unit. Many applicants appear to not have a clear
understanding of whether they can afford the housing costs, particularly the rental costs. As a result,
the agencies that are qualifying the potential tenants and purchasers are finding that they must process
several applications before each unit is rented or sold.
A total of 125 affordable AFFH units were completed and occupied as of the end of the quarter.
Appendix I-3 provides the racial and ethnic information on the initial occupants of the completed
units. This report has also been updated to now reflect the percentages of the occupants against the
totals by race and ethnicity, and also separates the percentages based on those that are renters and
those that are owners of these new units. The 125 units are within six different developments.
Additional occupancies are expected in the fourth quarter of 2013.
As additional developments complete their marketing, the County will continue to review the
application results to determine if changes to the marketing strategy are needed.

Appendix IV-1: 3Q 2013 Housing Meetings List
Appendix IV-2: Summary Report of Findings from Central Intake Homeseeker System
Between September 30, 2010 and September 30, 2013
Appendix IV-3: 3Q 2013 Affirmative Fair Housing Marketing Report for AFFH Units
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V. Local Approval Processes
A. County’s efforts to promote municipal policy changes, including the creation and
promotion of a model ordinance required pursuant to Paragraph 25(a)
B. Period of time between proposal of affordable AFFH units and approval for
construction
C. Steps taken to streamline local approval processes; description of obstacles faced,
if any.
Summary of Actions this Quarter: The County continued to address individual questions and requests
for assistance from municipalities as they conducted their review of the Model Ordinance Provisions.
The County and local municipalities recognize that summertime is not the optimal time to have a
public review of any zoning ordinance changes, so a number of municipalities held off their public
discussion until after the summer months.
Thirteen of the 31 eligible municipalities have now adopted some or all of the components of the
Model Ordinance Provisions. Most of the other eligible municipalities have continued a level of
review of the recommended provisions. A summary report on “questions asked” during the local
review process was prepared and has been placed on the municipality page of the County’s housing
website. The status of the review in the 31 eligible municipalities is described below.
The village or town boards of 13 municipalities have adopted zoning amendments that would
incorporate the Model Ordinance Provisions in local regulations:
Village of Ardsley
Town of Bedford
Village of Hastings-on-Hudson
Village of Irvington
Town of New Castle
Town of North Salem
Town of Ossining
Village of Pleasantville
Town of Pound Ridge
Village of Rye Brook
Village/Town of Scarsdale
Village of Tarrytown
Town of Yorktown

November 19, 2012
February 21, 2012
January 8, 2013
February 6, 2012
August 9, 2011
September 11, 2012
August 9, 2011
May 7, 2012
May 2, 2013
December 13, 2011
November 9, 2011
December 5, 2011
November 15, 2011.

In addition to the above, the village or town boards of three municipalities have shared with the
County Department of Planning draft zoning amendments that would incorporate the Model
Ordinance Provisions in local regulations. The County continues to discuss the drafts with local
officials of each of these municipalities:
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Town of Lewisboro
Town of Mamaroneck
Town of North Castle.
Based on available information, 11 other municipalities are engaged in a review process whereby the
Model Ordinance Provisions are under consideration by the village or town board or they have been
referred by the village or town board to a local board, advisory committee or staff for review and
recommendation:
Village of Briarcliff Manor
Village of Bronxville
Village of Buchanan
Village of Croton-on-Hudson
Town of Eastchester
Town/Village of Harrison
Village of Larchmont
Town of Mount Pleasant
Village of Pelham
Village of Pelham Manor
Village of Tuckahoe
Three municipalities (Town of Cortlandt, City of Rye and Town of Somers) advised the County that
they believe that they have previously (prior to the Monitor’s approval of the Model Ordinance
provisions) amended their codes and that their prior amendments dealt effectively with the same
topics included in the Model Ordinance provisions. In addition, the Village of Dobbs Ferry has
advised the County that it has recently adopted a new Vision Plan and Village Code which includes
legislation that mandates affordable housing units be constructed in residential developments of 10
units or more. It should be noted that each of these municipalities has approved developments of
affordable AFFH units or has affordable AFFH developments in the local approval process:
Town of Cortlandt is the location of a now occupied 83-unit affordable AFFH development;
City of Rye is the location of an 18-unit affordable AFFH development now with initial
occupancy of some of the units and one 40-unit affordable AFFH units is under discussion;
Town of Somers is the location of one 75-unit affordable AFFH development now under
construction and one 72-unit affordable AFFH development proposal now in the local land
use review and approval process;
Village of Dobbs Ferry has approved a privately financed mixed-use development which
includes a set-aside of 10 AFFH units.
At the request of Town of Cortlandt officials, the County conducted a review of the Cortlandt zoning
ordinance to determine if there are any provisions that might limit opportunities for fair housing. The
Town of Cortlandt has received the County’s review and has informed the County that the matter is
under review. The City of Rye informed the County that its staff compared the Model Ordinance
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Provisions to the City’s existing code and concluded that the important elements of the Model
Ordinance Provisions are present in the code.
The County continues its outreach to all municipalities to promote the Model Ordinance Provisions.
Additional assistance to the municipalities also continues to be provided through the County’s
contract with Pace Law School.
During this Quarter, the County Planning Board received and commented on 11 referrals of
subdivision and site plan applications and local code changes from the 31 Eligible Municipalities that
related to affordable AFFH. Copies of the referral letters are included in Appendix V-1.
The County cannot provide a reasonable average projection of the period of time between the
submission of a proposal of a development with affordable AFFH units and the approval for
construction of such units. Recently, the County has seen increased interest in the development of
affordable housing from developers with little experience. The County Planning staff has found that
by doing more significant pre-feasibility work and bringing together both the developer and
municipality early on, the approval times may be reduced. Many recent properties that have been
added to the Sites Progress List are existing two- or three-family houses which don’t require
approvals beyond review of plans for building permits.
The variation between developments, including how many boards each development must appear
before, is also significant based on the size of the development and whether any rezoning of the
property or variances to achieve the desired development are required. Timing is also a factor as local
boards are reluctant to consider rezoning applications during summer vacations. No average period of
time estimation would be meaningful at this time.
HUD’s funding freeze is having negative impacts on the County’s ability to provide affordable
homeownership opportunities. The County notes that one development with all land use approvals in
place is experiencing delays in moving to construction because the County’s HOME Investment
Partnership Program funding has been frozen by HUD. Without another source of construction funds,
homeownership developments may no longer be able to proceed. Aside from the HOME program,
there is only one other subsidy source for homeownership development – the NYS Affordable
Housing Corporation program. The subsidy limits through NYS AHC are $40,000 per unit and are
usually applied as down payment assistance, after the units are constructed. Funding building
construction is not a permissible use of County bond funding.
Additionally, the County notes that the application deadlines and funding periods established by New
York State for state funding programs have changed significantly since implementation of the
Settlement Agreement. Multiple and regular application cycles and a fixed timeframe for funding
announcements used to be the norm. However, the State’s consolidation of funding applications for
all programs has made dates and timeframes irregular. This has an impact on a developer’s ability to
proceed to confirm financing in a timely and predictable manner. The changes have also had an
impact on a developer’s decisions of what funding sources to seek. At the end of this quarter,
information was available on only a few of the state’s programs for 2013.
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Appendix V-1: 3Q 2013 AFFH Referral Letters
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VI. Financing and Expenditures
A. Funds expended by county to develop affordable AFFH units and sources of those
funds within the reporting period; total spending to date
B. County’s efforts to leverage funds
C. County’s efforts to create a revolving loan fund
D. Status of applications or rationale for not applying for financial support from:
i. NYS agencies
1. NYS Housing Finance Agency
2. NYS Homes and Community Renewal
ii. HUD
iii. Private foundations
E. Policy and planning tools
i. Activities that affirmatively further fair housing
ii. Policy to condition the use of public funds and resources on certain
commitments intended to AFFH
iii. Impact of those expenditures on development of AFFH
F. Status of revisions to Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (“AI”)
Summary of Actions this Quarter: This quarter the County expended $2,439,774 of its funds for
AFFH developments, though additional funds were obligated. A summary of each area included in
the 3Q 2013 Financial Report is presented below.
From the $21.6 million in the County’s CDBG Line of Credit, the County expended $1,768,975 this
quarter, including $740,000 toward the Acquisition and Rehabilitation Revolving Loan Fund
program. A total of $20,072,000 has been approved for use in this category based on approvals from
the Board of Legislators. This amount represents 93.3% of the $21.6 million of funding in the
County’s Line of Credit at HUD. There remains a balance of $1,528,000 of unobligated/unapproved
funds. One change has been made in this quarter’s report for this category from the report submitted
for the second quarter of 2013 - $100,000 is listed as approved for the Ellendale development in Rye
Brook instead of $200,000 as previously reported.
The Acquisition and Rehabilitation Revolving Loan Fund Program was able to close on the
acquisition of two new properties this quarter, with a total of five units. A balance of $697,600 is still
available for the purchase and rehabilitation of additional properties. Additional funds
From the $30 million that the County is expected to obligate for the acquisition and construction of
housing and its related site work through 2014, $544,986 was expended this quarter. This leaves a
balance of $15,825,000 still available for the funding of affordable AFFH units. The County will
propose that $7.5 million be appropriated in the 2014 Capital Budget in compliance with the
Settlement Agreement. The 2014 Capital Budget will not be approved by the Board of Legislators
until the fourth quarter of 2013 year.

Westchester County Fair and Affordable Housing Implementation Plan
Quarterly Report
For the period: July 1, 2013 through September 30, 2013
Page 21

The Program Income section of this report was unchanged this quarter. The $160,000 is still available
for reuse on another affordable AFFH unit.
From the $400,000 that the County is expected to expend for other consultants, outreach and
education activities, $29,617 was expended this quarter toward the Pace University Outreach and
Education contract. No other funding was obligated this quarter in this category.
There were no HIF or NHLA funds expended this quarter.
During this quarter, the County provided funding from a variety of other funding sources for a
number of fair and affordable related activities so as to leverage the County’s funds. The County
expended $3,637 on other affordable housing activities and housing services provided through one
contract with a housing agency as follows:
1) $3,637 was expended toward the WRO Housing Education contract providing assistance
to potential homebuyers and fair housing training to realtors and condominium and
cooperative building board members. This contract is funded from the County’s 2013
Operating Budget funds.
The County did not apply for nor receive notice of any successful grant awards during this quarter.
The County still awaits the successful outcome of previous grant submissions for Fiscal Year 2012
and 2013 federal grants from the United States Department of Housing and Urban Development
(HUD), now totaling $10,562,808. Additionally, the County received notification of its successful
February 2013 application to HUD for $3 million under the Lead Hazard Reduction Demonstration
program; however, the award notification letter indicated that the funds will not be available until the
other FY 2012 and 2013 HUD grant conditions are satisfied.
The County provided one support letter for a non-profit housing agency to support their funding
application to the Westchester Community Foundation for operational assistance this quarter.
As of September 30, 2013, the County had 396 units with all funding in place. These units require a
total of $32,258,500 in financing from the County’s $51.6 million obligation. The financial summary
of affordable AFFH unit costs through this third quarter of 2013 under the County’s BPL50 $51.6
Million Capital Project is included in the report attached as Appendix VI-2. To date, these units
require an average subsidy of $81,667 per unit. This includes:
253 affordable AFFH rental units at an average subsidy of $73,217 per unit
130 affordable AFFH homeownership units at an average subsidy of $100,688 per unit
12 affordable AFFH 2-4 family units at an average subsidy of $53,750 per unit
Included in the above, are the costs associated with eight units subsidized under the Acquisition and
Rehabilitation Revolving Loan Fund program. The balance of funding approved for the Acquisition
and Rehabilitation Revolving Loan Fund program is not included in the $32,258,500 total above.
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The County continues to review the pipeline of affordable AFFH units and their prospective cost to
ensure that the County stays on target to achieve the 750 affordable AFFH units and uses the full
$51.6 million from the allocated funds. A review of the report submitted as Appendix VI-2 shows a
pipeline and expected financial impact that includes:
395 units with financing in place at a total subsidy of $32,258,500 and average subsidy
per unit of $81,667;
311 units in 16 pending developments at a projected total subsidy of $19,250,000,
averaging at $61,897 per unit;
40 units expected to require no financial subsidy from the $51.6 million County funds;
5 units anticipated to be constructed on a County-owned parcel with no land cost and
minimal infrastructure funding, currently projected at a subsidy of approximately $20,000
per unit;
A total pipeline of 751 units expecting to require a total subsidy cost of $51,608,500,
averaging at approximately $68,720 of subsidy per unit.
This projection is for this point in time and continues to be consistent with previously filed with the
Monitor beginning in March 2012 and the latest being the 2Q 2013 Quarterly Report. As some
developments in the pipeline are further developed, their projected subsidy levels may increase or
decrease depending on final site plan approvals and changes in materials and labor costs.
The rehabilitation of existing two to four family homes continues to require the least amount of
subsidy from the County and the County’s real estate consultant continues to explore foreclosure and
short sale opportunities. After two recent purchases of a two and three family this quarter, the County
expects that of the original $2.5 million that was approved for 17 units under the Acquisition and
Rehabilitation Revolving Loan Fund program, the County projects that only $1,269,500 will not be
returned to the program. The $1,231,500 that will be returned will then be available to provide
subsidy to other units toward the 750 total.
The County has completed a new analysis of its responsibility to leverage other funds in compliance
with Paragraph 7(i) of the Settlement Agreement. As of September 30, 2013 the County had
approved the use of $32,258,500. These funds, appropriated into 20 different affordable AFFH
developments, were estimated to be leveraging another $72,565,758 of other subsidies, including
$5,918,665 in other HUD funds. The largest non-county funding source is the proceeds from the Low
Income Housing Tax Credits, awarded by New York State.
No eligible municipality has applied for or requested discretionary funding from the County since the
Discretionary Funding Policy was approved by the Monitor on January 10, 2012. The Discretionary
Funding Policy provides the approach to be followed when and if an eligible municipality applies for
or requests discretionary funding from the County. The County will implement that approach when
an eligible municipality makes a request for discretionary funding. Significantly, the major source of
discretionary funds that the County could award would be Community Development Block Grants.
However, through this quarter, these funds continue to be withheld by HUD.
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The County continues to make the 31 eligible municipalities aware of the Discretionary Funding
Policy and to reference its provisions in all relevant documents.

Appendix VI-1: 3Q 2013 Financial Report
Appendix VI-2: AFFH BPL50 Unit Costs as of September 30, 2013
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VII. Overall Progress
A. The County’s progress toward the interim mandatory goals set forth in Paragraph 23,
the benchmarks and timetables in the implementation plan, and its obligations under the
Stipulation
B. A description of any specific obstacles the County has faced in its efforts to comply
with its obligations under the Stipulation and the County’s efforts to overcome those
obstacles, specifying whether the County believes any obstacles outside of its influence
or control will prevent the County from meeting its obligations as required pursuant to
Paragraph 29 of the Stipulation
C. The County’s need for additional expert support, if any
D. Public Statements
Summary of Actions this Quarter: As required by Paragraph 23 of the Settlement Agreement, the
County is required to have 300 affordable AFFH units with financing in place by December 31, 2013.
As of the end of this quarter, 395 units have all financing in place. This benchmark is met.
Paragraph 23 of the Settlement Agreement, also required that the County have building permits for
225 affordable AFFH units in place by December 31, 2013. As of the end of this quarter, 316 units
have their building permits in place. This benchmark is met.
The 3Q 2013 FAH Sites Progress List in the Appendix provides information on each development
and also on the status of the development and what action is expected in the next 90 days.
Progress by municipalities adopting the Model Ordinance Provisions continues with 13
municipalities having adopted the Provisions and others continuing their review at the end of this
quarter.
Outreach and Education efforts continue through various contracts, including the continuing contract
with Pace Law School for specific programs and services to run through the end of 2013. The Human
Rights Commission and Westchester Residential Opportunities also provide outreach and fair
housing education at various events and to realtors and cooperative board members each quarter.
Training sessions have also begun on the source of income discrimination amendment to the
County’s Fair Housing Law.
Of the $51.6 million to be dedicated to development of the 750 affordable AFFH units, 62% has been
awarded to deliver 52% of the required units. The County’s subsidies continue to leverage significant
other funding at a rate of $2 in other subsidies for every $1 of County subsidy. Further, the County is
confident that a number of units will become eligible at no cost to the County through other funding
sources or through inclusionary zoning provisions. However, the County is concerned that HUD’s
funding freeze, particularly on the HOME Investment Partnership Program, will continue to have
negative impacts on the County’s ability to provide affordable homeownership opportunities. Aside
from the HOME program, there is only one other subsidy source for homeownership development –
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the NYS Affordable Housing Corporation program. The subsidy limits through NYS AHC are
$40,000 per unit and are usually applied as down payment assistance, after the units are constructed.
Funding building construction is not a permissible use of County bond funding.

Appendix VII-1: Public Statements between July 1, 2013 and September 30, 2013
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3Q 2013 AFFH Sites Progress List
All Sites
Development

Site Name/Address

Municipality

867 Saw Mill River Rd

ARD

Total
No. of
Units

22

Approvals, Funding and Development Progress

No. of
AFFH
Units

Stipulation
Area
Designation

Census
Track

Census Block

Lowest
AA/H

17

A

010600

1004

no

No. of
Senior
Units1

No. of
Existing
Units2

No. of
Eligible
Rental
Units3

No, of
Eligible
Owner ship
Units4

17

Unit Size &
Configuration

2 and 3 BRs

Non-County
Financing

$21.6 Million

AHC

$30 Million

$

735,000

Other County
Funding

$

1,430,550

All Financing
in Place

Building
Permits
Issued for
AFFH
Units

Current Status

Infrastructure work under design and review

17

Lottery was held on August 13.
445 North State Road

BMR

14

14

A

013202

4000

no

Symphony Knoll 15
Mt Airy Rd

CRO

12

1

(B)/C

013900

9021

NO

Rivertowns Square
50 Livingston Ave

DBF

202

10

C

010500

2001

no

184 Farragut Ave

HAS

2

2

9

A

101200

4002

14

1

no

2 BRs

$

300,000

14

14

Developer continues seeking approvals for an
additional unit

Seeking local approvals.

Developer continuing local approval process

AHC

Developer seeking local approvals including
special permit from village.

Will continue through review process and adjust
plans to address comments

Studio
1 BRs, 2BRs,
3BRs

HCR

The Developer made changes to site plan, still
seeking local approvals

Continue local approval process and will
resubmitt for NYS financing

Brownfield Program submission made and
remediation plan reviewed
Market rate condominium development with 10
FAH inclusionary units. Construction has begun

October closing expected with construction to
start
Construction to continue and prepare County
Declaration of Restictive Covenant for the AFFH
Units.
Construction to continue and first tenants to
move in
Developer continuing to seek local approvals.

1BR

10

5 - 1BRs
5 - 2BRs

1

3BR owner &
Studio renter

Private
Conventional

425 Saw Mill River
Road

HAS

66

12

A

010200

1000

yes

2101-2105 Palmer
Ave

LAR

51

46

A

007100

5007

yes

46

1 and 2 BRs

AHC

10 Byron Place

LAR

149

10

A

007000

4001

no

10

1 and 2 BRs

Private
Conventional

256 June Rd

NSM

65

65

A

015000

8000

no

65

1BRs, 2BRs,
3BRs

HCR

555 Rt 22

NSM

108

84

A

015000

8016

no

84

1 and 2 BRs

HCR

12

$ 1,510,000

$

5,673,000

$

2,800,000

$

1,292,000

$ 4,000,000

46

65

56

Construction continues; tenants being qualified
Seeking land use approvals

84

Seeking land use approvals
54 Hunts Place

NWC

28

28

A

013104

9020

yes

Chappaqua Crossing

NWC

111

20

A

013102

2001

no

557 North State Rd

OST

12

3

(B)/C

013700

1001

no

3

55 Pleasant Ave

PLV

2

2

A

012200

5017

no

1

1 and 2 BRs
20

1 BRs and 2 BRs
2 BRs

1

3 BRs owner
2 BRs renter

HCR

70

7

A

1220

1010&1004

no

7

525 Ellendale Ave

RYB

4

4

C

008301

1009

no

4

1 BRs

AHC

80 Bowman Ave

RYB

16

16

A

008301

4001

no

16

1 and 2 BRs

AHC

259 North Ridge St

RYB

0

0

A

008302

3000

no

25 Saxon Woods Rd

SCD

138

4

A

00980

2000

no

4

2-4 Weaver St

SCD

11

1

A

009800

6016

no

1

Clayton Blvd.

SOM

75

75

A

014908

2000

no

57 Route 6

SOM

72

72

A

014908

2002

16 Route 6

SOM

53

16

A

014908

17 Kaldenberg Pl

TTN

2

2

C

3372 Crompond Rd

YTN

26

26

A

0

0

2

$

100,000

$

200,000

$

160,000

4

4

AHC
SROs

HUD
Private
Conventional

61- 1 BRs
14 - 2BRs

HFA

no

72

36 - 1 BRs
36 - 2 BRs

HFA

2008

no

8

8

8 - 3BRs owner
8 - 1BRs renter

011500

1005

no

1

1

2 - 2BRs

014805

1004

yes

26

3 BRs

2

2

Private
Conventional

75

75

Met with Developer to review requirements

AHC

PLV

$

1,450,000

$ 4,800,000

AHC/NSP
AHC

Secure land use approvals. Complete
underwriting for County funding and start to
pursue County financing.

Town approvals require 20 AFFH units

Private
Conventional
Private
Conventional

485 - 501 Washington
Ave

1.
2.
3.
4.

WCDP 10/18/2013

9

28

Infrastructure work to be bid and building permits
applied for
Complete construction, continue qualifying
applicants and begin sales

Developer seeking approvals for an additional
unit

1

1

AHC

Next 90 Days

$

286,500

$ 2,930,000

75

$

285,000

2

$

500,000

26

75

26

Rehabilitation continues. Marketing begins.

Review proforma and determine any County
subsidy.
Complete rehab and marketing; qualify potential
owners.
Developer continuing local approval process.

Local approval process has begun. Town
approvals would include seven inclusionary AFFH
units.
Building permits issued
Construction to begin
Frozen until HOME funds are available

Frozen until HOME funds are available

Inactive

Inactive

Land closing and file Restrictive Covenant;
construction begins
Local approval process has begun. Town
approvals would include one inclusionary AFFH
unit
Working out closing details and documents

Construction continues. Awaiting response from
Monitor regarding eligibility.
Developer continuing local approval process

Developer exploring feasibility

Developer to start land use approval process

Architect working on plans

Permit to be issued; construction to begin

Construction continues. Marketing completed.

Potential first sales and occupancy

Close on land transaction and NYS funding and
begin construction.
Review of Development schematics and proforma Developer continues to seek land use approvals
underway. Local approval process has begun.

Pursuant to paragraph 7(f) of the Stipulation, this number cannot exceed 187 and no senior units can be funded until 175 non-senior units have
Pursuant to paragragh 7(h) of the Stipulation, this number cannot exceed 187 units.
A minimum of 375 units must be in this category.
A maximum of 375 units can be be in this category.
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Appendix I-1

3Q 2013 AFFH Sites Progress List
All Sites
Project

Project Name/Address

Municipality

Total
No. of
Units

No. of
AFFH
Units

Stipulation
Area
Designation

Census
Track

Census Block

Approvals, Funding and Development Progress
Lowest
AA/H

No. of
Senior
Units1

No. of
Existing
Units2

No. of
Eligible
Rental
Units3

No, of
Eligible
Ownership
Units4

Unit Size &
Configuration

Non-County
Financing

$21.6 Million

$30 Million

Other County
Funding

All Financing
in Place

Building
Permits
Issued for
AFFH
Units

Current Status

Next 90 Days

Existing Occupied Housing7
37 Wildwood Rd
Katonah

BED

7

1

A

012600

3011

no

2 Woodland Ave

LAR

2

0

A

007100

7005

yes

240 Underhill Ave

YTN

60

26

A

014809

3009

0

no

7

1

2

0

60

Studio and
1 BRs

26

1,2,3 & 4 BRs

Leviticus

$

470,000

HCR

1

1

26

1 Unit complete

AFFH units to be leased as they are vacated

Preliminary rehab budget complete, inspections
complete
Developer has purchased the complex and filed a
Declaration of Restrictive Covenants for AFFH
units. Renovations completed.

AFFH units to be leased as they are vacated

BOL approved $2.5 million for 17 units.
Prospective sites being reviewed.
Closed 12/12/12. Rehab bid awarded

Reviewing sites and underwriting.

Closed on 9/18/13

Begin rehabilitation of Property. Marketing to be
conducted
Begin rehabilitation of Property. Marketing to be
conducted

1

26

AFFH units to be leased as they are vacated.
Additional units are expected to be vacated on
an ongoing basis.

Acquisition/Rehabilitation Revolving Loan Fund
8

TBD

TBD

5

5

5

AHC

230 Westchester Ave

BUC

1

1

A

014000

1006

no

1

0

1

1 - 3BR

AHC

$

263,000

$

39,000

1

37 Stewart Place

ECH

2

2

A

005002

4007

no

2

1

1

2 - 2BRs

AHC

$

330,000

$

130,000

2

1

Closed on 5/30/13
52 Washington Ave

HAS

3

3

A

010300

3001

no

3

3

2 - 3 BRs
1 - 2 BR

AHC

AHC

21 Cooley St

PLV

3

3

A

012200

4005

no

3

2

1

2BR owner and 1
and 2 BRs renter

602 Route 22

NSM

2

2

A

015000

1018

no

1

1

1

3BR owner
Studio Rental

AHC

Adams Bernstein
House

YTN

1

1

A

014806

1027

no

1

3BR

AHC

83

57B and
26C

$

$

761,500

$

447,900

$

257,359

75,000

3

3

3

Begin rehabilitation of Property.

Approved by the County Board of Acquisitions
and Contracts 6/20/13

Complete property acquisition and bid rehab
work

Appraisal received. Review of potential septic
system alternative.
Acquisition from Town completed.

Developer to seek local approvals.

Completed

Completed

Completed

Completed

Completed

Completed

14 units sold and occupied

Complete sales and occupancy.

Construction complete. One unit occuppied

Complete occupancy.

Pull together scope of work and financing plan.

Completed AFFH Developments

Roundtop
Rt 9A, Montrose
42 First Ave

PEL

92

3

3

B

014603

005300

9000

5008

yes

no

293 Manville Rd

PLV

1

1

A

112200

6022

no

15 Edgar Place

RYC

22

18

A

007700

1002

yes

Freedom Gardens
1680 Strawberry Rd,
Mohegan Lake

TOTALS
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

CTD

5

YTN

3

1518

3

689

A

014804

5000

Lowest
AA/H
UnitS

Non-Lowest
AA/H Units

213

471

3

83

1 and 2 BRs

2

2BR owner and 1
and 2 BRs renter

1

0

no

160

90

1

HFA

AHC

1

2 BR

N/A

18

11 - 1 BRs
7 - 1 BRs + den

AHC

3

0

485

199

1 BRs

$

$

$

5,474,000

$

3,266,000

120,000

83

3

52,500

$1,356,000

$

DHCR,
Leviticus,
FHLB

$ 19,114,400

83

$ 14,175,000

880,000

$

225,000

$

9,309,909

3

1

1

18

18

3

395

6

3

316

Eligible after removing the group quarters from this census tract
Rehabilitation is not required at this time, so there no new building permit required. The original building permit/Certificate of Occupancy remains viable
Potential AFFH Units not yet eligible due to the issue of current occupancy.
Estimated Number
The Monitor has agreed that units in "B" communities can also count as "C " units
9/30/2013

WCDP 10/18/2013
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WESTCHESTER COUNTY FAIR AND AFFORDABLE HOUSING
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Appendix I-2: Site/Municipal Data and Opportunity Indicators

Demographic and Opportunity Indicators, Selected Sites
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15 Mount Airy Road
Croton-on-Hudson
139
9 (Block 9021)
Croton-Harmon
Croton-on-Hudson

Municipality
Census Tract
Block Group
School District
Police Department

County

Municipality

557 N State Road
Ossining Town
137.00
1 (Block 1001)
Ossining
Westchester County

Block/Block
Group*

TOTAL POPULATION (source: 2000 U.S. Census of Population and Housing)
923,459
7,606
Total population

Municipality

16 Route 6
Somers
149.08
2 (Block 2008)
Somers
Somers

Block/Block
Group*

Municipality

Block/Block
Group*

218

36,534

64

18,346

167

SEX (source: 2000 U.S. Census of Population and Housing)
441,722
3,619
481,737
3,987

98
120

18,808
17,726

29
35

8,757
9,589

91
76

AGE (source: 2000 U.S. Census of Population and Housing)
591
Under 5 years
64,242
601
5 to 9 years
67,993
497
10 to 14 years
63,757
268
15 to 17 years
34,805
108
18 and 19 years
19,558
34
20 years
9,162
43
21 years
9,109
158
22 to 24 years
28,691
303
25 to 29 years
54,734
459
30 to 34 years
68,733
748
35 to 39 years
79,809
778
40 to 44 years
77,224
721
45 to 49 years
68,166
538
50 to 54 years
61,832
437
55 to 59 years
48,310
125
60 and 61 years
16,360
165
62 to 64 years
22,010
96
65 and 66 years
13,679
153
67 to 69 years
20,360
236
70 to 74 years
32,746
213
75 to 79 years
26,529
151
80 to 84 years
17,991
183
85 years and over
17,659

12
25
24
15
3
0
2
4
8
8
23
34
13
12
12
2
5
0
4
2
4
5
1

2,288
2,331
2,163
1,170
754
372
425
1,314
2,597
3,142
3,554
3,298
2,641
2,492
1,849
582
796
558
699
1,128
861
697
823

1
2
3
0
1
0
0
1
2
6
3
9
5
4
8
3
2
2
3
4
3
0
2

1,235
1,277
1,229
782
242
131
107
290
523
1,011
1,603
1,582
1,394
1,359
1,129
372
549
336
579
957
751
474
434

18
25
10
0
4
1
2
7
5
10
17
25
12
12
2
1
3
3
1
5
1
0
3

218
11
0
4

25,667
5,217
127
1,660

59
5
0
0

17,400
313
9
341

159
0
1
5

0
0
9

7
2,683
1,173

0
0
0

1
109
173

0
0
2

4
214

7,282
29,252

0
59

543
17,803

7
160

Male
Female

RACE (source: 2000 U.S. Census of Population and Housing)
658,858
6,961
White alone
131,132
142
Black or African-American alone
American Indian/Alaska Native alone
2,343
20
41,367
157
Asian alone
Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander
371
1
alone
61,227
196
Some other race alone
28,161
129
Two or more races
HISPANIC ORIGIN (source: 2000 U.S. Census of Population and Housing)
144,124
527
Hispanic or Latino
779,335
7,079
Not Hispanic or Latino

Demographic and Opportunity Indicators, Selected Sites
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15 Mount Airy Road
Croton-on-Hudson
139
9 (Block 9021)
Croton-Harmon
Croton-on-Hudson

Municipality
Census Tract
Block Group
School District
Police Department

County

557 N State Road
Ossining Town
137.00
1 (Block 1001)
Ossining
Westchester County

Block/Block
Group*

Municipality

Block/Block
Group*

Municipality

POPULATION DENSITY (source: Land Use in Westchester , 2010 report by WCDP)
Land area (square miles)
10.80
449.16
Persons per square mile
2,056
704

16 Route 6
Somers
149.08
2 (Block 2008)
Somers
Somers

Block/Block
Group*

Municipality

15.60
2,342

32.30
568

COMMUTING: MODE OF TRAVEL (source: 2000 U.S. Census of Population and Housing)
Total Number of Workers 16 years and older

821
440
30
266
5
0
16
0
64

16,777
10,672
1,903
2,836
7
0
461
210
688

220
199
0
7
0
0
0
0
14

8,351
6,412
587
783
0
8
33
44
484

400
290
25
38
0
8
0
7
32

COMMUTING: TRAVEL TIME (source: 2000 U.S. Census of Population and Housing)
13,379,665
147,405
34,370
Aggregate travel time to work (minutes)
31
37
42
Average travel time to work (minutes)

545,160
32

13,060
59

309,845
37

16,660
42

Automobile: drove alone
Automobile: carpooled
Public transportation
Motorcycle
Bicycle
Walked
Other means
Work at home

425,052
261,742
40,384
86,735
158
472
17,180
2,076
16,305

3,965
2,261
242
971
5
0
142
0
344

POVERTY (source: U.S. Census Bureau, Model-Based 2008 Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates)
Total Population (base for poverty estimates)
Total Population 5-17 years old
Total Population 5-17 years old in families in
poverty

935,202
166,366

7,408
1,319

1,482
254

32,858
5,593

398
58

17,916
3,040

851
170

16,803

35

22

501

0

55

14

PUBLIC SCHOOL PROFICIENCY (source: Westchester Magazine 2009 annual high school report cards)
High School Reading and Math Proficiency
Rate
75

90

63

CRIME (source: U.S. Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of Investigation, Crime Justice Information Services Division, Uniform Crime Reports 2008)
828,089
N/A
5,764
N/A
Total Population (base for crime reporting)
15,783
N/A
46
N/A
Total crimes reported
Crime Rate (total crimes per 100,000
1,906
N/A
798
N/A
population)

Demographic and Opportunity Indicators, Selected Sites
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15 Mount Airy Road
Croton-on-Hudson
139
9 (Block 9021)
Croton-Harmon
Croton-on-Hudson

Municipality
Census Tract
Block Group
School District
Police Department

County

557 N State Road
Ossining Town
137.00
1 (Block 1001)
Ossining
Westchester County

Block/Block
Group*

Municipality

Management of Companies and Enterprises
Administration & Support, Waste
Management and Remediation
Educational Services
Health Care and Social Assistance
Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation
Accommodation and Food Services
Other Services (excluding Public
Administration)
Public Administration

Block/Block
Group*

Municipality

TOTAL EMPLOYMENT (source: U.S. Census Bureau, Local Employment Dynamics program, 2008)
Total
Jobs
EMPLOYMENT
BY MONTHLY WAGE (source:406,225
U.S. Census Bureau,2,133
Local Employment
Dynamics program, 2008)
$1,250 per month or less
91,814
664
$1,251 to $3,333 per month
122,030
702
More than $3,333 per month
192,381
767
EMPLOYMENT BY SECTOR (source: U.S. Census Bureau, Local Employment Dynamics
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing and Hunting
424
0
Mining, Quarrying, and Oil and Gas
Extraction
6
0
Utilities
3,059
2
Construction
25,117
167
Manufacturing
17,582
27
Wholesale Trade
17,715
46
Retail Trade
47,378
378
Transportation and Warehousing
11,526
68
Information
12,293
74
Finance and Insurance
18,587
44
Real Estate and Rental and Leasing
9,998
60
Professional, Scientific, and Technical
Services
26,303
90

16 Route 6
Somers
149.08
2 (Block 2008)
Somers
Somers

Block/Block
Group*

Municipality

11,285

8,594

2,905
3,653
4,727

1,255
1,823
5,516

0

89

0
0
707
211
268
618
183
254
274
222

0
0
493
2,399
118
305
83
49
128
34

925

240

8,667

18

39

985

21,875
49,728
64,792
8,907
21,776

41
312
345
92
135

1,046
1,298
2,059
453
437

445
1,477
1,004
51
400

19,609
20,883

118
116

600
1,691

112
182

EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT (source: 2000 U.S. Census of Population and Housing)
Total population 25 years and older
5,289
628,941
1,262
Associates' degree or less
372,017
2,377
439
Bachelor's degree or higher
256,924
2,912
823

25,784
15,132
10,652

316
160
156

13,040
6,464
6,576

653
255
342

WESTCHESTER COUNTY FAIR AND AFFORDABLE HOUSING
QUARTERLY REPORT
For the period: July 1, 2013 through September 30, 2013

Appendix I-3: Initial Occupancy Report for AFFH Units as of September 30, 2013

Initial Occupancy Report for AFFH Units
as of September 30, 2013

Appendix I‐3

RACIAL GROUP IDENTIFICATION

DEVELOPMENT NAME

Residents
as of
9/30/13

White

Black or
African
American

Asian

ETHNICITY

American
Indian or
Alaska
Native American
Black or Native &
American Hawaiian Indian &
Black or
African
Alaska
Indian or or Other
Pacific Native & Asian & American African
Alaska
White
White & White American
Islander
Native

Other
Multi
Racial

No Race
Selected

Hispanic

No
Non
Ethnicity
Hispanic Selected

Comments

INITIAL OCCUPANCY ONGOING
Cottage Landings (Rye)

Underhill Crossing (Yorktown
Heights)

14

23

9

11

5

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

2

10

2

Additional homebuyer closings will
occur next quarter
Only includes vacancies of units which
were occupied by households who
applied under the affirmative
marketing for the property

8

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

2

1

6

17

0

INITIAL OCCUPANCY COMPLETED DURING QUARTER
Freedom Gardens (Mohegan
Lake, Yorktown)

3

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

2

1

1

1

1

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

2

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

1

1

0

1

INITIAL OCCUPANCY COMPLETED
42 1st Avenue (Pelham):
Owner Unit
42 1st Avenue (Pelham):
Rental Units
Roundtop (Cortlandt) (County
AFFH Units ONLY)
Wildwood (Bedford)

83
1

39
1

33
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

1
0

3
0

6
0

13
0

54
1

16
0

Manville Road (Pleasantville)

1

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

128

63

46

0

0

0

1

0

1

1

5

10

24

84

20

49%

36%

0%

0%

0%

1%

0%

1%

1%

4%

8%

19%

66%

16%

11

5

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

3

11

2

69%

31%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

19%

69%

13%

TOTAL
Percent of Total

HOMEOWNERSHIP

16

Percent of Total Homebuyers

RENTAL
Percent of Total Tenants

112

52

41

0

0

0

1

0

1

1

5

10

21

73

18

46%

37%

0%

0%

0%

1%

0%

1%

1%

4%

9%

19%

65%

16%

1 Person selected more than 1 Racial
Group (1 Black or African American
PLUS Other Multi Racial)

WESTCHESTER COUNTY FAIR AND AFFORDABLE HOUSING
QUARTERLY REPORT
For the period: July 1, 2013 through September 30, 2013

Appendix I-4: Westchester County September 30, 2013 Affordable AFFH
Developments Map

N T Y Bridleside (P)
C O U
16 Route 6
16 units
N A M
T
U
P
Freedom
Gardens (P)

72 units

84 units

602 Route 22

SOMERS

3 units

C

1 unit

O
LEWISBORO

N

26 units

N

Crompond Crossing (P)

230 Westchester Ave (P)

YORKTOWN

CORTLANDT

E
C

Buchanan

555 Route 22

75 units

Adams Bernstein
House

1 unit

NORTH SALEM

Clayton Blvd (P)

3 units

PEEKSKILL

65 units

Somers Green

1 unit

U

83 units (7b/c)

C

240 Underhill
Ave (P)

I

Roundtop (P)

T

37 Wildwood Rd (P)

BEDFORD
Croton
on
Symphony Knoll
Hudson 1 unit

MOUNT
KISCO

T

26 units

POUND
RIDGE

NEW CASTLE

557 North
State Rd

OSSINING

3 units
(7c)

Ossining

445 North State Rd (P)

20 units

54 Hunts Place
28 units
NORTH CASTLE
55 Pleasant Ave (P) - 2 units
293 Manville Rd (P) - 1 unit
Number of AFFH units

14 units

Briarcliff
Manor

Chappaqua Crossing

Pleasantville

Over 100
46-100
16-45
5-15
under 5

21 Cooley St - 3 units
485-501
Washington Ave - 7 units
MOUNT
PLEASANT

Sleepy
Hollow

Ownership Housing
Ownership Housing w/Rental Unit(s)
Rental Housing
Projected 2015 “pipeline” Housing

17 Kaldenberg Place
2 units (7c)

Tarrytown

(P) Building Permit Issued

Elmsford

Irvington

Waterwheel
Rivertowns Square

Dobbs Ardsley
Ferry

10 units (7c)

52 Washington Ave - 3 units (P) Hastings
184 Farragut Ave - 2 units on

Rye
HARRISON Brook

WHITE
80 Bowman
PLAINS
16 units

17 units

STE

T CH
E

Tuckahoe

37 Stewart Place

YONKERS

EAS

2 units

Bronxville

NEW

MAMARON E C K Mamaroneck

ROCHELLE

2 Woodland
Ave - 2 units

MOUNT

NE

VERNON

W

Port

525 Ellendale Chester
4 units (7c)(P)
SCARSDALE
25 Saxon
425 Saw Mill
Woods Rd Cottage
River Rd
4 units
12 units
Landings
2-4 Weaver St (P) 18 units
1 unit
RYE
R

Hudson

Non-eligible municipalities

GREENBURGH

YO

Pelham

Pelham Manor

CIT

10 units
Larchmont

Pinebrook
Commons

42 1st Ave (P) 46 units
3 units (7b)

RK

10 Byron Place

Y

MAP NOTE: This map shows affordable AFFH
(Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing) developments that are both under development and
under review. Unless noted, all projects are
located in 7(a) eligible areas.
Total Ownership Units: 198
Total Rental Units: 493
Subtotal Ownership and Rental Units: 691
Acquisition/Rehab Units (location TBD): 4
TOTAL UNITS: 695

WESTCHESTER COUNTY
Vision of 2015 Pipeline

Affordable
AFFH Developments

Westchester County Department of Planning, September 30, 2013

WESTCHESTER COUNTY FAIR AND AFFORDABLE HOUSING
QUARTERLY REPORT
For the period: July 1, 2013 through September 30, 2013

Appendix III-1: Letter from Kevin Plunkett to James Johnson dated September 5,
2013

WESTCHESTER COUNTY FAIR AND AFFORDABLE HOUSING
QUARTERLY REPORT
For the period: July 1, 2013 through September 30, 2013

Appendix IV-1: 3Q 2013 Housing Meetings

WESTCHESTER COUNTY HOUSING MEETINGS
FOR THE PERIOD: JULY 1 - SEPTEMBER 30, 2013

DATE

DESCRIPTION
Ask Astorino Town Hall Meeting in the
City of Peekskill

7/1

TIME
7:00 PM

7/2

10:00 AM

Board of Legislators Government
Operations Housing Update

7/2

10:30 AM

Technical Assistance Session on AI at
HUD Offices

7/8

7:00 PM

Ask Astorino Town Hall Meeting in the
Town of Mount Pleasant

7/9

8:00 AM

Westchester County Planning Board
meeting

7/11

9:30 AM

Meeting with HUD and Westchester
Municipal Officials Assoication

7/12

2:00 PM

Meeting with developer on potential
Croton-on-Hudson site

7/15

7:00 PM

Ask Astorino Town Hall Meeting in the
City of Mount Vernon

7/16

11:00 AM

Meeting with Developer on potential North
Castle site

7/22

11:30 AM

Meeting with developer and engineering
firm on Yorktown site

7/23

3:00 PM

Board of Legislators Government
Operations Housing Update

7/24

12:00 PM

Meeting with developer on New Castle
site

7/30

12:00 PM

7/31

1:30 PM

Meeting with Regional Plan Association
and Sustainable Communities
Stakeholder
Meeting with Town of Pound Ridge and
developer on Alternative Septic
Opportunities

8/6

8:00 AM

8/6

11:00 AM

Westchester County Planning Board
meeting
Human Rights Commission Information
session for non-profit housing agencies
on Source of Income Discrimination
Legislation implementation

App IV-1 2013 3Q Housing meeting list.xlsx

DATE

DESCRIPTION
Tour of Scotts Corners, Pound Ridge and
potential development sites
Board of Legislators Government
Operations Housing Update
Conference Call with Monitor
Meeting with developer on potential
Somers site

8/6

TIME
2:00 PM

8/13

11:00 AM

8/14
8/23

11:15 AM
10:00 PM

8/26

2:00 PM

8/29

7:00 PM

8/30

10:30 AM

9/12

9:00 AM

Board of Legislators Government
Operations Housing Update

9/16

7:00 PM

League of Women Voters Forum on the
Housing Settlement Agreement

9/19

6:00 PM

Housing Opportunity Commission

9/20

10:00 AM

Meeting with Developer on potential
Hastings site

9/24

10:00 AM

9/27

8:00 AM

Meeting with Developer on potential
Ossining Town site
Westchester Residential Opportunities
Forum on Fair Housing Opportunities

9/30

1:30 PM

9/30

7:00 PM

WCDP: 10/29/2013 REVISED

Meeting with the Town of Mamaroneck
and developer on two potential sites
Ask Astorino Town Hall Meeting at the
Village of Port Chester
Meeting with the Town of Ossining, the
Monitor and HUD on zoning

Board of Legislators Government
Operations Housing Update
Ask Astorino Town Hall Meeting at the
City of New Rochelle

WESTCHESTER COUNTY FAIR AND AFFORDABLE HOUSING
QUARTERLY REPORT
For the period: July 1, 2013 through September 30, 2013

Appendix IV-2: 3Q 2013 Summary Report of Findings from Central Intake
Homeseeker System

Central Intake/Homeseeker Sign‐Ups

Appendix IV‐2

Summary Information September 30, 2010 ‐ September 30, 2013
A total of 4,321 people have signed up on the Central Intake/Homeseeker database during the report period. The below charts and
tables report the location where the person signing up originate; their household size; and race and ethnicity.
It should be noted that some number of those signing up may sign up a second or, in a few cases, a third time. On a routine basis,
we reach out to those who clearly have a duplicate record to ask if we may delete the duplicates. Letters have been sent to the
entire Central Intake/Homeseeker list asking that they review and update their information. In some cases those who had signed
up either find housing, or decide to end their search. In other cases, the mail was returned with no forwarding address, nor was any
email provided. In those cases, the record was deactivated. As a result, 94 records are now considered inactive. With the removal
of these records, there remain a total of 4227 active households signed up for information.

Locations of Persons Signing‐Up
New York State Counties

Albany
Bronx
Broome
Clinton
Dutchess
Erie
Hamilton
Herkimer
Jefferson
Kings
Nassau
New York
Niagara
Onondaga County
Ontario County
Orange
Orleans
Putnam
Queens
Richmond
Rockland
Saratoga
Schenectady
Suffolk
Sullivan
Ulster
Warren
Westchester
Other States
Total
Other States:
Arizona
California
Connecticut (24 in Fairfield County)
Delaware
Florida
Georgia
Illinois
Kentucky

1
915
1
1
24
1
2
2
1
116
10
253
1
1
1
21
1
36
66
14
22
2
1
8
2
4
1
2585
134
4227
1
6
36
3
14
6
4
1
71

Locations

Other States
3%

Dutchess
1%

Bronx
22%

Kings
3%
New York
6%

Westchester
61%

Putnam
1%

NOTE: Any location with a value of less
than 1% is not listed in the above chart,
although there are slivers of color which
represent those locations.

Louisiana
Maryland
Massachusetts
Missouri
Nebraska
New Jersey
North Carolina
Oklahoma

Queens
2%
Rockland
1%

1
7
2
1
1
17
4
1

Oregon
Pennsylvania
South Carolina
Texas
Utah
Virgina
Washington

34

Total

1
11
2
9
1
3
2
29

134

NOTE: Fairfield County falls within the nine County Marketing Area for Affirmative Fair Housing Marketing. Included in this area is
Putnam, Rockland, Westchester and all five New York City Bourghs: Bronx, New York, Kings, Queens and Richmond.

WCDP 10/17/2013

Page 1

Central Intake/Homeseeker Sign‐Ups

Appendix IV‐2

Summary Information September 30, 2010 ‐ September 30, 2013
Locations within Westchester County
All Eligible Communities
Elmsford
Greenburgh
Mamaroneck
Mount Kisco
Mount Vernon
New Rochelle
Ossining
Peekskill
Port Chester
Sleepy Hollow
White Plains
Yonkers
Total

Locations within Westchester
County

521
51
30
24
33
468
215
80
73
70
18
267
735
2585

Of the above total, 521 people listed their
address as being located within one of the 31
eligible communities.

Yonkers
29%

Port Chester
3%

Tenure

1829
942
1456
4227

The option to choose tenure was only offered as of September
30, 2011. Until that time, the list was only open to interested
homebuyers. Anyone who signed on prior to that date, has the
ability to go back and change their tenure choice to include
rental or both. These totals compared to the previous quarter
show that the ratio of sign‐ups for rental and those siging up for
both continues to increase; while the ratio of persons signed up
for homeownership is declining proportionally.

Household Size
1‐Person
2‐Person
3‐Person
4‐Person
5‐Person
6‐Person
7‐Person
8‐Person
10‐Person or more
Total

730
1143
1103
754
340
110
30
12
5
4227

Mamaroneck
1%
Mount Kisco
1%

New Rochelle
8%
Peekskill Ossining
3%
3%

Tenure
Home Ownership
Rental
Both
Total

1%

Mount Vernon
18%

White Plains
10%

Sleepy Hollow
1%

Elmsford
2% Greenburgh

All Eligible
Communities
20%

Home
Ownership
43%

Both
35%
Rental
22%

Household Size
6‐Person
3%

5‐Person
8%

7‐Person
1%

1‐Person
17%
4‐Person
19%

2‐Person
26%

3‐Person
26%

WCDP 10/17/2013
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Appendix IV‐2

Summary Information September 30, 2010 ‐ September 30, 2013
Race:
White
African American
& White
& White, Chinese
American Indian or Alaskan Native
& African American
& White
& White, African American
& African American
Asian Indian
& African American
& African American, White
Japanese
& White
Native Hawaiian
& Afircan American
Chinese
& African American
Korean
& African American
& White
Filipino
& African American
& White
Other Asian
& White
& White, Asian Indian
& African American
Other Pacific Islander
& African American
& African American
& Other Asian
& White
No Race Indicated
Total

WCDP 10/17/2013

Total

882
1748
58
1
31
25
7
12
1
36
4
2
3
1
1
1
15
3
5
1
1
11
2
2
12
1
1
1
46
4
1
1
1
1306
4227

All Races
No Race
Indicated
31%
Other Pacific
Islander
1%
Asian Indian
1%
American
Indian or
Alaskan
Nataive &
African
American
1%

American
Indian or
Alaskan
Native
1%
African
American&
White
1%

White
21%

African
American
41%

NOTE: Any group with a value of less
than 1% is not listed in the above
chart, although there are slivers of
color which represent those groups.
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Summary Information September 30, 2010 ‐ September 30, 2013

Race:
White
African American
& White
& White, Chinese, Japanese
American Indian or Alaskan Native
& African American
& White
& White, African American
& African American, Korean
Asian Indian
& African American
& African American, White
Japanese
& White
Native Hawaiian
& African American
Chinese
& African American
Korean
& African American
& White
Filipino
& African American
& White
Other Asian
& White
& White, Asian Indian
& African American
Other Pacific Islander
& African American
& African American, White
& Other Asian
& White
No Race Indicated
Total

Race:
White
African American
& White
& White, Chinese, Japanese
American Indian or Alaskan Native
& African American
& White
& White, African American
Chinese
Filipino
Other Asian
Other Pacific Islander
& White
& African American, White
No Race Indicated
Total

WCDP 10/17/2013

Hispanic
364
144
18
1
16
3
2
2

No
Non‐ Ethnicity
Hispanic Indicated
423
95
1276
328
38
2
12
17
2
9
1
29
2
2
3
1

3
5
3
1
7
2

1
2

1

2

1
9
3
3
1
1
7
2
2
8
1

4
2

3

2
1

29

1
15
3

2
1

1
1
1
790
1376
Hispanic
364
144
18
1
16
3
2
2
2
1
2
29
1
1
790
1376

142
2015

374
836

No Race
Indicated
58%

Total
882
1748
58
1
31
25
7
12
1
36
4
2
3
1
1
1
15
3
5
1
1
11
2
2
12
1
1
1
46
4
1
1
1
1306
4227

Ethnicity
No Ethnicity
Indicated
20%

Hispanic
32%

Non‐Hispanic
48%

Ethnicity
Hispanic

1376

Non‐Hispanic

2015

No Ethnicity Indicated
Total

836
4227

Hispanic

White
27%

NOTE: Any group with a value of less than
1% is not listed in the above chart, although
there are slivers of color which represent
those groups.

African
American
11%

African
American &
White
1%
American
Indian or
Alaskan Native
1%
Other Pacific
Islander
2%

Page 4

Central Intake/Homeseeker Sign‐Ups

Appendix IV‐2

Summary Information September 30, 2010 ‐ September 30, 2013
Race:
White
African American
& White
American Indian or Alaskan Native
& African American
& White
& White, African American
& African American, Korean
Asian Indian
& African American
& White, African American
Japanese
& White
Native Hawaiian
& African American
Chinese
& African American
Korean
& African American
& White
Filipino
& African American
& White
Other Asian
& White
& African American
Other Pacific Islander
& African American
& Other Asian
No Race Indicated
Total

Race:
White
African American
& White
American Indian or Alaskan Native
& African American
& White
& White, African American
Asian Indian
& African American
Native Hawaiian
Chinese
Korean
Filipino
Other Asian
& White, Asian Indian
Other Pacific Islander
& African American
No Race Indicated
Total
WCDP 10/17/2013

Non‐
Hispanic
423
1276
38
12
17
2
9
1
29
2
2
3
1
0
1
9
3
3
1
1
7
2
2
8
1
1
15
3
1
142

Non‐Hispanic
American
Indian or
Alaskan Native
& African
American
1%

Asian Indian
1%

Other Pacific
Islander
1%

No Race
Indicated
7%

American
Indian or
Alaskan Native
1%
White
21%

African
American &
White
2%

African
American
63%

NOTE: Any group with a value of less than 1% is not listed in the above
chart, although there are slivers of color which represent those groups.

2015

No
Ethnicity
Indicated
95
328
2
3
5
3
1
7
2
1
4
2
3
2
1
2
1
374
836

No Ethnicity Indicated
White
11%

No Race
Indicated
45%

NOTE: Any group with a
value of less than 1% is not
listed in the above chart,
although there are slivers of
color which represent
those groups.

Asian Indian
1%

African
American
39%

& African
American
1%

Page 5

Central Intake/Homeseeker Sign‐Ups

Appendix IV‐2

Summary Information September 30, 2010 ‐ September 30, 2013
X

Geographic Areas of Interest
Number of Areas Selected
One Area
Two Areas
Three Areas
Four Areas
Five Areas
Total
NOTE: No selection made by

Number of Areas Selected
Five Areas
14%
One Area
24%
Four Areas
17%
Two Areas
Three Areas 22%
23%

987
917
945
675
564
4,088
139

persons

Area Selected
Area Selected
Hudson River
Long Island Sound
Lower WC
Mid‐County
Northern

Northern
21%

2,134
1,166
2,778
2,728
2,370

Hudson
River
19%

Mid‐County
24%
Lower WC
25%

Long Island
Sound
11%

Two
Three
Four
Five
One Area Areas
Areas
Areas
Areas
52
288
583
647
564
47
73
182
300
564
501
522
636
555
564
174
539
795
656
564
213
412
639
542
564

Hudson River
Long Island Sound
Lower WC
Mid‐County
Northern

Areas Grouped by Number Selected
800

Hudson River

700

Long Island Sound

600

Lower WC

500
400

Mid‐County

300

Northern

200
100
0
One Area

WCDP 10/17/2013

Two Areas

Three Areas

Four Areas

Five Areas
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WESTCHESTER COUNTY FAIR AND AFFORDABLE HOUSING
QUARTERLY REPORT
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Appendix IV-3: Affirmative Fair Housing Marketing Report for AFFH Units for
3Q 2013

Affirmative Fair Housing Marketing Report
3rd Quarter 2013

DEVELOPMENT
NAME

Application
Deadline

NUMBER OF
PERSONS IN
LOTTERY

(For Application to
be included in
Lottery)

(For applications
post marked by
deadline)

LOTTERY
DATE

Appendix IV‐3
Page 1 of 3

RACIAL GROUP IDENTIFICATION

White

Black or
African
American

Asian

American
Indian or
Alaska
Native

Native
Hawaiian
or Other
Pacific
Islander

American
Indian &
Alaska
Native &
White

Asian &
White

Black or
African
American
& White

ETHNICITY

American
Indian or
Alaska
Native &
Black or
African
American

Other
Multi
Racial

No Race
Selected

Hispanic

Non
Hispanic

No
Ethnicity
Selected

Comments

ACTIVE PRE‐LOTTERY MARKETING
None

LOTTERIES COMPLETED DURING QUARTER
Comstock Heights
(Briarcliff Manor)
Crompond Crossing
(Yorktown)

7/31/2013

8/13/2013

78

27

33

6

0

0

0

0

1

0

3

8

22

38

18

8/30/2013

9/19/2013

91

29

34

6

0

2

0

0

2

0

8

10

27

42

22

Bridleside (North Salem)
Freedom Gardens
(Mohegan Lake,
Yorktown)

6/20/2013

6/24/2013

609

255

211

7

0

0

7

1

12

12

39

65

137

350

122

4 persons selected two racial groups

1/31/2013

2/1/2013

36

19

38

0

0

0

0

0

3

1

4

4

10

22

4

1 applicant selected two racial groups

42 1st Avenue (Pelham)

4/15/2011

5/10/2011

15

5

6

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

2

6

3

6

None

LOTTERIES COMPLETED

Roundtop (Cortlandt)
Manville Road
(Pleasantville)

9/30/2011

10/14/2011

524

172

247

2

2

3

4

0

10

5

28

48

113

308

103

12/2/2011

12/5/2011

19

11

5

0

0

1

0

0

0

0

0

1

3

13

3

Cottage Landings (Rye)

12/29/2011

1/5/2012

64

23

26

6

0

1

0

0

3

0

3

3

12

41

11

Wildwood (Bedford)

4/9/2012

4/16/2012

8

4

1

2

6

Underhill Crossing
(Yorktown Heights)

10/24/2012

10/26/2012

286
1730

78
623
36%

130
731
42%

4
32
2%

4
6
0%

0
7
0%

1
12
1%

0
1
0%

9
40
2%

2
21
1%

10
96
6%

48
191
11%

62
392
23%

170
989
57%

54
349
20%

Total Homeownership
Percent of Total

267

95
36%

104
39%

19
7%

0
0%

4
1%

0
0%

0
0%

6
2%

0
0%

15
6%

24
9%

70
26%

137
51%

60
22%

Total Rental
Percent of Total

1463

528
36%

627
43%

13
1%

6
0%

3
0%

12
1%

1
0%

34
2%

21
1%

81
6%

167
11%

322
22%

852
58%

289
20%

TOTAL
Percent of Total

WCDP 10/31/2013

1

2

NOTE: 1 applicant checked the Black or African
American box and the American Indian or Alaska
Native box, but crossed out African American and
Alaska Native; 1 Applicant checked the Black or African
American & White box plus the Other Multi‐Racial; and
1 Applicant checked the White box plus Other Multi‐
Racial box
1 applicant wrote in Hispanic under Race
NOTE: 1 applicant wrote in Italian under
Race; 1 Applicant checked Black or African
American plus Black or African American &
White

Appendix IV‐3

Affirmative Fair Housing Marketing Report
Applications Submitted After Lottery Date
3rd Quarter 2013
Number of
Persons
Application Date Range Submitting
Deadline
Applications
of
(For Application to
Continued After Lottery
DEVELOPMENT
be included in
Lottery)
Date
Marketing
NAME

Page 2 of 3

RACIAL GROUP IDENTIFICATION

White

Black or
African
American

Asian

American
Indian or
Alaska
Native

Native
Hawaiian
or Other
Pacific
Islander

American
Indian &
Alaska
Native &
White

Asian &
White

Black or
African
American
& White

ETHNICITY

American
Indian or
Alaska
Native &
Black or
African
American

Other
Multi
Racial

No Race
Selected

Hispanic

Non
Hispanic

No
Ethnicity
Selected

Comments

MARKETING ONGOING
Comstock Heights
(Briarcliff Manor)

7/31/2013

8/01/13 to
9/30/13

6

2

3

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

2

2

2

Crompond Crossing
(Yorktown)

8/30/2013

9/01/13 to
9/30/13

3

0

2

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

1

0

2

Cottage Landings (Rye)

12/29/2011

12/30/11 to
6/30/13

60

26

16

0

0

0

1

1

0

1

4

11

21

31

8

1 person filled in Brazillian

10/24/2012

10/25/2012 to
09/30/13

204

59

81

3

0

2

0

1

3

1

10

46

84

100

20

1 person selected two racial categories
NOTE: Four applicants selected more than one
racial category, as such they are counted under the
"Other Multi‐Racial"

Underhill Crossing
(Yorktown Heights)

MARKETING COMPLETED DURING QUARTER
Bridleside (North
Salem)
Freedom Gardens
(Mohegan Lake,
Yorktown)

6/20/2013

6/21/2013 to
9/30/13

104

36

34

1

0

0

0

1

2

1

12

17

29

51

24

1/31/2013

2/1/2013 to
9/30/13

14

3

7

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

2

1

3

7

4

4

3

0

0

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

3

0

7

1

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

2

3

2

0

5

MARKETING COMPLETED FOR INITIAL OCCUPANCY AND WAITLIST
293 Manville
(Pleasantville)

12/2/2011

42 1st Ave. (Pelham)

4/15/2011

12/03/11 to
9/30/12
4/16/11 to
9/30/12

Roundtop (Cortlandt)

9/30/2011

10/1/11 to
9/30/13

Wildwood (Bedford)

4/9/2012

4/10/2012 to
6/30/2012

TOTAL

677

216

270

4

2

2

4

1

18

7

45

108

168

388

121

3
1082

0
344
32%

0
409
38%

0
8
1%

0
3
0%

0
4
0%

0
5
0%

0
4
0%

0
24
2%

0
10
1%

0
75
7%

3
189
17%

0
308
28%

0
580
54%

3
185
17%

80

28
35%
316
32%

21
26%
388
39%

1
1%
7
1%

0
0%
3
0%

1
1%
3
0%

2
3%
3
0%

2
3%
2
0%

1
1%
23
2%

3
4%
7
1%

4
5%
71
7%

12
15%
177
18%

24
30%
284
28%

33
41%
547
55%

12
15%
173
17%

Percent of Total
HOMEOWNERSHIP
Percent of Total
RENTAL
Percent of Total
WCDP 10/31/2013

1002

NOTE: 7 Persons selected more than 1 Racial Group
(1 American Indian or Alaska Native & White PLUS
Black or African American; 4 Black or African
American & White PLUS Other Multi‐Racial; 1 Black
or African American PLUS American Indian or Alaska
Native PLUS Other Multi Racial; 1 American Indian or
Alaska Native PLUS Black or African American &
White)
NOTE: 1 applicant selected Hispanic for race and 1
selected Panamanian ‐ since these are not "Race"
they were put under "not selected."
NOTE: For applicants selecting more than one racial
category, they are counted under the "Other Multi‐
Racial"

Affirmative Fair Housing Marketing Report
Total Number of Applications Submitted
As of 3rd Quarter 2013

Appendix IV‐3
Page 3 of 3

RACIAL GROUP IDENTIFICATION

Asian

American
Indian or
Alaska
Native

Native
Hawaiian
or Other
Pacific
Islander

American
Indian &
Alaska
Native &
White

Asian &
White

Black or
African
American
& White

ETHNICITY

American
Indian or
Alaska
Native &
Black or
African
American

Other
Multi
Racial

No Race
Selected

Total

White

Black or
African
American

Comstock Heights
(Briarcliff Manor)

84

29

36

6

0

0

0

0

1

1

3

8

24

40

20

Crompond Crossing
(Yorktown)

94

29

36

6

0

2

0

0

2

0

8

11

28

42

24

Cottage Landings (Rye)

124

49

42

6

0

1

1

1

3

1

7

14

33

72

19

1 person filled in Brazillian

Underhill Crossing
(Yorktown Heights)

490

137

211

7

4

2

1

1

12

3

20

94

146

270

74

713

291

245

8

0

0

7

2

14

13

51

82

166

401

146

1 person selected two racial categories
NOTE: Four applicants selected more than one
racial category, as such they are counted under the
"Other Multi‐Racial"

50

22

45

0

0

0

0

0

4

1

6

5

13

29

8

23
22

14
6

5
7

0
1

1
0

1
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
3

1
5

4
8

16
3

3
11

DEVELOPMENT
NAME

Bridleside (North
Salem)
Freedom Gardens
(Mohegan Lake,
Yorktown)
293 Manville
(Pleasantville)
42 1st Ave. (Pelham)

Hispanic

Non
Hispanic

No
Ethnicity
Selected

Comments

NOTE: 7 Persons selected more than 1 Racial Group
(1 American Indian or Alaska Native & White PLUS
Black or African American; 4 Black or African
American & White PLUS Other Multi‐Racial; 1 Black
or African American PLUS American Indian or Alaska
Native PLUS Other Multi Racial; 1 American Indian or
Alaska Native PLUS Black or African American &
White)
NOTE: 1 applicant selected Hispanic for race and 1
selected Panamanian ‐ since these are not "Race"
they were put under "not selected."

Roundtop (Cortlandt)

1201

388

517

6

4

5

8

1

28

12

73

156

281

696

224

Wildwood (Bedford)

11
2812

4
911
32%

1
1073
38%

0
28
1%

0
9
0%

0
9
0%

0
17
1%

0
5
0%

0
61
2%

1
31
1%

0
160
6%

5
362
13%

0
651
23%

2
1489
53%

9
494
18%

347

127
37%
784
32%

126
36%
947
38%

19
5%
9
0%

1
0%
8
0%

4
1%
5
0%

1
0%
16
1%

1
0%
4
0%

6
2%
55
2%

2
1%
29
1%

21
6%
139
6%

39
11%
323
13%

97
28%
554
22%

173
50%
1316
53%

77
22%
417
17%

TOTAL
Percent of Total
HOMEOWNERSHIP
Percent of Total
RENTAL
Percent of Total

2465

NOTE: For applicants selecting more than one racial
category, they are counted under the "Other Multi‐
Racial"

WESTCHESTER COUNTY FAIR AND AFFORDABLE HOUSING
QUARTERLY REPORT
For the period: July 1, 2013 through September 30, 2013

Appendix V-1: 3Q 2013 AFFH Referral Letters

WESTCHESTER COUNTY FAIR AND AFFORDABLE HOUSING
QUARTERLY REPORT
For the period: July 1, 2013 through September 30, 2013

Appendix VI-1: 3Q 2013 Financial Report

3Q 2013 FINANCIAL REPORT

11/4/2013

Appendix VI-1

FAH CDBG ACCOUNT
REMAINING UNOBLIGATED BALANCE

$21,600,000
$1,528,000

ACTIVITIES

CONTRACT
NUMBER

ORIGINAL
BALANCE

PREVIOUS
TOTAL

CURRENT
QUARTER

BALANCE
REMAINING

15 Edgar Place - City of Rye - 18 Units
Roundtop - Town of Cortlandt - 57 Units
Palmer Ave - Village of Larchmont - 46 Units
42 First Ave - Village of Pelham - 3 Units
293 Manville Rd. - Village of Pleasantville - 1 Unit
55 Pleasant Ave. - Village of Pleasantville - 2 Units
256-258 June Rd. - Town of North Salem - 65 Units
525 Ellendale Avenue - Village of Rye Brook - 4 Units
3372 Old Crompond Rd. - Town of Yorktown - 26 Units
Mews II - Town of Somers - 75 Units
Acquisition and Rehabilitation Revolving Loan Fund

C-FAH-10-01
C-FAH-10-02
C-FAH-10-03
C-FAH-10-04
C-FAH-11-05
C-FAH-11-07
C-FAH-12-13
C-FAH-12-15
C-FAH-12-20
C-FAH-13-22
SEE BELOW

$1,356,000
$5,474,000
$5,673,000
$120,000
$212,500
$100,000
$2,800,000
$100,000
$286,500
$1,450,000
$2,500,000
$20,072,000

$1,356,000
$5,474,000
$0
$120,000
$212,500
$0
$516,756
$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$93,700
$935,275
$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$5,673,000
$0
$0
$6,300
$1,347,969
$100,000
$286,500
$1,450,000

$7,679,256

$1,028,975

$8,863,769

TOTAL

FAH FUNDS BUDGET
REMAINING UNOBLIGATED BALANCE

$30,000,000
$15,825,000

ACTIVITIES

CONTRACT
NUMBER

ORIGINAL
BALANCE

PREVIOUS
TOTAL

CURRENT
QUARTER

BALANCE
REMAINING

C-FAH-11-06/11
C-FAH-12-08/09
C-FAH-12-12
C-FAH-12-16
C-FAH-12-17
C-FAH-13-21
TBD

$2,930,000
$1,510,000
$4,000,000
$735,000
$200,000
$2,900,000
$1,900,000
$14,175,000

$1,430,000
$910,000
$4,000,000
$0
$200,000
$0
$0
$6,540,000

$211,878
$333,108
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$544,986

$1,288,122
$266,892
$0
$735,000
$0
$2,900,000
$1,900,000
$7,090,014

REVENUE ACTIVITIES

CONTRACT
NUMBER

ANTICIPATED
SALES REVENUE

PREVIOUS
TOTAL

CURRENT
QUARTER

FUNDING
SOURCE

293 Manville Rd. - Village of Pleasantville - 1 Unit

C-FAH-11-05

$160,000

$160,000

$0

Sale of unit

ACQUISITION/REHABILITATION RLF BUDGET
AVAILABLE FOR USE

$2,500,000
$697,600

CURRENT
QUARTER

BALANCE
REMAINING

PROCEEDS
EXPECTED

$651,413
$88,500
$0
$37,900
$777,813

$585,000
$193,000
$130,000
$222,900
$1,130,900

3372 Old Crompond Rd. - Town of Yorktown - 26 Units
445 N. State Rd. - Village of Briarcliff Manor - 14 Units
256-258 June Rd. - Town of North Salem - 65 Units
867 Saw Mill River Rd. - Village of Ardsley - 17 Units
525 Ellendale Avenue - Village of Rye Brook - 4 Units
Mews II - Town of Somers - 75 Units (Acquisition)
Mews II - Town of Somers - 75 Units (Infrastructure)
TOTAL

PROGRAM INCOME
REMAINING UNOBLIGATED BALANCE

$160,000

FUNDED BY FAH CDBG ACCOUNT- ABOVE

ORIGINAL
BALANCE

ACTIVITIES
52 Washington Ave, Village of Hastings - 3 Units
230 Westchester Ave. Village of Buchanan - 1 Unit
37 Stewart Pl. - Town of Eastchester - 2 Units
21 Cooley St. - Village of Pleasantville - 3 Units

C-FAH-11-10
C-FAH-12-14
C-FAH-13-18
C-FAH-13-19
TOTAL

EDUCATION AND OUTREACH BUDGET
REMAINING UNOBLIGATED BALANCE

$761,500
$263,000
$330,000
$447,900
$1,802,400

PREVIOUS
TOTAL
$110,087
$174,500
$0
$0
$284,587

$0
$0
$330,000
$410,000
$740,000

PROCEEDS
RECEIVED

$400,000
$174,000

ACTIVITIES
Pace University - Legal Zoning Review
Pace University - Outreach & Education
Housing Action Council - Marketing Consultant Services Related to AFHMP

C-PL-12-369
CEXPACELAW90953
C-PL-12-375
TOTAL

ORIGINAL
BALANCE

PREVIOUS
TOTAL

CURRENT
QUARTER

BALANCE
REMAINING

$20,000
$160,000
$46,000
$226,000

$19,355
$52,699
$0
$72,054

$0
$29,617
$0
$29,617

$645
$77,684
$46,000
$124,329

OTHER BUDGET
TOTAL APPROPRIATED TO DATE

$0
$11,094,509

ACTIVITIES

CONTRACT
NUMBER

ORIGINAL
BALANCE

PREVIOUS
TOTAL

CURRENT
QUARTER

BALANCE
REMAINING

CEX-NEWTON-10
C-HOME-04-64
C-HOME-07-89
C-HOME-07-90
C-HOME-09-83
C-HOME - 09-85
C-HOME-09-93
C-HOME-10-86
C-HOME-10-87
C-HOME-10-92
N/A
C-67-09-S49
C-67-09-S53
C-67-09-T06
C-67-09-S47
C-67-10-T27
C-67-10-T46
N/A
N/A
C-67-10-T17
C-67-10-T07
C-67-10-T15
C-67-10-T30
N/A
C-67-10-T43
C-67-10-T47
C-67-10-T48
C-67-10-T49
C-PL-10-342
C-PL-10-343
C-PL-10-344
C-PL-11-353
C-PL-11-354
C-PL-11-355
C-PL-12-364
C-PL-12-365
C-PL-12-366
N/A
C-PL-13-380
C-PL-13-382
C-FAH-10-02
C-LA-11-52/53
C-LA-11-54
C-LA-12-55
C-LSW-10-211
C-LSW-12-219
C-AHC-10-09
C-AHC-12-11
C-AHC-12-12
C-AHC-13-15
C-AHC-13-16
C-NSP-AHC-12-14
C-NSP-12-19

$97,000
$60,000
$300,000
$500,000
$880,000
$225,000
$160,000
$1,025,000
$0
$257,539
$1,778
$42,281
$47,013
$75,000
$50,000
$1,607,000
$39,000
$2,193
$2,226
$65,000
$112,000
$112,000
$75,000
$1,858
$0
$285,000
$130,000
$75,000
$100,000
$30,000
$100,000
$99,652
$100,000
$30,000
$100,000
$30,000
$100,000
$168
$30,000
$89,686
$1,659,000
$267,000
$400,000
$935,000
$61,115
$26,000
$120,000
$120,000
$40,000
$80,000
$120,000
$80,000
$150,000
$11,094,509

$80,000
$60,000
$300,000
$475,000
$880,000
$225,000
$0
$0
$0
$257,539
$1,778
$42,281
$47,013
$75,000
$50,000
$1,607,000
$3,500
$2,193
$2,226
$65,000
$112,000
$112,000
$75,000
$1,858
$0
$130,000
$0
$0
$100,000
$30,000
$100,000
$99,652
$100,000
$30,000
$100,000
$30,000
$100,000
$168
$10,507
$0
$1,659,000
$0
$400,000
$935,000
$61,115
$0
$120,000
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$150,000
$8,629,830

$0
$0
$0
$25,000
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$60,000
$14,002
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$3,639
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$26,000
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$128,641

$17,000
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$160,000
$1,025,000
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$35,500
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$155,000
$70,000
$60,998
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$15,854
$89,686
$0
$267,000
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$120,000
$40,000
$80,000
$120,000
$80,000
$0
$2,336,038

WFN Consulting (AI Consultant)
Housing Action Council - Down Payment Assistance
445 N. State Rd. - Village of Briarcliff Manor - 14 Units
3372 Old Crompond Rd. - Town of Yorktown - 26 Units
Cottage Landing, LLC - City of Rye - 18 Units
Freedom Gardens - Town of Yorktown - 3 units
525 Ellendale Avenue - Village of Rye Brook - 4 Units
Palmer Ave - Village of Larchmont - 46 units
22 Old Rt 22 - Town of North Castle - 10 units
52 Washington Ave, Village of Hastings - 3 Units
2010 Affordable Housing Expo (3/2010)
2009 WRO - Senior Housing Counseling
2009 WRO - Equal Housing
2009 Community Capital Resources - Affordable Housing Feasiblity Studies
2009 Housing Action Council- Homeownership Counseling Ctr.
Roundtop - Montrose, Town of Cortlandt - 34 Units
230 Westchester Ave. Village of Buchanan - 1 Unit
2012 Affordable Housing Expo (3/2012)
2013 Affordable Housing Expo (3/2013)
Housing Action Council- Homeownership Counseling Ctr.
2010 WRO - Equal Housing
2010 WRO - Senior Housing Counseling
2010 Community Capital Resources - Affordable Housing Feasiblity Studies
2011 Affordable Housing Expo (3/2011)
900 Peach Lake Rd Stabilization - Town of North Salem - 2 Units
17 Kaldenberg Pl. Village of Tarrytown - 2 Units
37 Stewart Pl. - Town of Eastchester - 2 Units
21 Cooley St. - Village of Pleasantville - 3 Units
2010 Housing Action Council - Technical Assistance
2010 WRO - Housing Education
2010 Community Capital Resources -Technical Assistance
2011 Community Capital Resources -Technical Assistance
2011 Housing Action Council- Technical Assistance
2011 WRO - Housing Education
2012 Housing Action Council- Technical Assistance
2012 WRO - Housing Education
2012 Community Capital Resources -Technical Assistance
Fair Housing Posters Printing
2013 WRO - Housing Education
2013 Housing Action Council- Technical Assistance
Roundtop - Montrose, Town of Cortlandt - 34 Units
Palmer Ave - Village of Larchmont - 5 units
37 Wildwood Rd - Town of Bedford - 7 Units - Acquisition
867 Saw Mill River Rd. - Village of Ardsley - 17 Units - Acquisition
37 Wildwood Rd - Town of Bedford - 7 Units - Lead Paint Control
55 Pleasant Ave. - Village of Pleasantville - 2 Units
42 First Ave - Village of Pelham - 3 Units
52 Washington Ave, Village of Hastings - 3 Units
230 Westchester Ave. Village of Buchanan - 1 Unit
37 Stewart Pl. - Town of Eastchester - 2 Units
21 Cooley St. - Village of Pleasantville - 3 Units
17 Kaldenberg Pl. Village of Tarrytown - 2 Units
17 Kaldenberg Pl. Village of Tarrytown - 2 Units
TOTAL

FUNDING
SOURCE
2009 Bonds
2004 HOME
2007 HOME
2007 HOME
2009 HOME
2009 HOME
2010 HOME
2010 HOME
2010 HOME
2010 HOME
2009 CDBG
2009 CDBG
2009 CDBG
2009 CDBG
2009 CDBG
2009-2010 CDBG PIP
2010 CDBG PIP
2011 CDBG Program Income
2012 CDBG Program Income
2010 CDBG
2010 CDBG
2010 CDBG
2010 CDBG
2010 CDBG
2010 CDBG
2010 CDBG
2010 CDBG
2010 CDBG
2010 Tax Levy
2010 Tax Levy
2010 Tax Levy
2011 Tax Levy
2011 Tax Levy
2011 Tax Levy
2012 Tax Levy
2012 Tax Levy
2012 Tax Levy
2012 Tax Levy
2013 Tax Levy
2013 Tax Levy
2010 New Homes Land Acquisition
2011 New Homes Land Acquisition
2011 New Homes Land Acquisition
2012 New Homes Land Acquisition
2009 HUD Lead Demo Control
2011 HUD Lead Hazard Control
2010 NYS AHC
2010 NYS AHC
2010 NYS AHC
2010 NYS AHC
2010 NYS AHC
2010 State NSP/AHC
2010 State NSP

Footnotes
1. The "FAH CDBG Account Budget" and the "Outreach and Education Budget" were bonded in January 2010.
FAH CDBG funds were paid to HUD and returned to the County's CDBG line of credit, available for draw.
2. The County will bond the "FAH Funds Budget" of $30 million when specific eligible developments are identified.
3. "Other Budget" expenses will be paid from other sources of funds to leverage the required funding.
4. PIP = CDBG Property Improvement Program

$425,000 Cancelled

$29,000 Cancelled

WESTCHESTER COUNTY FAIR AND AFFORDABLE HOUSING
QUARTERLY REPORT
For the period: July 1, 2013 through September 30, 2013

Appendix VI-2: AFFH BPL50 Unit Costs as of September 30, 2013

Affordable AFFH BPL50 Unit Cost Strategy
Developments
APPROVED RENTAL
from 6 developments
APPROVED HOMEOWNERSHIP
from 9 developments
APPROVED 2-4 FAMILY
from 5 developments

Units

APPENDIX VI-2

BPL50 Cost

BPL50 Cost per
unit

253 $ 18,524,000 $

73,217

130 $ 13,089,500 $

100,688

12 $

645,000 $

53,750

UNITS APPROVED TO DATE:

395 $ 32,258,500 $

81,667

PENDING PIPELINE
from 16 developments

311 $ 19,250,000 $

61,897

COMBINED TO DATE/PENDING:

706 $ 51,508,500 $

72,958

AT NO BPL50 COST
from 3 developments

15 $

-

$

-

AT NO COST - INCLUSIONARY
from multiple developments

25 $

-

$

-

COMBINED AT NO COST:

40 $

-

$

-

TOTAL OF ALL ABOVE
AT NO LAND COST
from one potential development
TOTAL OF ALL ABOVE:
Source: WCDP 9/30/2013

746

$51,508,500 $

69,046

100,000 $

20,000

751 $ 51,608,500 $

68,720

5 $
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Appendix VII-1: 3Q 2013 Public Statements Between July 1, 2013 and September
30, 2013
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Main Street Improvements near Completion in Village of Elmsford
The Department has been working with the Village of Elmsford on projects aimed to revitalize the
downtown. The first phase was completed in spring 2010 with the construction of Centennial Plaza.
Designed by the Planning staff and partially funded by Recovery Act stimulus funding, the plaza
has proven to be a successful addition to the downtown. Now the Village and Department staff have
nearly completed the second phase which will make walking in the Village safer and more inviting.
After the groundbreaking last August, the metal utility poles that lined Main Street between Route
9A and Robbins Avenue were removed. Working with Con Edison, Verizon and Cablevision, a new
system of carrying overhead utility lines was implemented. The second step, which should be
complete by this fall, involves installation of new curbing and sidewalks, pedestrian lighting and
crosswalks, all designed by the Department’s landscape architects. The final step will be the
repaving of Route 119 by New York State.
The before and after pictures shown here capture the differences in the pedestrian experience.

130 Attend Erosion and Sediment Control Workshop Set Up by Department
The County Soil and Water Conservation District and the Department conducted an erosion and
sediment control workshop tailored to construction contractors and construction site inspectors on
June 27 at the County Center. More than 130 people attended to obtain four hours of training
required under stormwater management regulations administered and enforced by the NYS
Department of Environmental Conservation. DEC requires that the workshops be sponsored by
county conservation districts and led by certified instructors. The Westchester District and the
Department have sponsored five workshops over the past five years. The audiences include
construction and landscape contractors, members of trade organizations and municipal staff
members responsible for managing or inspecting construction projects. The $100 fee covers
workshop expenses and includes a copy of the New York Contractors Erosion and Sediment
Control Field Notebook.

WESTCHESTER COUNTY PLANNING BOARD
Announcements & Updates
July 2013
Page 2

2014 Capital Project Requests Update
At its meeting on July 9, the Planning Board will consider the
projects proposed by County departments and agencies for funding
in the 2014 Capital Budget and finalize its review, analysis and
recommendations on the project requests so as to be able to submit a
report to the County Executive, the County Budget Director and the
Capital Projects Committee (CPC) as required under Section 167.31
of the County Code.
During the summer months, the Capital Work Group, consisting of
representatives of the County Executive, the Budget Director, the
Commissioner of Planning and the Commissioner of Public Works and Transportation, will
continue to review the proposed projects, giving consideration to the Planning Board’s
recommendations. In September, the Work Group will present its recommendations to the CPC
which will then vote to make recommendations to the County Executive on which capital projects
to include in the 2014 Capital Budget.

Planning Federation Celebrates 40 Years of Award-Winning Projects
The
Westchester
Municipal
Planning
Federation celebrated outstanding contributions
to planning in Westchester County at the 40th
Annual Awards Dinner held at The Lodge at
Hudson Harbor, Tarrytown, on June 6. The sold
out event was attended by 170 government
officials. Planning staff assisted in the planning
and implementation of the event.
Achievement Awards were given to the Town
of Cortlandt and Metro-North Railroad for
Cortlandt Station, the Village of Port Chester
for its new Comprehensive Plan and rezoning,
the Village of Tuckahoe for Main Street
Revitalization and the City of Yonkers for the Daylighting of the Saw Mill River. The Town of
Greenburgh and Orange County received a Special Regional Planning Award for the Mid-Hudson
Sustainability Plan.
Photo: WMPF President Andy Tung and Department of Environmental Facilities Commissioner
Thomas Lauro.
Special Commendations were presented to the Village of Mamaroneck for a Transit Oriented
Development Study, the Town of New Castle for the Carriage House at Amsterdam Park and to
Westchester County for the Mamaroneck River Floodplain Restoration at Saxon Woods County
Park, a project designed by Department staff.
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Five long-serving members of planning and zoning
boards were awarded Distinguished Citizen Planner
Awards, including County Public Works and
Transportation Deputy Commissioner Patricia
Chemka Speranza for her service on the Hastings-onHudson Planning Board. Anne Gallelli, a Croton-onHudson Trustee and former Chair of the Village of
Planning Board, was recognized with a President’s
Award for her contributions to long-range planning.
Photo: Linda Cooper, WMPF Board of Directors, and
attendees.

Census Block Group Data to be Mapped
The Census Bureau released 2007-2011 American Community Survey (ACS) data linked to block
group-level shape files on June 25. Department staff will be able to use this data to create new
thematic maps depicting a number of economic and demographic topics at the local level
throughout Westchester. The ACS is a survey sent to approximately 3 million people per year. The
data produced is subject to a margin of error which requires that 5 years of data be aggregated to
produce reliable results at the block group level. Block
groups, which are groups of census blocks but smaller
than census tracts, are the smallest geographies available
with ACS data. Topics include median household
income, poverty status, means of transportation to work,
housing tenure, year structure built, median housing
value and number of bedrooms.

Ribbon Cutting Held at Underhill Crossing in the Town of Yorktown
A ribbon cutting ceremony for a revitalized fair and
affordable housing development known as Underhill
Crossing in Yorktown Heights, located at 240-250
Underhill Avenue, Town of Yorktown, took place on
May 16. The developer, Marathon Development
Group, purchased the property, rehabilitated the units
and preserved and extended the period of
affordability utilizing Low Income Housing Tax
Credits. County funds were not required. However,
the developer agreed to file deed restrictions to assure
affordability on this property in consideration for
future County funding for a similar development.
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Underhill Crossing was a HUD financed
development built in the early 1970s with
an affordability period that expired in
February 2012. The development includes
60 fair and affordable rental apartments
within two 2-story and two 3-story
apartment buildings on a 3-acre site. Each
building is comprised of one-, two- and
three-bedroom apartments; one unit is set
aside for an on-site superintendent.
When a unit is vacated, it will be
affirmatively marketed and rented to a household at or below 50% and up to 60% AMI; it will
remain affordable for a minimum of 50 years. When re-occupied after the marketing, the unit will
apply towards the 750 units required by the Housing Settlement. To date, 22 apartments have turned
over and may now be counted toward the Settlement requirement. The monthly rents include
utilities and range from approximately $607 to $1,215 for the one-bedroom units, $729-$1,458 for
the two-bedrooms, and $841-$1,683 for the three-bedroom apartments.
The total development cost was approximately $57 million with the majority of funding coming
from tax credits. Renovations included: new kitchen cabinetry and bath fixtures, new floor
coverings, updated security systems, updated heating and hot water facilities and new energy
efficient lighting.

Town of New Castle Comprehensive Planning Assistance Underway
Department staff continues work on preparing core materials for an upcoming comprehensive plan
update for the Town of New Castle. Working with Town staff, chapters are being completed and
reviewed, including maps, data and tables on topics such as demographics, zoning and land use,
transportation, commercial development, environmental resources, utilities and public facilities.

In 2012, the Department cooperated with the Village of Rye Brook in the completion of the first of
such web-based “Planning Base Studies” reports. Rye Brook has selected a consultant team, is
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conducting community outreach and will draft the vision and policy recommendations to be
included in a new comprehensive plan.
The Planning Department program helps expedite the local comprehensive plan process and lower
costs for municipalities. It is one of the County’s shared services initiatives. Much of the material in
the Base Studies is more easily found, mapped and compiled by County staff. The Base Studies
report for New Castle is targeted to be finished this summer. The Town will then proceed in
developing the new comprehensive plan through public outreach and development of policies on
critical issues facing New Castle.

Work to Begin on New RiverWalk Segment at Dobbs Ferry Waterfront
The Department has been working with the Village
of Dobbs Ferry to create a new segment of
RiverWalk along the Hudson River in the Village’s
waterfront park. Construction to stabilize the
shoreline in the park was undertaken using funds
from a $2 million grant from the NYS Department
of State and $1 million of Village funds. The second
phase, which will include the construction of a new
portion of RiverWalk, was put out to bid this month.
Photo: Existing shoreline and future site of new
fishing pier

Phase 2 is funded by $2 million through the
County’s Legacy Program (capital project
BLA01) and more than $1 million in private
donations. The revitalized park will include
new walkways, a performance stage, new
playgrounds for younger and older children, a
comfort station, pedestrian lighting, plantings,
new picnic tables, grills, benches and trash
receptacles. All improvements will emphasize
sustainability and environmental sensitivity.
Unexpectedly, the Village was awarded a
Department of State grant to establish a new
fishing pier and boat dock, thus adding another
phase of work to the project which will also
begin this year. Photo: View from existing park.
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Map Being Prepared for Youth Bureau Highlighting County’s Youth Programs
The Department is creating a customized poster-size wall map for the County Youth Bureau. The
map will feature youth population (21 and under) statistics by municipality, highlight areas of the
county that are targeted for youth programs and show the location and areas served by the many of
the county’s youth program providers, many whom receive funding from the Youth Bureau. There
are a wide range of youth program services in the county, which include nutrition, after school,
runaway, employment counseling, and youth leadership services.

Road Network to be Upgraded at Ward Pound Ridge Reservation
Ward Pound Ridge Reservation, the largest of
County-owned parks, is a popular destination for
camping, hiking, museum tours, maple sugaring and
sledding. The park road system is in need of
comprehensive rehabilitation. This restoration work
is funded through a capital project and was designed
by the Department’s landscape architects.
Several environmental and historical factors were
taken into consideration during design. In order to
preserve the character of the park, the rehabilitation
of drainage structures will involve preserving the
stonework in a manner consistent with its original
design. Several asphalt and gravel parking areas are located along the roadways. The lots receiving
the most intense use will be paved with asphalt, while the less intensely used ones will receive a
new gravel surface. To enhance stormwater quality, riprap infiltration systems and other vegetative
stabilization practices will be constructed to prevent erosion and to permit percolation of some of
the stormwater along the roadside.
Erosion and sedimentation control devices will be used to protect Cross River, Waccabuc River and
the wetlands adjacent to the roadway. Soil disturbance will be minimized to reduce the possibility
of invasive non-native plants from establishing along the roadside. The contract award to the lowest
bidder is expected to occur this month. Construction is anticipated to begin at the end of the month
and continue through next spring.

Land Closing for Residential Development in Ardsley
On May 8, the County funded the purchase
and conveyance of the Waterwheel property
located at 867 Saw Mill River Road in the
Village of Ardsley. The property was
conveyed to the developer, Ardsley
Waterwheel Partners, LLC, in support of the
development of 17 affordable affirmatively

WESTCHESTER COUNTY PLANNING BOARD
Announcements & Updates
July 2013
Page 7

furthering fair housing units on the site. The 17 homeowner condominium units units will be
affordable to housholds at or below 80% of Area Median Income and will remain affordable for a
minimum of 50 years. Five additional units will be affordable to households at or below 120% AMI
in compliance with the Village’s affordable housing ordinance.
The County’s financial support for this development
comes from the Fair and Affordable Housing Fund in the
amount of $935,000 towards the total purchase price of
$1,210,000 for the 2.07 acre site and $735,000 for the
construction of site work and related infrastructure under
an intermunicipal agreement with the Village of Ardsley.
The developer is providing the remaining funding needed
to support the infrastructure costs of all 22 units. The total
development cost is estimated at $7.8 million. The
subsidized sales prices for the 17 AFFH units will range
from $188,000 to $202,500 for the two and threebedroom units. All 17 units will count towards the Housing Settlement target of 750 units.
Construction will begin in the fall.

Study Will Identify Options to Create the Tarrytown-Kensico Trailway
A Request for Proposals was conducted to find a consultant to assist in studying the potential for an
east-west bicycle and/or trailway connection among the Old Croton Aqueduct Trailway, the
North/South County Trailway and the Bronx River Parkway Reservation Pathway. The project will
involve gathering pertinent information about the project area, studying and evaluating previous
planning efforts, gathering input from County officials and other key project stakeholders,
identifying and assessing the feasibility
of potential alignments, selecting a
preferred
alternative,
developing
conceptual design drawings and
producing a report on the preferred
alternative.
Five proposals to undertake the
Tarrytown-Kensico Bikeway Study
were submitted by very qualified
planning and landscape architectural
design firms that are well known in this
field of expertise. It is anticipated that a
consultant will be selected in July and
work will begin on the study this fall.
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Work Continues to Advance New Castle Sewage Diversion Project
The New York City Watershed Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) of January 1997 provided $38
million to Westchester County from New York City to support implementation of water quality
investments in the Croton and Kensico watersheds. The County has fiduciary and administrative
responsibilities for this East of Hudson (EOH) Fund which, even after expenditures, has grown with
interest to have a current balance of $52.9 million. Department staff works with the 12 Westchester
municipalities with land in the two watersheds, through a group known as the Northern Westchester
Watershed Committee (NWWC), to identify eligible projects for funding and then to manage the
process to deliver the funding.
A 1998 study, Croton Watershed Wastewater Diversion Study, identified and prioritized 30
Wastewater Treatment Plants and 31 Focus Areas as
candidates for diversion from the Croton Watershed.
Focus Areas are areas that do not have central sewage
collection that are experiencing septic system failures
or may likely experience failures due to density and
land conditions. After completion of the Diversion
Study and the initial draft of the Croton Plan, the
NWWC prioritized use of the EOH Fund. In
November 2006, the NWWC approved an allocation
plan to assign $10 million for each of the following
projects:
 Hallocks Mill Sewer District in Yorktown
 Riverwood and Random Farms WWTPs and
the Stanwood and Yeshiva focus areas in New
Castle and Bedford
 Bedford Hills/Katonah focus area in Bedford
 Lake Shenorock focus area in the Town of
Somers
 Peach Lake focus area in North Salem.
To date, the Peach Lake project is the only project to
be completed.
Currently, the Town of New Castle sewage diversion project is moving forward with a scope
limited to closing small local sewage plants in Riverwood, Random Woods and Yeshiva Farms and
sending the sewage to the County’s Yonkers plant. The funding for the project is anticipated to be
$10 million in EOH funds and $6 million from NYC (the money NYC saves by not paying for
upgrades of the sewage plants). The balance will be the responsibility of the property owners within
the to-be expanded area of the sewer district.
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Three-Family Home in Hastings to be Rehabilitated
On May 31, Housing Action Council, Inc. (HAC)
acquired a vacant three-family house at 52 Washington
Avenue in the Village of Hastings-on-Hudson using the
County’s Acquisition and Rehabilitation Revolving Loan
Fund. HAC will rehabilitate the house and convert it to
two 3-bedroom and one 2-bedroom affordable
condominium ownership homes that affirmatively further
fair housing. The AFFH units will be affordable to eligible
families whose incomes are at or below 80% of the
Westchester area median income. The house is within
walking distance of the Metro-North train station and the
village downtown. It is also conveniently located near a
Bee Line Bus route which connects to nearby services in
Dobbs Ferry and Yonkers. The three units will count
towards the Housing Settlement target of 750 units.
Construction work will begin this summer.

Referrals to the Planning Board
Between May 16 and June 15, 2013 the County Planning Board received 55 referrals of proposed
planning and zoning actions from Westchester’s municipalities. These referrals include notifications
submitted pursuant to the NYS Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQR). Of the referrals
received, 42 were determined to be jurisdictional and 13 were determined to be non-jurisdictional.
Of the jurisdictional referrals, 27 were for an actions pre-determined by the County Planning Board
to be a matter of local determination that require notification only; acknowledgements of receipt
were sent back to the referring municipality. No further action is required on these matters.
For the entire year 2013, the County Planning Board has received a total of 273 referrals; 222 of
these have been jurisdictional. Of the jurisdictional referrals, 143 (64%) were for actions predetermined by the County Planning Board to be matters of local determination that require
notification only.
Planning Board action is needed at the July meeting to approve actions taken by staff in response to
8 referrals received with response letters dated from May 16 and June 15, 2013:



Comment letters sent in response to 3 referrals.
Local Determination letters sent in response to 5 referrals.

REFERRALS OF INTEREST
1. Town of New Castle — Chappaqua Crossing (SG Chappaqua B, LLC) - Draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (NWC 13-002)
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Description: Draft SEIS for Chappaqua Crossing, a proposed redevelopment of the former Reader’s
Digest headquarters, comprising 113.7 acres. The proposal, introduced initially in 2006, has
undergone many changes. It began with the addition of 348 units of senior housing, retention of
Reader’s Digest as the primary tenant and the division of floor area in the existing buildings so as to
allow additional office tenants. The concept changed when Reader’s Digest pulled out and litigation
arose between the applicant and the Town. The residential unit count was reduced but included an
affordable component that would affirmatively further fair housing (AFFH) goals in accordance
with Westchester County guidelines. As the residential units decreased, the amount of office space
for other tenants increased.
The Town is now considering amendments to its zoning to permit retail in Research and Office
Business Districts. These regulations would take the form of a new Office Park Retail Overlay
District that could be applied to existing B-RO zones. Approximately 72 acres of the Chappaqua
Crossing site is zoned B-RO-20. The applicant has submitted a petition to the Town to overlay the
Office Park Retail Overlay District on a 23.9 acre portion of the site for the purpose of adding
120,000 square feet of retail floor area to the site. Some of this retail – most notably a supermarket would be located in a portion of the existing office building. Several free-standing retail buildings,
and related parking, would be constructed on the southern side of the site closest to Roaring Brook
Road. Office space floor area would be set at 542,000 square feet. The office space could be leased
to multiple tenants. Residential units would be constructed on the MFPD zoned area in the form of
51 “flat” style apartments constructed in three buildings above parking and 60 townhouse units
constructed in five clusters of attached buildings. Of the 51 “flat” style apartments, 20 would be
affordable AFFH units that are to count towards the Housing Settlement target of 750 units.
In addition to the zoning changes, the package of applications includes an amendment to the 1989
Town Development Plan because the plan did not envision a retail center at this site. Conceptual
and site plan approvals would also be required.
Comments:
 Campus redevelopments should be considered in a comprehensive approach – one that seeks
to combine a mix of uses effectively, relates well to its surrounding environment and
mitigates environmental impacts
 While the provision of affordable AFFH units is consistent with County policies, the layout
of the development does not permit the efficiencies and synergies that occur in a true mixeduse environment
 The Town should be attentive to the relationship of the proposed amendments to the
upcoming review of Town planning policies.
 With the addition of retail, there may be an increase in bus ridership. The final SEIS should
include a discussion of bus transit.
 Because the addition of retail as a use will change the sewer demands, the final SEIS must
state revised estimated sewer flows for the entire development and include identification of
I&I mitigation measures
 The applicant should verify that sufficient space will be provided to accommodate
recyclables. Food composting should be considered for food waste on the site.
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The County Planning Board is concerned that the new development not adversely impact
traffic flow and conditions on the Saw Mill River Parkway and NYS Route 117.
The site plan’s separation of uses with separate parking areas is an inefficient way to
organize the development from a land disturbance standpoint. This is an issue because of the
site's location in the Croton Watershed.
The visual analysis does not discuss impacts of proposed signage.
The Town should encourage the applicant to incorporate as many “green” or sustainable
building methods and technologies as possible into the proposed development.

2. Town of New Castle — Zoning Amendment: Workforce Housing Special Permit Provisions
(NWC 13-003)
Description: Two versions of a proposed local law to amend the text of the Town Zoning Ordinance
in relation to workforce housing special permit provisions. Currently these provisions are overlay
regulations in the B-RP, B-R and I-G zoning districts, limited to parcels within a certain geographic
range within the Chappaqua hamlet. Each of the two proposed zoning amendment versions would
allow B-R district lot, bulk and dimensional requirements to be used as part of a workforce housing
development under the special permit provisions, regardless of the underlying zone. Both versions
would provide flexibility for the Town Board to waive standards or requirements with regards to
workforce housing, although each version differs in form.
Comments: The response letter noted that our initial review of these provisions in 2010 noted that
the regulations may be too restrictive in certain cases and lessen the chances that affordable housing
could be built. The proposed local laws, one version authored by an applicant for an affordable
housing development and one by the Town Counsel, show there is consensus that changes in the
zoning provisions may be needed. We concur and commend the Town and the applicant for
working together to adjust the zoning requirements to facilitate this construction. The letter
expresses a preference for the amendments as drafted by the Town Counsel, as it has a stronger
technical foundation.
3. City of White Plains — Demolition Moratorium in Light Industrial District (WHP 13-009)
Description: Proposed Local Law to establish a moratorium on the demolition of any building or
structure 50 years old and older located in a Light Industrial (LI) Zoning District in the City of
White Plains. The stated intention of the moratorium is to provide time for the City to study
development trends, current zoning and other land development controls in the LI District for the
purpose of revising regulations to prevent the loss of historic structures. The moratorium is
proposed to be in effect until December 2, 2013. Exceptions from the moratorium can be applied for
through the Common Council.
Comments: The response letter notes that the protection of historical resources and the preservation
of our historic and architectural heritage are consistent with the County Planning Board’s policies.
However, the referred materials do not identify an immediate need to enact a moratorium while the
proposed studies are initiated. Moratoria are more typically enacted when legislative changes are
being drafted and considered, after studies are complete and problems and potential solutions
identified.

MINUTES OF THE MEETING
WESTCHESTER COUNTY PLANNING BOARD
Cassella Conference Room
Michaelian Office Building
White Plains, New York
Tuesday, July 9, 2013
BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT:
Jeremiah Lynch, Chair (Village)
Dwight Douglas, Vice Chair (City)
Holly Hasbrouck (Town)
Dennis Starr (City)
Neil Sullivan (City)
Michael Coley for Thomas Lauro, Commissioner, Department of Environmental Facilities
Peter Tartaglia for Kathleen O’Connor, Commissioner, Department of Parks, Recreation and
Conservation
Patricia Chemka for Jay Pisco, Commissioner, Department of Public Works and
Transportation
BOARD MEMBERS ABSENT:
James Arndt (City)
John Rogan (Village)
Mark Rosen (Town)
Steven Schoenfeld (Town)
STAFF PRESENT:
Edward Buroughs, Commissioner
Patrick Natarelli, Chief Planner
William Brady, Associate Planner
Tracy Corbitt, Principal Planner
Lukas Herbert, Associate Planner
Suzette Lopane, Landscape Architect
Edward Leimbach, Planner
Ellen Brief, Program Specialist
GUESTS:
Joseph Kenner, Senior Advisor, Office of the County Executive
Christopher Crane, Legislative Counsel, Board of Legislators
The meeting was called to order at 8:07 a.m. by Mr. Lynch.
II.

Meeting Dates
Mr. Lynch noted that the next meetings of the Planning Board would be held at 8:00 a.m. on
Tuesday, August 6, September 10 and October 1. He noted that due to work, vacation and
travel plans the August meeting maybe be problematic. He asked members to report if they
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anticipated that it would be a problem to attend the August meeting.
III.

Adoption of Minutes
Mr. Lynch solicited corrections and changes on the June 4, 2013 minutes. None were made.
A motion to approve the June 4, 2013 minutes was made by Mr. Douglas, seconded by Ms.
Chemka, and approved by the Board.

IV.

Chairman’s Remarks
Mr. Lynch moved the meeting forward to the next item on the agenda and asked Mr.
Buroughs to report.

V.

Commissioner’s Remarks
Mr. Buroughs updated the Board on recent actions around the Housing Settlement. He said
that the County submitted an action to the court to restrain the withdrawal by the Department
of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) of $7.4 million in FY2011 Community
Development Block Grant (CDBG), HOME and ESG funding. HUD withheld the FY2011
funding awarded to Westchester because HUD deemed that the County did not meet its
obligations. HUD has stated its intention to reallocate these funds elsewhere.
Mr. Buroughs remarked that on June 13, 2013, the County submitted an updated zoning
analysis for five municipalities - the seventh zoning submission to HUD. He said if the
approach applied to these five are approved by HUD, the five samples would be the
templates used to complete the zoning analysis for the remaining 26 eligible communities.
Mr. Buroughs stated that the County accepted HUD’s offer of technical assistance and he and
other representatives from the County met from 10:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on July 2, 2013 with
nine of HUD’s staff to review the five samples of the seventh zoning analysis submission.
He noted that in the course of the technical assistance provided, HUD staff made a reference
to a two-family zoning district in Pelham with a population of more diverse racial
characteristics than that of a single-family zoning district in Pelham. The conclusions HUD
staff drew, without discussing other possible reasons for cause and effect and without
considering or examining wider data on this issue, was that the County should recommend
that other municipalities add or expand two-family zoning districts as a means to increase the
African-American population.
Mr. Douglas said that a multi-family zoned district for housing may turn out to be more
integrated. Mr. Buroughs noted that the analyses of all zoning districts in each municipality
did not show significant variation of racial or ethnic make-up between districts. Mr. Sullivan
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said that in Boston, multi-family homes tend to populate with many generations of the same
family.
Mr. Natarelli said that there is an economic component to this issue. He added that the county
offers valuable services, such as parks and trailways, which add a cost to housing, but greatly
enrich the community.
Mr. Buroughs said that, because the zoning analysis is part of the Analysis of Impediments to
Fair Housing Choice, as required by HUD, that this submission included data on all racial
groups, not just African Americans. He noted that in the technical assistance from HUD,
HUD commented that the County had included too much data.
Mr. Sullivan noted that HUD moves and changes requirements on the issues of race, class
and geography at will, and so because of this “moving target” the issues cannot really be
addressed.
Mr. Buroughs reported that July 15 is the agreed upon deadline for a U.S. Department of
Justice to file with the court the federal government’s final response to the County’s lawsuit
asking the court to forbid HUD from withdrawing the FY2011 CDBG funding awarded to the
County. The County must the respond and then the judge could decide to dismiss the case or
allow it to proceed to a hearing or a trial.
Mr. Buroughs reported that no communication from the Federal Monitor has been received
by the County on the substance or process of the zoning code evaluation and affordable
housing allocation “Report Cards” which the Monitor sent to eligible communities in March.
VI.

Referrals
Ratification of actions taken by staff in response to planning and zoning actions referred to
the County Planning Board.
Mr. Lynch called for a vote to approve the referrals report of May 16, 2013 through June 15,
2013. A motion to do so was made by Mr. Douglas, seconded by Mr. Sullivan; the referrals
report was approved by the Board.
Mr. Lynch asked Mr. Herbert to present.
Referrals of Interest
Referral File No.: NOC 13-006 – Brynwood Golf and Country Club, Town of North Castle –
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
Mr. Herbert, accompanied by a PowerPoint slideshow, spoke about the proposal to renovate
the golf course and build residential housing on the 156-acre site of the Brynwood Golf and
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Country Club in North Castle. He noted that the site is zoned two-acre, single family (R-2A);
that in 1960 the “membership club” was allowed by special permit and that until 2009 the
golf course was named the Canyon Club.
Mr. Herbert said the proposal for the gated community includes renovations and
improvements to the golf course, club house and recreational facilities and the construction of
80 condominiums and eight affordable affirmatively furthering fair housing (AFFH) rental
units. He noted that, when initially proposed, the number of units requested was 243, was
then reduced to 98 units and again reduced to the current total of 88 housing units.
Mr. Herbert said that the plan for the club house is for a complete renovation, a reduction in
size from 65,000 to 64,000 square feet, and the addition of eight rooms for employee housing
and six guest lodging rooms. The current 178 parking spaces would be retained.
He noted that new swimming pools would be constructed, that the number of tennis courts
would be reduced from 14 to six. This reduction and the reworking of some of the open space
areas would provide the space for the residential development.
Mr. Herbert reported that the 80-unit* residential development would be on the 14.5-acre
“north parcel” and that this would include:
 “Golf Residences” – forty 2-bedroom condominiums in four multi-family buildings,
each with 10-units
 “Golf Cottages” – five 4-bedroom 3,200 square foot single-family condominiums
 “Golf Residences” - 24 condominium units in three multi-family buildings; six 2bedroom and two 3-bedroom units in each building
 “Club Villas” - 14 semi-attached 2,650 square feet 3-bedroom townhouse
condominiums in seven buildings
* Slight discrepancy in EIS for the total number of units: 80 or 83?
Mr. Herbert noted that the total parking spaces allocated for the condominiums would be 169
- two garage spaces per unit, plus nine additional. He said that sidewalks would connect the
units to the on-site recreational facilities. Mr. Herbert said that club membership would be
required of owners of the market rate condominiums, but membership would not be a
requirement for tenants in the rental units.
Mr. Herbert reported that the 9,000 square foot “south parcel” referred to as “Fairway
Residence” could be the site of eight affordable AFFH rental units - comprised of one 4bedroom, one 3-bedroom and six 2-bedroom apartments. He noted that parking for the AFFH
units would be located in an underground garage and that each unit would be allotted one
garage space, plus an additional ½ space per bedroom.
He noted a lack of clarity in the EIS on the affordable component and said that the possibility
of locating the AFFH units off-site at another location was raised. If this is the case, nine
AFFH units would be located off site and 88 market rate units would be located on-site.
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Mr. Herbert stated that, in addition to site plan and subdivision approvals, the developer
would need to amend the Town Zoning Ordinance to add “golf course community” as a new
special permit use for R-2A district; amend the regulations for “membership clubs” to be
operated by for-profit entities; amend the comprehensive plan to allow “golf course
community” and if test drilling for wells on the site does not pan out, may need to obtain a
water district extension.
Mr. Herbert noted that, although the eight units are being offered as AFFH, the town’s
affordable housing requirements do not match those stipulated in the county’s Model Zoning
Ordinance. He said that the project is consistent with the county Planning Board policies
because the project will preserve open space and will provide a range of housing types.
Ms. Hasbrouck noted that traffic was backed up by the site, along Route 22, around the
nearby High School’s peak hours. She asked if neighbors can submit comments on the
project. Mr. Herbert said that he had received some phone calls from residents and that they
had said that they would attend this meeting and submit comments.
Mr. Sullivan stated that water use and conservation is an issue for golf courses and said that
grasses and vegetation that minimize the need for water on the greens should be considered.
Mr. Herbert said that there was some discussion of recycling and using “grey” water.
Mr. Starr asked about the capacity for the number of club memberships. Mr. Herbert replied
that the current membership was in the low 300’s and, although maximum membership is
500, that an increase is the number of members is not anticipated.
Mr. Herbert, answering a question from Ms. Hasbrouck, stated that the location of the driving
range would essentially remain where it is.
Mr. Lynch inquired about the timing for the project. Mr. Herbert replied that obtaining the
necessary approvals could take some time. Mr. Buroughs noted that the issues around the
water district would need to be resolved.
Mr. Douglas stated that the AFFH component should be integrated into the main residential
location of the project and not segregated in a separate area. He added that he understood that
there may be financial and legal reasons why this cannot be accomplished as the market units
will be under condominium ownership. Mr. Lynch noted that the AFFH was situated by the
golf course. Mr. Herbert noted that some potential guest rooms that may be planned for this
location would have the golf course view.
Mr. Douglas stated that test drillings for water quality standards need to be done early in the
review process and before any approvals are considered.
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Answering a question from Mr. Sullivan, Mr. Herbert replied that the “as of right” density
would be 49 houses.
Answering a question from Mr. Coley, Mr. Herbert remarked that the population in the 88
residential units would be approximately 200 persons. Mr. Coley noted that the plans called
for a centrally located sewer, and said that this may accommodate reverse effluence from the
waste water that could be used for golf greens irrigation.
Answering a question from Ms. Hasbrouck, Mr. Herbert said that if the school districts
weighted in on this project, their comments would be included in the final EIS.
Mr. Sullivan, commenting on a remark from Mr. Douglas, said that retaining “open space”
would be the public benefit of this project. Ms. Hasbrouck noted that Route 22 is widely used
by bicyclists. Mr. Douglas said that road improvements along Route 22 by the site, for this
purpose, should be looked into.
Mr. Herbert stated that he would draft a letter and circulate it to the board members.
VII.

Matters for Action
A. Planning Board Report on the 2014 Capital Project Requests
Mr. Natarelli asked the board members if they had any questions or comments on the report
on the 2014 Capital Project Requests that they received for review prior to the meeting.
Mr. Douglas asked if it was safe to postpone the Kingsland Point Park Bulkhead
Replacement project in the Village of Sleepy Hollow; if it is “failing,” how critical is the
timing of the needed repairs? He inquired if there was an engineering analysis that would
clarify whether or not this project could be postponed. Mr. Tartaglia said that he would find
out if there was an engineer’s report. Mr. Natarelli stated that the funding was for the design
of the project.
Mr. Douglas noted that Dave DeLucia and the Department of Public Works may have
information on the “failing” condition of the bulkhead. He asked that an accurate and more
detailed description of the “failing” be included in the report so that the timing needed to
begin the project can be assessed.
Mr. Natarelli reported that vote of the Planning Board on the Capital Projects Report was
needed by September 10. He said that a vote on the report could be taken at the Board’s
August 6 meeting or, if need be, at the September 10 meeting.
Mr. Douglas stated that Board relies on the Department of Planning, and staff had, once
again, done an excellent job preparing the Capital Project Requests report. Mr. Buroughs said
that all the projects included in the report may not make it into the final budget, but that the
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Planning Board’s input and recommendations helps to shape County Executive Robert P.
Astorino’s decisions.
Mr. Natarelli noted that, in the past, bus trips to project sites of interest in the county were
arranged for members of the Planning Board, and that a “road trip” meeting may be
considered.
Mr. Lynch asked that the vote of the Planning Board Report on the 2014 Capital Project
Requests be postponed and be placed on agenda of the Planning Board’s August meeting so
as to allow more time for members to consider the report.
VIII. Matters for Board Discussion
A. Mass Transit Task Force – Update
Mr. Buroughs updated the Board on the actions of the 26-member Mass Transit Task Force.
He said that N.Y.S. Governor Andrew Cuomo appointed the Task Force on the insistence of
the County Executives of Westchester, Rockland and Putnam counties. They stated that it
was imperative that transit considerations in the I-287 corridor and across the new bridge not
be put off until some undefined future study. The Task Force was established to identify
transit solutions to improve transportation in the I-287 corridor. He said that the Task Force,
on which he serves as staff to County Executive Astorino, meets monthly and is to present
short, medium and long-term recommendations by December.
Mr. Buroughs, illustrating his presentation with a slideshow, noted that new, alternative
transit systems are needed to improve the traffic pattern and promote smart growth along the
I-287 transportation corridor. He said the two spans of the new bridge will have a total of
eight lanes for automobiles, two lanes dedicated for bus rapid transit (BRT), safety shoulders,
and a pedestrian and bicycle lane located on the north span.
Mr. Buroughs said that the BRT system could have dedicated bus stations, limited stops and
prepaid fares to speed up the time of a commute. He noted that different stops, both express
and local can coexist along the same route. Mr. Buroughs showed examples of BRT located
in several states and countries which offered features such as guided busways and elevated
structures.
Mr. Buroughs spoke about the key travel markets of Rockland County. He noted that most
vehicular trips to the workplace (56,500) are within the county. The second and third highest
work destinations from Rockland are to Manhattan (17,800) and to Westchester County
(12,100), to locations such as White Plains, Yonkers and the Medical Center in Valhalla.
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Mr. Buroughs mentioned some concepts that could be applied in the short-term to improve
the operational efficiency of the BRT system for Rockland: targeting key destinations such as
White Plains and Yonkers; applying 15-minute headways between departures; limiting the
number of stops on a route; regulating the traffic flow entering the highway according to
current traffic conditions with ramp metering; and dedicating queue jump lanes and transit
signal priority to busses to provide them with the right-of-way from entry ramps into travel
lanes. Mr. Buroughs said that these concepts can be in place by 2018 and would improve the
speed and the reliability of transit service.
Mr. Buroughs said that two transit routes may be proposed for Rockland’s connection to
Westchester: Rockland Rapid West - a route from Rockland with a stop at the Nanuet Park-nRide that goes along I-287 to a proposed expanded TransCenter in White Plains and then
continues to the Westchester County Airport; and Rockland Rapid East - which starts at the
Nanuet Park-n-Ride, stops at the Nyack Hospital, crosses the Hudson River and veers from I287 south along I-87 to the City of Yonkers.
Mr. Buroughs remarked that any connection to the Metro-North Station in Tarrytown would
be expensive to realize. He stated that a connection to White Plains should be quicker for
commuters wanting to connect to Metro-North.
Mr. Buroughs said that the largest key travel market for Westchester County are the work
trips within the county (189,000); the second largest is to Manhattan (82,000) and the third
and fourth largest are to the Bronx (23,200); and to Brooklyn and Queens (22,300). The
number of work trips to Rockland County is only 7,000.
The BRT routes proposed for Westchester County are BeeRT1, connecting Metro-North in
Tarrytown along Route 119 to the County Center and the TransCenter in White Plains; and
BeeRT 2, along Westchester Avenue connecting the White Plains TransCenter to Port
Chester. BeeRT 3 would connect the Medical Center and Westchester Community College in
Valhalla to White Plains and points south, along Routes 22 and 100 and Central Avenue to
Yonkers.
Similar concepts to improve operational efficiency, as the ones suggested for Rockland,
could be applied, as well as station amenities - offering real time arrival information, offboard fare payment and near-level boarding which aligns the bus floor with the station
platform.
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Mr. Buroughs remarked that the operations sides – which agency will run the system – will
be a separate discussion.
Mr. Sullivan asked whether the BRT busses will offer racks to facilitate the transport of
bicycles. Addressing a question from Ms. Hasbrouck, Mr. Buroughs said that Metro-North
has been a part of the discussions and will report back next month on how to meet the
capacity of increased train use. One suggestion, he said, was using two-level train cars along
the Harlem Line.
Mr. Lynch invited Ms. Lopane to present.
IX.

Matters for Board Information
A. Dobbs Ferry Riverfront Park and RiverWalk
Ms. Lopane, illustrating her talk with a PowerPoint slideshow, spoke about the design of a
section of RiverWalk in Dobbs Ferry Riverfront Park.
She said that the Village of Dobbs Ferry had undertaken shoreline stabilization along the
Hudson River along the 7-acre park site. Ms. Lopane stated that construction to stabilize the
shoreline in the park was undertaken using funds from a $2 million grant from the NYS
Department of State (DOS) and $1 million of Village funds.
Ms. Lopane noted that the 46-mile RiverWalk corridor is 50% complete, and that some of the
trailway utilizes municipal streets and sidewalks. She said the Dobbs Ferry waterfront park
can be accessed from the Croton Aqueduct and from the street in Irvington.
Ms. Lopane pointed out that, historically, steamboats regularly accessed the shore in Dobbs
Ferry. She said the river was used as a main source of transportation and remained a popular
form of transportation even after railroad service began in 1849. The point along the shore
where the steamboats docked was, and still is, known as Willow Point.
Ms. Lopane showed a schematic drawing of the site plan for the three sections of the
Riverfront Park: Willow Point, Peninsula and the Active Recreation area.
She said that, at Willow Point, the boat dock would be restored for the use by small boats;
that different types of seating areas would be incorporated and have views of the river; that
because it is the least windy section of the site, chest game tables would be situated here; and
that stairs would connect this area to the beach. Ms. Lopane noted that the tide change is over
three feet in this area, and so swimming is not safe. Answering a question from Mr. Lynch,
she replied that there will be signage stating that swimming is not allowed.
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In the Peninsula section of the site, flagstone pavement would be installed along the path,
there would be lighting to illuminate a performance stage area and a kite shade over the stage
would be installed to provide seasonal protection from the sun and rain.
The Active Recreation section will have a playground for children up to age 15, a 6/10 mile
walking loop and picnic areas with grills, benches and trash receptacles. The playground will
also offer exercise equipment for adult use. There will be a comfort station. A fishing pier
will provide access to the water for that pastime.
The project, with a total cost of slightly over $4 million, is a partnership with the DOS, the
Village, the County and a private donor. The RiverWalk design and construction is funded by
$2 million from the County’s Legacy Program and more than $1 million in private donations.
The project is out to bid.
Answering a question from Ms. Chemka, Ms. Lopane replied that parking spaces will be set
aside for use by persons using the park. Mr. Buroughs noted that this park will be available to
all county residents.
X.

Other Business
Ms. Chemka reported that on July 17, at 7 p.m. the Department of Public Works and
Transportation will hold a public meeting on the Westchester County Airport Master Plan at
the Westchester County Center. This meeting will introduce the public and municipalities to
the Master Plan process, now in the information-gathering stage. She said that information is
on this is published on the County’s Web site.

XI.

Adjournment
The meeting adjourned at 9:45 a.m.

WESTCHESTER COUNTY PLANNING BOARD
ANNOUNCEMENTS & UPDATES
August 2013
Lottery Completed for Bridleside Housing in North Salem
A lottery was held on June 24 for the selection of
eligible applicants for newly constructed fair and
affordable apartments in “Bridleside,” in the
Town of North Salem, located on June Road
north of the North Salem High School campus.
Names were randomly drawn from the 609
applications that were submitted by the deadline
for the 20 one-bedroom, 40 two-bedroom, and 5
three-bedroom that will be available for rent. The
first buildings are nearly complete, with
occupancy expected in the fall.
Partcipants in the lottery were quite diverse with 255 heads of household reporting their race as
white (42%), 211 (35%) reported as Black or African American, seven (1%) as Asian and seven
(1%) as American Indian or Alaska Native & White. While 65 (11%) chose not to select a race,
several indentifed as mixed races - 1 as Asian & White, 12 (2%) as Black or African American &
White and 12 (2%) as American Indian or Alaska Native & Black or African American. A total of
137 (22%) of the applicants reported their ethnicity as Hispanic, 350 (57%) reported non-Hispanic
(57%) and 122 (20%) did not answer.
The apartments will be affordable to housholds at or below 50% and up to 60% of the Westchester
County Area Median Income and will remain affordable for a minimum of 50 years. The County
supported the development with a grant of $4,000,000 for the acquisition and conveyance of the
40.20 acre site and a $2,800,000 loan for site work and related infrastructure improvements.
Information is posted on the County’s Homeseeker website at
www.westchestergov.com/homeseeker.

Third Stormwater Plan Underway
Department staff, working with staff from the Department of Public Works
and Transportation, is finalizing the stormwater reconnaissance plan for
the Coastal Long Island Sound Watershed. The report, anticipated to be
completed in August and then forwarded to the Board of Legislators for
adoption, is similar to the prior two reconnaissance plans for the Bronx
River Watershed and the watershed of the Saw Mill and Pocantico rivers.
The plans contain a description of the watershed, a review of flood studies
and project designs prepared within the previous ten years, a list of flood
problem areas identified by the watershed municipalities and a list of
recommendations for the municipalities and the County. The plan has been
reviewed by the County Stormwater Advisory Board.
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Sale and Closing Expected for Townhomes at Warren Avenue in Greenburgh
The sale and closing of the first townhome
of the newly constructed Warren Avenue
development, located at the intersection of
Florence Avenue and Warren Avenue in
the Town of Greenburgh, will be
scheduled by early August. The Warren
Avenue development provides a six new
homeowner townhomes. Each unit is 2 1/2
stories with 1,250 square feet including 3
bedrooms, 1½ bathrooms and onsite
parking.
The County’s financial support for this
development comes from the County’s HOME grant in the amount of $646,000, HIF grant in the
amount of $180,000, $90,000 in CDBG funding and $60,000 as a HOME short term construction
loan for site acquisition, site work and infrastructure of the 0.52 acre site.
These affordable ownership units will each be sold at an estimated sales price of $173,205. To
qualify for these condominiums, household income must be at or below 80% of Westchester County
Area Median Income. The units willl remain affordable for a minimum of 40 years. Information is
also posted on the County’s Homeseeker Web site at www.westchestergov.com/homeseeker.

Hazard Mitigation Plan to be Developed
Department of Planning staff is
assisting the County Office of
Emergency Management in the
development of a county-wide
Hazard Mitigation Plan (HMP).
A FEMA-adopted HMP is
required in order for a
municipality to be eligible for
funding under the Hazard
Mitigation Grant Program.
The county-wide plan will not only address infrastructure and facilities owned by the County but
will cover the entire geographic area of Westchester. To date, 35 municipalities have signed on to
participate in the plan development as a cost-effective and productive means to meet their own
HMP requirements. A consultant will be retained to draft the plan.
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Marketing Underway for Three Affordable Housing Developments
Application deadlines for lotteries to be held for future residents of Crompond Crossing, Comstock
Commons and 233 Spring St. developments are rapidly approaching.
Crompond Crossing, a new development of 26 fair
and affordable townhomes, is located at 3372 Old
Crompond Road in Yorktown Heights, Town of
Yorktown. Each unit is approximately 1,320 square feet
in size, has three bedrooms, 2½ bathrooms, its own
exterior entrance and attic storage. These affordable
ownership units will be sold at approximately $221,100
to $234,100. In order to qualify for these homes,
household income must be at or below 80% of the
Westchester County area median income. The County
has financially supported the development with $1,430,000 for the acquisition and conveyance of
the 5.75 acre site and a $1,500,000 loan for site work on the development and related infrastructure
improvements. The County also provided $500,000 in HOME funds. The application deadline for
the lottery is August 30.
Comstock Heights Condominium,
another new townhome development, is
located at 445 North State Road in the
Village of Briarcliff Manor. There are
14 townhomes, each approximately
1,140 square feet with two bedrooms,
2½ bathrooms, a separate entrance and
attic storage. The County has
financially supported this development
with $910,000 for the acquisition and
conveyance of the 0.78 acre site and a
$600,000 loan for the site work on the development and related infrastructure improvements. The
County also provided $300,000 in HOME funds.
These affirmatively marketed fair and affordable ownership units will be sold at approximately
$223,000. In order to qualify for these condominiums, household income must be at or below 80%
of the Westchester County area median income. The application deadline for the lottery of these
units is July 31.
233 Spring Street is a fair and affordable rental housing development in the Village of Ossining.
The building has undergone a complete renovation and now contains six affordable rental
apartments – two studio apartments, each about 470 square feet; two one-bedroom apartments,
averaging 611 square feet; and two two-bedroom apartments, averaging 796 square feet. The units
also have parking spaces and storage in the basement. The County has provided $320,000 in CDBG
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grant funds and $40,000 in Lead Safe Westchester
funds for four of the units (studios are not
included).
Five units will be for households with incomes at
or below 50% of the Westchester County Area
Median Income. One two-bedroom apartment unit
will be leased to a homeless family at 30% AMI
under the “Shelter Supplement Program.” The
deadline to submit an application for the lottery is
August 30.

2014 Capital Project Requests Update
Over the summer, the Capital Project Work Group, on behalf of the
Capital Projects Committee (CPC), will meet and refine the requests
proposed by County departments and agencies for funding in the
2014 Capital Budget, giving consideration to the Planning Board’s
recommendations. On September 25, the Work Group will present its
recommendations to the CPC which will then vote to make
recommendations to the County Executive on which capital projects
to include in the 2014 Capital Budget.

Acquisition and Rehabilitation Underway for 3-Family Home in Pleasantville
On June 18, Housing Action Council, Inc. acquired the vacant
three-family house at 21 Cooley Street, Village of
Pleasantville, under the County’s Acquisition/Rehabilitation
program. The program was created for the purchase and
rehabilitation of existing residential housing to create new
affordable AFFH units. Under its agreement with the County,
HAC will rehabilitate the house and convert it to an affordable
owner occupied home with two affordable rental apartments
all of which will affirmatively further fair housing. The
purchase price for the house will be affordable for families
whose income is at or below 80% of the Westchester County
Area Median Income. The two rental units will be affordable
to families at or below 60% of AMI. The house is within walking distance of the Metro-North train
station, the Bee Line Bus and the center of the village.
The acquisition and rehabilitation is being facilitated by a combination of a loan and grants in FAH
and CDBG funds provided by the County totaling $522,900, of which $222,900 will be returned to
the County’s revolving loan fund upon the sale of the house to an income qualified family. In
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addition a $120,000 grant from the New York State Affordable Homes Corporation will be used for
rehab costs. The rehab work will begin this fall.

Referrals to the Planning Board
Between June 16 and July 15, 2013 the County Planning Board received 62 referrals of proposed
planning and zoning actions from Westchester’s municipalities. These referrals include notifications
submitted pursuant to the NYS Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQR). Of the referrals
received, 50 were determined to be jurisdictional and 12 were determined to be non-jurisdictional.
Of the jurisdictional referrals, 35 were for an actions pre-determined by the County Planning Board
to be a matter of local determination that require notification only; acknowledgements of receipt
were sent back to the referring municipality. No further action is required on these matters.
For the entire year 2013, the County Planning Board has received a total of 335 referrals; 272 of
these have been jurisdictional. Of the jurisdictional referrals, 178 (65%) were for actions predetermined by the County Planning Board to be matters of local determination that require
notification only.
Planning Board action is needed at the August meeting to approve actions taken by staff in response
to 7 referrals received with response letters dated from June 16 and July 15, 2013:



Comment letters sent in response to 3 referrals.
Local Determination letters sent in response to 4 referrals.

Referrals of Interest
1. Town of Somers — Somers Crossing – Lead Agency (SOM 13-003)
Description: Lead Agency notification for a zoning petition to establish a new Multifamily
Residence Downtown Hamlet (MFR-DH) floating zone district in the Town’s Zoning Ordinance
and to apply this new district to a 25.68-acre site within the Somers hamlet. The site surrounds the
existing Somers Towne Centre shopping center and has frontage on both Somerstown Turnpike
(NYS Route 100) and Somers Road (US Route 202).
If the zoning petition is approved by the Town Board, the applicant intends to apply for site plan
approval to develop the site with 60 units of multi-family housing for seniors. The development
would also include a 75-bed “memory care” facility for Alzheimer’s or dementia patients and a
19,000 square foot grocery store. The conceptual site plan shows the multi-family housing and the
memory care facility located on the southern portion of the site, with shared driveway access from
Somerstown Turnpike. The proposed grocery store is located on Somers Road and would function
as an extension of the existing Somers Towne Center shopping center.
Comments: The response letter states no objection to the Somers Town Board assuming Lead
Agency status for this review. In addition, the letter notes the following:
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The proposed zoning regulations would place an age restriction of 55 and above for all
residential units. We note that the Town already has a Multifamily Residence Hamlet
District that can be applied to this site that would have no age-restrictions. Use of this
existing district would expand housing opportunities in the town and be appropriate for the
site which is near schools and retail.
We recommend that the Town adopt Model Ordinance provisions with respect to affordable
AFFH units.
At the minimum, pedestrian access should be provided between the proposed residential
area and surrounding commercial, recreational and school uses.

2. City of Yonkers — Zoning Amendment: Parking Requirements (YON 13-002)
Description: A proposed local law to amend the text of the City’s Zoning Ordinance with respect to
off-street parking requirements. The proposed amendments would update the exemption on the
provision of new off-street parking and loading spaces for non-residential buildings to include the
D-MX District. The amendments would also establish a minimum off-street parking requirement of
one parking space per apartment and/or live-work unit, if a building is within one-quarter mile
walking distance of a train station.
Comments: The response letter expresses support for the proposed amendment as it allows for
more flexibility in constructing required off street parking for transit-oriented development. One
space per unit is an appropriate parking ratio for developments near train stations, since residents of
such buildings often choose them as a way to reduce their reliance on personal vehicles.

MINUTES OF THE MEETING
WESTCHESTER COUNTY PLANNING BOARD
Cassella Conference Room
Michaelian Office Building
White Plains, New York
Tuesday, August 6, 2013
BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT:
Jeremiah Lynch, Chair (Village)
Dwight Douglas, Vice Chair (City)
Holly Hasbrouck (Town)
John Rogan (Village)
Mark Rosen (Town)
Steven Schoenfeld (Town)
Neil Sullivan (City)
Thomas Lauro, Commissioner, Department of Environmental Facilities
Kathleen O’Connor, Commissioner, Department of Parks, Recreation and Conservation
Jay Pisco, Commissioner, Department of Public Works and Transportation
BOARD MEMBERS ABSENT:
James Arndt (City)
Dennis Starr (City)
STAFF PRESENT:
Edward Buroughs, Commissioner
Norma Drummond, Deputy Commissioner
Deborah DeLong, Director of Program Development
Patrick Natarelli, Chief Planner
Kim Holland, Program Administrator
William Brady, Associate Planner
Tracy Corbitt, Principal Planner
Lukas Herbert, Associate Planner
Edward Hoffmeister, Associate Planner
Meghan Flanagan, Planner
Ellen Brief, Program Specialist
GUESTS:
Joseph Kenner, Senior Advisor, Office of the County Executive
Christopher Crane, Legislative Counsel, Board of Legislators
Mike Camoia, Office of the County Executive
I.

Call to Order
The meeting was called to order at 8:00 a.m. by Mr. Lynch.
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II.

Meeting Dates
Mr. Lynch noted that the next meetings of the Planning Board would be held at 8:00 a.m. on
Tuesday, September 10, October 1 and November 12.

III.

Adoption of Minutes
Mr. Lynch solicited corrections and changes on the July 9, 2013 minutes.
Mr. Douglas requested that his statement on page five on the need for test drillings for water
supply at the Brynwood Golf and Country Club site be revised to say that he recommend that
the testing be done early in the review process, prior to the consideration of approvals. Mr.
Buroughs noted that after the July meeting, the applicant for the development advised the
County that the water testing had been completed and was found to be satisfactory. He added
that the Planning Board response letter included a recommendation that that the site be added
to the existing water district and that the use of new wells on the site be avoided. He said that
this was consistent with the position of the County Health Department.
A motion to approve the July 9, 2013 minutes, after the modification, was made by Mr.
Douglas, seconded by Ms. Hasbrouck and was approved by the Board.
As Mr. Rogan, Mr. Rosen and Mr. Schoenfeld did not attend the July meeting, they abstained
from the vote.

IV.

Chairman’s Remarks
Mr. Lynch moved the meeting forward to the next item on the agenda.

V.

Commissioner’s Remarks
Mr. Buroughs said he would defer his comments to the agenda item: Housing Settlement
Update.

VI.

Referrals
Ratification of actions taken by staff in response to planning and zoning actions referred to
the County Planning Board.
Mr. Lynch asked for comments, none were made.
Mr. Lynch called for a vote to approve the referrals report of June 16, 2013 through July 15,
2013. A motion to do so was made by Mr. Douglas, seconded by Mr. Schoenfeld; the
referrals report was approved by the Board.
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VII.

Matters for Action
A. Planning Board Report on the 2014 Capital Project Requests
Mr. Natarelli stated that the vote on the Planning Board Report on the 2014 Capital Project
Requests (CPR) was held over from the July meeting. He said that most projects are for the
rehabilitation and reconstruction of existing facilities. He presented a quick review of some
of the projects in the Capital Program. Note: The ($) in parenthesis is the dollar amount of
the 2014 Capital Project Request.
 BES13 Fire Training Site Improvements Phase II
Mr. Natarelli stated that the County is responsible for training all fire personnel and that the
Burn Simulator Building has deteriorated over time. This CPR will fund the rehabilitation
and repair of the Burn Simulator Building and Training Tower at the Grasslands Reservation
in Valhalla. ($1,880,000)
 BIT33 Radio Site Infrastructure
The 2014 Request will fund the rehabilitation and replacement of critical radio site
infrastructure including equipment shelters, towers, antennas, generators and security
systems. ($ 325,000) Answering a question from Mr. Sullivan, Mr. Natarelli replied that the
County owns some cell towers and leases others; the capital project is for towers owned by
the County. He added that the County does lease space on the towers to outside parties.
 B014C Exterior Infrastructure Repairs, White Plains Complex (2011-2015)
This CPR will fund the design and construction of Phase IV of the ongoing improvements to
the Michaelian Office Building - the facade repairs and replacement (cornice, parapet walls,
lintels and mortar joints) and the repair, replacement and waterproofing of the structural steel.
($ 2,200,000)
 BSS13 Infrastructure Improvements to Shelter Facilities – Vernon Plaza, Mount Vernon
This CPR will fund the design and the infrastructure improvements (bathroom, hallways,
lighting, retaining walls and fencing) to the Vaughn Glanton Employment Residence. Mr.
Natarelli noted that the single homeless men who reside at this shelter work 35-hours weekly
for the County. ($900,000)
Mr. Natarelli stated that the Ashford Avenue Bridge is in need of major repairs. He cited the
three CPR relating to this important bridge, built in 1950:
 RB01Q Ashford Avenue Bridge over I-87 and Saw Mill River Parkway, Ardsley
This CPR will fund the repair, removal and replacement of the concrete decking, bearings,
abutment caps and structural steel of the bridge. ($7,878,000)


RB03K Access Ramp to the NB SMRP at Ashford Avenue Bridge, Ardsley
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This CPR will fund the design and construction for the removal of the concrete decking,
bearing and abutment caps, and the structural steel repairs. ($4,010,000)
 RB03R Pier Rehabilitation, Ashford Avenue Bridge, Ardsley/Dobbs Ferry
This CPR will fund the design and construction for the replacement of piers two and four,
and the rehabilitation of piers one, three and five. ($3,500,000)
Mr. Natarelli remarked that there are a number of requests for funding road projects.
 RB146 South Broadway and Post Road, CR 108,White Plains
This CPR will fund the rehabilitation of approximately 0.38 miles of roadway from Main
Street to Mamaroneck Avenue and will include milling, resurfacing, joint and crack repair,
replacement of sections of concrete curb, replacement/adjustment of utility castings, new
traffic loops and new pavement markings. ($1,320,000) Mr. Natarelli noted that, in proximity
to this project’s location, there is a mixed use proposal for the Pavilion Mall, and so the
timing of this project will need to be coordinated with the City of White Plains. Mr.
Buroughs said that the road is now being looked at to see if it could accommodate a Bus
Rapid Transit proposal which would route buses along Broadway to Maple Avenue to
Bloomingdale Road. If this is feasible, there may be a potential to share the project cost of the
BRT and BRT station with the developer.
Mr. Natarelli stated that he had previously highlighted County Parks Projects and now spoke
of some.
 RBMO6 Blue Mountain Dams
This CPR would fund the design, repairs and rebuilding of three dams at this park in the City
of Peekskill and Town of Cortlandt. ($34,000)
 RCC10 County Center Site Work
This CPR would fund construction improvements to the parking lots, lighting, walkways,
stairs storage and associated infrastructure and landscaping in front of the County Center.
($2,000,000) Answering a question from Mr. Lynch, Ms. O’Connor said that the County
Center is under the jurisdiction of the Department of Parks, Recreation and Conservation.
 RCP12 Croton Point Park Cabin Rehabilitation
This CPR will fund the design for the renovations and repairs to the Tellers Point cabin
camping area - the cabins, restrooms and Senasqua lodge. ($350,000) Ms. O’Connor said that
this area of Croton Point Park is rented to the public for events, such as weddings, and
facilities are available for overnight camping – both for RV’s and tents. She said that the
revenue stream is small but that the facilities are extremely popular. She noted that the
Clearwater Revival festival is held in the park annually.
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 RGC02 Maple Moor Buildings Rehabilitation
This CPR will fund the construction of a new maintenance facility off the third tee.
($4,000,000)
 RGMM1 Maple Moor Buildings
This CPR will fund the design for the renovations to the maintenance building and repurpose
it for use as a cart storage building. ($200,000)
 RKD02 Kensico Plaza Storage Building
This CPR will fund the construction of the maintenance building, to preserve and protect
equipment currently stored outdoors and exposed to the elements and vandalism, and for the
construction of the outdoor storage area and associated site and electrical work at Kensico
Dam Plaza. ($1,500,000)
 RKP02 Kingsland Point Park Bulkhead Replacement
The CPR will fund the design for the rebuilding of the Hudson River Bulkhead along the
shoreline. ($370,000) Mr. Natarelli said that the site may ultimately connect to the General
Motors site and that the wall reconstruction will provide a path for RiverWalk. He stated that
additional funding will be requested to address the lighthouse.
 RLEN1 Lenoir Preserve Infrastructure/Site Work
This CPR will fund the rehabilitation of the terraced stone retaining walls, steps and
pathways of the Preserve in the City of Yonkers. ($110,000) Mr. Natarelli noted that the
building was being utilized for cooking classes. Ms. O’Connor said that the Department of
Parks had inherited some mansions through the years and that the upkeep cost is very high.
She said that current policy is that the donation of a house or building will not be accepted
unless it comes with trust funding for long-term maintenances.
 RPA03 North and South County Trail
This CPR funds the rehabilitation of infrastructure, landscaping and drainage work of 22miles of the North County Trail - from Eastview to the Putnam County line. ($3,200,000)
Ms. O’Connor noted that the trailways are always cited as the most important feature and the
most valued resource in all of Westchester’s park surveys of the public.
 A002A Airport Approach Protection
This CPA will remove obstructions to the airport’s runway approaches. ($1,200,000) Mr.
Natarelli said that some trees will need to be removed from DEP property and that the
County will coordinate with them to achieve this. He said that inadequate tree clearance on
some Connecticut land has forced the airport to limit the length of the secondary runway that
can be used. If negotiations with Connecticut property owners for permission to trim trees are
unsuccessful, the County will continue looking into realigning this impacted runway. Mr.
Natarelli reported that the funding for this project, and other airport projects, will be allocated
from the federal government and from the capital program reserve fund, comprised of the
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passenger facilities charge (PFC) and other airport revenue sources - which can only be used
for airport projects.
 A0099 Airport Natural Gas Pipeline
This CPR provides for the construction of a natural gas pipeline to various airport hangars
and buildings to provide increased energy efficiency and eliminate some underground storage
tanks. ($5,090,000)
 A083A – Terminal Systems Upgrade
This CPR will fund the design of improvements to the passenger departure lounge at the
County airport. ($1,000,000)
 A0118 Runway 16/34 Rehabilitation
This CPR will fund the design and the rehabilitation of this runway’s pavement. ($2,000,000)
 A0106 Runway 11/29 Rehabilitation
This CPR will fund the pavement rehabilitation of this runway – at its present location.
($1,210,000) As he previously stated, Mr. Natarelli repeated that realigning this runway in
order to provide adequate clearance for landings is being looked into.
 SW008 Asset Management Program for DEF Facilities
This CPR will fund a study to develop an Asset Management Program for effective capital
planning approaches for asset replacement planning and prioritization of programs and
projects in future years. ($250,000)
 SY009 Yonkers Joint WWTP - Odor Control and HVAC Upgrades (Phase III)
This CPR will fund the construction of the replacement of equipment at this Waste Water
Treatment Plant (WWTP), odor control, heating and ventilating in the primary and secondary
process areas. ($8,500,000)
 SY019 Yonkers Joint WWTP – Grit Handling Improvements
This CPR will fund improvements to the grit handling facilities at this WWTP. Improving the
grit removal will help mitigate wear and abrasion on downstream pumps, pipes and
equipment. ($500,000)
 SY025 Yonkers Joint WWTP – Upgrade of DAF and Related Sludge Handling
Equipment This CPR will fund the Dissolved Air Flotation (DAF) Thickeners and secondary
sludge handling equipment. ($4,000,000) Mr. Lauro said that the sludge undergoes a
biological treatment, air bubbles are suspended in the sludge to thicken it, the sludge is placed
in a centrifuge to solidify it, and in this solid state it is shipped to a compost facility.
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 SY038 Yonkers Joint WWTP – Engine Replacement and Blower Reconditioning
The Phase I Construction of a multi-phased project to replace two remaining dual-fuel
Enterprise engines and blowers with more efficient ADA/natural-gas fired engines and turbo
blowers to comply with an emissions reduction order required under NYSDEC Title V.
($7,100,000)
 WD002 Eastview Pumping Station and Transmission Main(s)
This CPR will fund the construction of the Eastview Pumping Station and Transmission
Mains(s) in order to convey ultraviolet (UV) treated water from the NYCDEP UV Treatment
Facility at Eastview to benefit County Water districts #1 and #3, and the Westchester Joint
Water Works. ($81,900,000)
A motion to adopt the Planning Board Report on the 2014 Capital Projects Requests dated
July 9, 2013 was made by Mr. Douglas, seconded by Mr. Schoenfeld and was approved by
the Board.
B. RB03S Fulton Avenue Bridge Span Drives, Power and Control System Upgrades,
City of Mount Vernon/Village of Pelham Manor– Capital Budget Amendment (CBA)
Mr. Natarelli noted that this CBA is for funding upgrades to the electrical components of the
Fulton Avenue Bridge – the span drives, and the power and control system. ($6,500,000)
Answering a question from Mr. Lynch, Mr. Natarelli stated that the draw bridge needs to be
raised to allow barges to pass to the industrial sites along the river. He said that the County
owns the bridge and that Westchester would be fined if the bridge is not repaired to allow for
boat passage.
Ms. Flanagan, illustrating her talk with PowerPoint slides of the bridge, reported that the
CBA funding would be used for the project’s design and construction. Mr. Lynched asked
what the impact would be to the community if the bridge didn’t exist. Mr. Pisco said that it
connects the industrial communities on both sides of the bridge and that detours would add
ten minutes on to the response time for emergency vehicles.
Ms. Flanagan said that this resolution before the Board would authorize an amendment to the
2013 capital budget to add $1,200,000 to this new Capital Project, RBO3S for the design and
construction management of the bridge repairs. Construction improvements were requested
as part of the 2014 Capital Budget.
A motion to approve/accept was made by Mr. Schoenfeld, seconded by Mr. Sullivan and was
approved by the Board.
C. BPL50 Fair and Affordable Housing, 54 Hunts Place, Town of New Castle – Capital
Budget Amendment
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Ms. Holland noted the development would be located in the hamlet of Chappaqua in the
Town of New Castle. She said the Town is no stranger to providing affordable housing;
recognizes the need for affordable living options and recently rezoned this site to specifically
permit affordable housing. Ms. Holland reported that the Town, in 1993, facilitated AHOME,
a nonprofit housing agency, to create 13 Single Residency Occupancy units. In 1996, the
Town created 52-units in 26 2-family homes at Stone Creek, and in 2006 the County donated
a house to AHOME to repurpose into three affordable units for formerly homeless
individuals. This new development would consist of 28 units of affordable Affirmatively
Furthering Fair Housing.
The Hunts Place site provides access to existing roads, water, sewers and other infrastructure,
and is located within walking distance from the Middle School, several parks and retail
establishments, and is 1/4 mile from the Bee-Line Bus Route #19. This site is adjacent to the
Saw River Parkway, just 500 feet from the Chappaqua Metro-North Railroad Station,
providing easy access to the entire New York City region and its employment opportunities.
Ms. Holland noted that the Developer (Conifer Realty, LLC,) has been working to secure
local approvals for almost three-years. In the last two-years, the developer made several
project design changes to satisfy local concerns, to ensure that there will be no significant
environmental impact and to conform to Town aesthetic standards and to the concerns of the
Housing Monitor.
The Metro North train tracks serve as a divider between the commercial downtown and
residential areas. NYS DOT recently completed reconstruction on the Route 120 Quaker
Street Bridge to provide five-foot wide sidewalks for better pedestrian access. Ms. Holland
reported that the Department Of Transportation agreed to work with Conifer to provide
access directly from the building to the Quaker Street Bridge so as to allow ready access to
the downtown area, significantly reducing the distance residents would be required to walk.
Ms. Holland said that the one four-story elevator building would provide parking on the 1st
floor and three stories of 28 residential rental units, a community room, laundry, outdoor
terrace, and an onsite management office. She said the apartments would remain affordable
for households earning at-or-below 50% and up to 60% of Westchester’s Annual Median
Income for a minimum of 50 years. Ms. Holland said that, on average, the one-bedroom unit
size will be 750 square feet; the two-bedroom and two bath units average size will be 1,025
square feet. She said that these proposed affordable AFFH units are anticipated to constitute
28 eligible units under paragraph 7(a) of the Housing Settlement Agreement.
According to the U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey data, 2005‐2009, the
median household income in the Town of New Castle was $192,503. Residents of this site
will attend the Chappaqua School District and Ms. Holland noted that his development will
promote economic diversity by providing affordable rental family housing opportunities in a
high income community.
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The developer is requesting funds for the property acquisition in the amount of $1,275, 000
and the Town of New Castle is requesting $1,550,000 in funding for infrastructure
improvements which would include concrete paving and sidewalks, granite curbs, new water
mains and sanitary and storm water sewers, lighting and landscaping.
Ms. Holland reported that the Phase I and II Environmental Site Investigations were
completed. The results indicated that the site contains some contaminated soil and
groundwater. The developer was approved for participation and funding through the New
York State Department of Environmental Conservation under the Brownfield’s Cleanup
Program. Also, the developer will follow design standards to provide appropriate sound
proofing to mitigate the train noise
Mr. Schoenfeld said that the footprint of the building will fill the entire 0.34-acre site; that the
location is not a good one for housing; and that the site had been zoned industrial and is near
an office building, bus garage and the town construction yards. He said there could be
conflicts with the Saw Mill River Parkway ramps.
Ms. Holland remarked that on July 25, 2013, a conditional negative declaration was issued by
the Town Board pursuant to SEQR and the Town Board is expected to issue site plan
approval next month, upon conclusion of the required SEQR timeline. Ms. Holland said that
the resolution before the board is to support the use of funds from the Fair and Affordable
Housing (FAH) capital project BPL50 for acquisition and infrastructure improvements.
Mr. Schoenfeld asked if the vote on this agenda item could be deferred until after the site
approval. Ms. Drummond answered, yes, but it would be preferred to move the item forward
today to avoid upcoming time constraints which may restrict the window of opportunity for
state funds. She noted that the meeting of the Board of Legislators is scheduled for
September 23.
Mr. Schoenfeld stated that many town residents are in opposition to this project. Ms.
Drummond noted that the Town and Planning Board did a full review and report on this
project and, with adoption of the Conditional Negative Declaration, were in support of it.
Ms. Hasbrook noted that the scale of the project had been greatly reduced from the initially
proposed 41 units to the current 28. Ms. Drummond noted that expensive fencing was added
to control pedestrian separation from the road’s traffic.
Mr. Schoenfeld, answering a question from Mr. Lynch, replied that alternate locations for the
project had not been fully explored by the Town. He noted that the emergency services
issues, such as fire truck access should be addressed. Mr. Douglas said that the environmental
review must have looked into the noise and emergency services issues and a negative
declaration was issued. He asked that the approval of the resolution be contingent on the
Town’s Site Plan approval.
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(Note: The vote on this AFFH was postponed and the item “C” returned to for a vote after
Matters for Board Information: The Housing Settlement Update.)
A motion to amend the County Planning Board report on the 2013 Capital Project Requests
to include the proposed affordable housing development (Chappaqua Station) at 54 Hunts
Place in the Town of New Castle as a new component project in Capital Project BPL50 and
to provide FAH Bond Funds for land acquisition and infrastructure improvements in an
amount not-to-exceed $2,825,000, was made by Mr. Douglas, seconded by Ms. Hasbrook
and was approved by the Board. Mr. Sullivan and Mr. Schoenfeld voted no.
D. Former right-of-way of NYS Route 117, Town of Mt. Pleasant – Disposition of Real
Property
Mr. Hoffmeister reported that there are two Dispositions of Real Property before the Board.
The first, to Pace University in the Town of Mt. Pleasant, is located north of Route 117 and
east of the Taconic State Parkway in the southern portion of the Pace University Campus.
The almost one-acre, linear property was appraised at $20,000. Mr. Hoffmeister stated that
the County has no need for this property and its use is limited by the property’s narrow linear
shape and location. It was a former part of State Highway 520 that was abandoned after NYS
relocated route 117 in 2000. Portions of it are used as a driveway to the campus.
A motion to support the proposed conveyance of a quitclaim deed for this property, NYS
Route 117, Town of Mt. Pleasant, was made by Mr. Pisco, seconded by Mr. Schoenfeld and
approved by the Board.
E.

Harrison Drive, Town of Mamaroneck – Disposition of Real Property

Mr. Hoffmeister reviewed the aerial map of the second property for disposition on Harrison
Drive in the Town of Mamaroneck. He said that this 1/10-acre parcel was appraised at
$65,000. The County would receive $68,000 in payment, and this amount included $3,000
for legal fees. Mr. Hoffmeister said that the property, formerly used by the Department of
Environmental Facilities, has no street access, is small in size and irregular in shape, and
could not be used by the County. He said that once sold to Larchmont, LLC, the new owner
would expand the adjacent Acura car dealership onto this property.
He said a resolution, revised from the draft resolution in the pre-meeting mailing, supporting
the proposed conveyance of a quitclaim deed for the Harrison Drive property in the Town of
Mamaroneck was before the Board for consideration.
A motion to support this quitclaim deed for disposition of property was made by Ms.
Hasbrouck, seconded by Mr. Rogan and was approved by the Board.
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VIII. Matters for Board Discussion
A. Westchester County Shared Services – Department of Planning Role
Mr. Lynch asked that, due to time considerations, this agenda item be postponed for the
September meeting. He asked Ms. Drummond and Mr. Buroughs to update the Board on the
Housing Settlement.
IX.

Matters for Board Information
A. Housing Settlement Update
Ms. Drummond reported that 36 housing developments in 20 municipalities are currently in
the pipeline for development, and that these developments vary in size, from one unit in
Buchanan to multiple units in North Salem. She said that the Department has reviewed 355
potential sites and, aside from Ardsley and Pelham Manor, there were at least three sites
looked at in each eligible municipality. She noted that the Department of Planning’s work on
affordable Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing (AFFH) units is reported through quarterly
reports to the federal Monitor.
As of the end of July 2013, 394 AFFH units have all financing in place, 217 units have
building permits - with another four building permits applied for. The 2013 mandated
benchmarks are for 300 units with all financing in place and 225 units with building permits.
The 2013 benchmark for financing was met a year ahead of schedule.
Ms. Drummond presented the number of housing units for the three categories for
development under the Settlement, rental versus home ownership and restricted to seniors.
She reported that some units are no-cost inclusionary units developed within market rate
projects. She noted that the County was tracking cost projections and, as of this date, the 750
units will be achieved within budget.
As of the end of June, Ms. Drummond said that 122 homes are currently occupied. The
occupants have a demographic breakdown of: 60 White, 46 African American and 16 not
reporting. She said 22 households identify as Hispanic.
She noted that there are around 60,000 unique visits to the very popular Homeseeker Web
page every quarter. The most popular properties on Homeseeker are located in Mount
Vernon and New Rochelle.
Ms. Drummond said she was waiting to hear back from the Monitor on his comments on four
units in Scarsdale but indicated that communication had been limited. Mr. Buroughs reported
that the County has routinely submitted reports and updates to the Monitor but has not
received direct responses in months.
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Mr. Lynch remarked that this report on the housing settlement has been helpful, and the
Board would benefit from a recap every month.
Mr. Buroughs stated that the 8th zoning analysis, consisting of full reports on ten
municipalities, was submitted to HUD on July 23; He said this followed a submission of five
municipalities in June that was the subject of a technical assistance session with HUD staff
on July 2. He noted that two samples (Ardsley, Pound Ridge) of the July submission were
included in the pre-meeting mailing to members. Mr. Buroughs said that the County had been
told to expect a response from HUD by the end of July but as of this date had not yet
received any comment from HUD on the submission.
Mr. Buroughs reported that the federal Monitor sent a (July 2013) final version of his “report
card” on exclusionary zoning for the 31 eligible municipalities, complied by the Pratt
Institute, Graduate Center for Planning and the Environment, and a copy of his Report on
Westchester County’s Analysis of Municipal Zoning (July 31, 2012). The Monitor’s
concluded that seven municipalities in Westchester have exclusionary zoning: Croton-onHudson, Harrison, Lewisboro, Mamaroneck, Ossining, Pelham Manor and Pound Ridge. He
said that the other 24 “eligible” communities do not promulgate exclusionary zoning
practices.
Mr. Buroughs noted that great emphasis was placed by the Monitor and Pratt on the 2005
Housing Opportunity Commission Allocation Plan (Plan) which identified a number of
affordable housing units that should be built in each municipality to address regional
affordable housing need. He noted that this Plan was never adopted by the Board of
Legislators or any local government. One measure that the Pratt Institute analysis utilized to
determined if a municipality is exclusionary was to hypothetically apply the existing zoning
code, and extrapolate to determine if the the number of units allocated in the Plan could be
built in the acreage currently available that is zoned as-of-right for multi-family
development. Mr. Buroughs noted that, if there were not enough zoned land to reach the
2005 HOC Plan’s housing unit numbers for regional need, some municipalities were deemed
exclusionary, although others were not even with a shortage.
He noted that the Monitor attempts to tie his assessments of zoning to existing case law but
that his conclusions and interpretations differ significantly from the County’s analysis.
Mr. Buroughs remarked that the Monitor wrote that the County has until August 27, 2013 to
state the steps it will take to address the “exclusionary” zoning practices of the seven
municipalities and that same date was assigned as the deadline to register any objections to
the Monitor’s report. He noted that it was odd that the County was to both critique and to
implement the Monitor’s report and recommendations by the same deadline.
Mr. Douglas stated that he regrets that the Monitor is using the 2005 HOC Plan as a
standard, as it runs contrary to current best planning practices which promote the
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concentration of housing in centers. He said that the Monitor’s use of the plan was
inconsistent with the Plan’s purpose.
Mr. Lynch noted that the meeting has reached the two hour mark and asked that a vote be
taken on the Hunt’s Point AFFH project. A vote was taken.
X.

Other Business
There was no other business.

XI.

Adjournment
The meeting adjourned at 10:03 a.m.

DRAFT MINUTES OF THE MEETING
WESTCHESTER COUNTY HOUSING OPPORTUNITY COMMISSION
Cassella Conference Room
Michaelian Office Building
White Plains, New York
September 19, 2013
BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT:
James Arndt
Keith Bloomfield
Linda Press-Wolfe
Michael A. Romano
Peter Tripodi
John White
BOARD MEMBERS ABSENT:
Albert Annunziata
Adolphus Lacey
GUESTS PRESENT:
Karen Schatzel
Betsy Weiner
STAFF PRESENT:
Edward Buroughs, Commissioner of Planning
Deborah DeLong, Director of Housing, Planning
I.

Call to Order
The meeting was called to order at 6:05 p.m. by Ms. Press-Wolfe. Ms. Wolfe asked if
anyone had comments or changes to the May 23 meeting minutes. Absent other comments,
she requested that one change be made in the last sentence of the third paragraph of item III
in the minutes regarding a discussion of the July 2005 Housing Allocation Plan, and the
Housing Monitor’s use of this plan in his review of zoning in the County to note the number
of units remaining after deducting the 2,300 units approved, under construction or
completed.

II.

Progress Reports on Housing Settlement Activities
Ms. Delong outlined the progress made regarding AFFH units as of September 15.
A. AFFH Development Status
1. 36 developments continue to move along in 20 municipalities.
2. Over 360 sites have been evaluated and reviewed.
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3. The County’s pipeline report to the Monitor includes 1,456 total units, of which 707
would count toward the goal of 750 units. Some units may drop off this pipeline
report.
4. 394 units have all their financing in place – the County is required to have 300 units
with financing by 12/31/2013; 450 units with financing by 12/31/2014. The County
remains a full year ahead of schedule on this benchmark.
1. The County expects to submit legislation to the BOL on 9/23/2013 to
approve the last piece of financing on the 28 unit development in Chappaqua.
5. 220 units have their building permits in place – the County is required to have 225
units with building permits by 12/31/2013; four more building permits have been
applied for, but the developer had not yet picked them up. Once this benchmark is
achieved, the 12/31/2014 requirement is to have 350 units with building permits.
6. 123 units are completed.
B. Funding Support for Housing
1. Average funding support per unit to date is $81,874 with 2-4 family units still being
the most cost effective at an average cost of only $53,750 each.
2. With the expectation of more no-cost/inclusionary units in the pipeline and in
discussion, the County expects to achieve the 750 units at a total subsidy cost of
$51,693,500 or $68,925 average cost per unit. These numbers are subject to change
as each unit moves forward and costs are finalized.
C. Model Ordinance Provisions
1. 13 Eligible Municipalities have already adopted the Model Ordinance Provisions.
2. Several municipalities are in the public review process.
3. Several municipalities are making use of the technical assistance services offered
through the County’s contract with Pace Land Use Law Center
D. Homeseeker Central Intake
1. The system came on-line as a homeownership only information registration tool on
9/30/2010. 909 households signed up in the first year.
2. System was expanded on 9/30/2011 to include ability to also register for rental
information or both (homeownership and rental information). The Homeseeker map
and unit information tools were also added.
3. After two years, total registration had reached 2,727, of which 40 registrations had
been removed because families had received assistance or were no longer interested.
4. As of last reporting period (6/30/2013) a total of 3,760 families had registered, of
which 3,690 were still active. Membership grows on a quarterly basis by about 300350 families. The system is actively marketed by the County and our local housing
non-profit agencies that bring it to events, including ethnic festivals and community
service events.
5. Registrations currently are from 24 states in total, including New York with clearly
the most. 114 households are from the 23 other states, with Connecticut having the
most at 34; New Jersey second with 14; Florida third with 8; and Pennsylvania and
Georgia tied for fourth with 7 each.
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6. Of those signed up from New York, 2,281 are from Westchester, and 20% of those
are from the combined 31 eligible communities, but the most popular current
residence is the City of Yonkers with 28% of those signed up. of the households ;
42% of those signing up indicate they are African American households; 23% are
White households; 31% don’t indicate their race.
7. 32% of the households indicate they are Hispanic; 48% non-Hispanic; 20% don’t
indicate their ethnicity.
8. Two and three person households continue to have the greatest interest at 26% of the
total registrations each. There are 3 households with ten or more household
members.
9. The area of the county where households are most interested in housing remains the
southern part of the county, followed by mid-Westchester. The area of least interest
continues to be the Long Island Sound area.
The members asked several questions, among these were the number of persons signed up
on Homeseeker who are interested in rental and information on the occupants. This
information can be provided at the next meeting.
III.

Status of Zoning Analysis
Mr. Buroughs noted that there are two tracks ongoing with regard to zoning analysis. One is
the County’s responses to HUD’s requirement that an analysis be provided as part of the
Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing (AI), and the related legal filings and court
appearances. The other is the Monitor’s review of municipal zoning being conducted by his
consultants at the Pratt Center for Planning, independent of the County’s work.
A. The County submitted its 8th and final AI Zoning Analysis in July. HUD again rejected
the submission and instead asked the County to sign an assurance that it would comply
with HUD requirements related to zoning in order to preserve the $7.4 million in FY
2011 HUD funds that are set to expire on September 30.
B. In the meantime, Westchester County’s request to delay the reallocation of $7.4 million
in federal grants has been referred to a merits panel that will hear arguments tomorrow,
September 20. A decision was expected Tuesday from the U.S. Court of Appeals on the
matter. However, it declined to decide whether or not to grant Westchester a temporary
restraining order and a preliminary injunction. The county filed its request August 20 to
prevent the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) from sending
the money elsewhere.
C. The Monitor’s review included letters with zoning “report cards” to each of the 31
municipalities containing a score or a grade based on his consultants analysis of zoning
laws in each municipality. These letters were not shared by the Monitor with the County.
A number of municipalities provided responses to the Monitor, and provided copies of
the report card letter and their response to the County. In July, the Monitor issued his
report which found the seven of the 31 municipalities have exclusionary zoning
practices. Mr. Buroughs noted that the County did not find any exclusionary practices in
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its review, and disagrees with the Report’s findings. The Monitor’s transmittal letter
sending the report to HUD and the County Executive included a statement that “Zoning
Regulations in 24 out of the 31 municipalities are not exclusionary.” Since then, the
Monitor has filed this report with the Court. In subsequent meetings and discussions, the
Monitor is now indicating that additional municipalities, beyond the seven cited in the
report, may have exclusionary Zoning, but he does not have sufficient information to
make such determination.
Of the seven municipalities, four have met with the Monitor to discuss his findings: the
Village of Croton-on-Hudson and the Towns of Lewisboro, Mamaroneck and Ossining.
The Town of Ossining invited Commissioner Buroughs and Deputy Commissioner
Norma Drummond to their meeting with the Monitor. The Town presented information
showing that the Town and the Village should be considered as a unified municipality
since they share offices, services and planning related functions. Taking the Village out
of the Town does not provide much development potential as much of the land includes
steep slopes, wetlands, etc. The Town also indicates that it allows development of multifamily housing through the use of special permits; none of which have ever been denied
to a requesting developer.
The members noted that with the potential loss of the $7.4 million in HUD funds, the impact
will continue to be felt by local governments and nonprofits which cannot move forward
with projects and programs that benefit low income families in their communities. Also, the
County Planning Department has lost staff crucial to completing the projects and overseeing
the programs. In addition, HUD is now holding back $3 million in Lead Safe Westchester
Grants that are used to remediate Lead Based Paint Hazards in older homes, many of which
are occupied by low income families, especially in Yonkers and Mount Vernon. The loss of
the HUD funds is in addition to the $51.6 million that the County has committed to use to
fund the development of housing under the Housing Settlement.
Ms. Schatzel mentioned to the members that the Housing Monitor will be appearing at the
County’s Board of Legislators Committee of the Whole tomorrow afternoon (September 20).
IV.

HUD Response to HOC Letter
The members discussed the HUD response letter, noting that it used identical language as
letters sent to local governments in response to letters they may have sent regarding loss of
the HUD funds. The members indicated that they would have expected a more in depth
response from HUD addressing the issues raised in the letter. Several felt that sending
another letter would not gain any results; others felt that it would be important to go on
record regarding the negative impact with the loss of the funds, listing which projects will
not go forward and loss of programs and staff. Some suggested that issuing a Press Release
in conjunction with the letter would draw attention to the impacts. HOC will request
assistance from the County Communications Office in preparing any Press items.

V.

Housing Development Outside of the Housing Settlement
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Ms. DeLong described progress of several housing developments that are or will be funded
by the County:
Winbrook Redevelopment, White Plains – a proposal to build a new 104 unit rental
housing development as Phase I to replace existing public housing, which was
originally constructed in 1949.
Heritage Homes, New Rochelle – a just completed 131 new rental townhomes and
apartments to replace existing public housing, constructed in the 1960s.
22 Tarrytown Road, Greenburgh – a just completed 28 unit affordable rental housing
development on the site of a former homeless shelter.
Members remarked that it is important that the County continue to serve local needs,
wherever these may be, beyond meeting the obligations of the housing settlement.
VI.

Next Meeting Date(s)
The next meeting date for HOC is October 24

VII.

Adjournment
The meeting was adjourned at 7:30 p.m.

Comments by Mary Mahon at League of Women Voters Forum on the Housing
Settlement Agreement at White Plains Library, Monday, September 16, 2013

OUTLINE—LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS—WHITE PLAINS—SEPT. 16, 2013
1.

INTRODUCE SELF

2.

THANK LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS FOR HOSTING EVENT

3.

HALFWAY POINT—3 ½ YEARS INTO 7 YEAR AGREEMENT

4.

ACCOMPLISHMENTS

Progress Report on Housing Settlement
Activities
As of September 15, 2013
A. AFFH Development Status
1. 36 developments continue to move along in
20 municipalities.
2. Over 360 sites have been evaluated and
reviewed.
3. The County’s pipeline report to the Monitor
includes 1,456 total units, of which 707
would count toward the goal of 750 units.
Some units may drop off this pipeline report.
4. 395 units have all their financing in place –
the County is required to have 300 units
with financing by 12/31/2013; 450 units
with financing by 12/31/2014. The County
remains a full year ahead of schedule on this
benchmark.

5. 221 units have their building permits in
place – the County is required to have 225
units with building permits by 12/31/2013;
the last four building permits required to
meet the County’s 2013 benchmark have
been applied for, but the developer had not
yet picked them up. Once this benchmark is
achieved, the 12/31/2014 requirement is to
have 350 units with building permits.
6. 123 units are completed.
B. Model Ordinance Provisions
1. 13 Eligible Municipalities have already
adopted the Model Ordinance Provisions.
2. Several municipalities are in the public
review process.
3. Several municipalities are making use of the
technical assistance services offered through
the County’s contract with Pace Land Use
Law Center
MY COLLEAGUE, NORMA DRUMMOND, WILL PROVIDE ADDITIONAL
INFORMATION CONCERNING THE COUNTY’S PROGRESS IN MEETING ITS
OBLIGATIONS UNDER THE SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT.

Norma Drummond Remarks for League of Women Voters Forum
on Housing Settlement Agreement at White Plains Library on
Monday, September 16, 2013
A. Funding Support for Housing
1. Average funding support per unit to date is $81,874 with 2-4
family units still being the most cost effective at an average
cost of only $53,750 each.
2. With the expectation of more no-cost/inclusionary units in
the pipeline and in discussion, the County expects to achieve
the 750 units at a total subsidy cost of $51,693,500 or
$68,925 average cost per unit. These numbers are subject to
change as each unit moves forward and costs are finalized.
3. The County’s $25.2 million has leveraged over $55.2 million
of other public subsidies, including $5.7 of HUD funding.

B. Applicants Versus Occupants
1. Through June 30, 2013, a total of 10 developments had
completed their affirmative fair housing marketing, or were
still underway. 8 Developments had completed their
marketing. Within this total were five homeownership
developments with a total of 60 units and six rental
developments with a total of 180 units. One development
included in both categories is a three-family house with one
ownership unit and two rentals, so it is counted in both
categories.
2. From the marketing efforts of these 10 developments, a total
of 1,573 applications were received before the respective
lottery deadlines; 844 were received after their respective
lottery deadlines, but before June 30, 2013. This analysis is
of the total 2,417 pool of applications.

3. 2252 applications were received for rental developments; 165
for homeownership developments.
4. The most applications were received from African American
households at 41.5% of the total, with 1003 applications;
White households total 34.7% with 841 households; Asian
households were only 1% of the total with 25 applications;
Multi-racial households were 8% at 195 households. 13.2%
(319) of the households did not indicate a race. We did a
reversal of these numbers for the homeownership
developments, where 40.6% of the applicants were White
and 32.2% from African American households;
5. 23.8% of the applications were received from Hispanic
households with 577 applications; 57% (1,379 applications)
were non-Hispanic, and 19% did not indicate their ethnicity –
461 applications. These percentages do not vary greatly
between the rental and homeownership development
applications.
6. 122 units had been completed and occupied in six different
developments by June 30, 2013. 17 of these units were
homeownership units; 105 were rental units.
7. Of the initial occupants, 60 were White, 46 were African
American, 4 were other multi-racial, and 8 did not indicate
their race. 22 indicated that they were Hispanic; 81 indicated
they were not Hispanic, and 19 declined to give their
ethnicity.

Westchester County Board of Legislators Committee Meeting Participation
July – September 2013

July 2, 2013 – BOL Government Operations Meeting:
http://westchestercountyny.iqm2.com/Citizens/SplitView.aspx?Mode=Video&MeetingID=2746&Minute
sID=2393&FileFormat=pdf&Format=Minutes&MediaFileFormat=wmv
July 23, 2013 – BOL Government Operations Meeting:
http://westchestercountyny.iqm2.com/Citizens/SplitView.aspx?Mode=Video&MeetingID=2761&Agenda
ID=2580&FileFormat=pdf&Format=Agenda&MediaFileFormat=wmv
August 13, 2013 – BOL Government Operations Meeting
http://westchestercountyny.iqm2.com/Citizens/SplitView.aspx?Mode=Video&MeetingID=2765&Minute
sID=2416&FileFormat=pdf&Format=Minutes&MediaFileFormat=wmv
September 12, 2013 – BOL Government Operations Meeting:
http://westchestercountyny.iqm2.com/Citizens/SplitView.aspx?Mode=Video&MeetingID=2766&Minute
sID=2428&FileFormat=pdf&Format=Minutes&MediaFileFormat=wmv
September 30, 2013 – BOL Government Operations Meeting:
http://westchestercountyny.iqm2.com/Citizens/SplitView.aspx?Mode=Video&MeetingID=2799&Minute
sID=2442&FileFormat=pdf&Format=Minutes&MediaFileFormat=wmv

Washington's 'Fair Housing'
Assault on Local Zoning

Our experience in Westchester shows what the country
can expect from a new federal discrimination rule.
Published: Sept. 6, 2013
By ROBERT P. ASTORINO
Do you think it is a good idea to give the
Department of Housing and Urban
Development unchecked power to put an
apartment building in your neighborhood?
HUD has proposed a new rule that could do
just that.
In July, HUD published its long-awaited
proposal on "Affirmatively Furthering Fair
Housing" in the Federal Register. It is a
sweeping set of land-use regulations that has
attracted little national attention. The agency
wants the power to dismantle local zoning so
communities have what it considers the right
mix of economic, racial and ethnic diversity.
A finding of discriminatory behavior, or
allegations of discrimination, would no
longer be necessary. HUD will supply
"nationally uniform data" of what it thinks
1,200 communities should look like.
Local governments will have to "take
meaningful actions to further the goals
identified." If they fail to comply, HUD can
cut federal funding. Westchester County
north of New York City has firsthand
experience of what the rest of the nation can
expect.
HUD and Westchester are battling over
local zoning that arose from a 2009
settlement (signed by my predecessor) to
build 750 affordable-housing units in 31
mostly white communities. Westchester is
well ahead of schedule in meeting these
obligations. Almost 400 units have financing
and 124 are already occupied. But HUD isn't
satisfied because it wants to control local
zoning and remake communities.
HUD has told Westchester that any
limits on the size, type, height and density of
buildings are "restrictive practices." It
demands that the county sue its localities
over such common zoning regulations, which
are not exclusionary by any stretch of the
imagination. If HUD can define what
constitutes exclusionary practices, then local
zoning as it is known today disappears.

Apartments, high rises or whatever else the
federal government or a developer wants can
be built on any block in America.
This is not hyperbole. Consider that
HUD's list of "restrictive practices" includes
limits on density even around reservoirs that
supply drinking water to New York City's
eight million residents. Who knew ensuring
clean water was discriminatory?
HUD's power grab is based on the
mistaken belief that zoning and
discrimination are the same. They are not.
Zoning restricts what can be built, not who
lives there.
In the 1970s, New York's highest court,
in cases known as the Berenson decisions,
established rules for what constitutes
e x c l u s i o n a r y z o n i n g. We s t c h e s t e r ' s
municipalities either voluntarily or through
legal challenges have complied with these
judicial rules. Any local zoning code also
remains open to legal challenge. There are
long-standing legal standards by which local
zoning is judged and continually reviewed.
As required by HUD, Westchester
County analyzed all 853 local zoning districts
in February 2012. It found no evidence of
exclusionary practices based on race or
ethnicity. The county's conclusion was
supported in a separate analysis by John R.
Nolon, an affordable-housing expert at Pace
University's Land Use Law Center.
HUD rejected the findings and cut off
$17 million of federal funds to the county.

The county prepared seven
additional analyses, each one
exploring more data as
demanded by HUD. But as
many times as HUD
attempted to move the goal
posts, the findings did not
change. There is no evidence
that zoning requirements on
things like building size and height are racially
exclusionary.
Last month HUD finally demanded—
without presenting any facts—that the county
accept its conclusion that there is exclusionary
zoning in Westchester as a condition of
releasing the funds. The agency's demand flies
in the face of the July 31 "report card" issued
by James E. Johnson, the federal monitor hired
by HUD to oversee its 2009 affordable housing
settlement. Mr. Johnson found no evidence
of exclusionary zoning based on race or
ethnicity.
Westchester is proudly the fourth
most diverse county in New York in its
population of African-Americans and
Hispanics. Hispanics are the county's
fastest-growing ethnic group, increasing in
every community in the last census. The
number of African-Americans continues to
grow in contrast to an exodus from many
areas in the Northeast. But HUD won't
budge. Its vision for remaking
neighborhoods depends on gaining control
of local zoning.
The $17 million that HUD is
withholding include Community Development
Block Grants to help needy residents with
neighborhood revitalization, new playgrounds
a n d s i d e w a l k s, p ro g r a m s t o p reve n t
homelessness and, ironically, affordable
housing. Westchester has sued the federal
government to release these funds. Our claim
is that HUD is unfairly holding hostage the
communities and nonprofit agencies that
administer those programs in its fight with the
county. A federal judge dismissed Westchester's
claim last month, saying HUD's ruling was
written in a way that "excludes it from judicial
review." The lawsuit is now before the Court of
Appeals for the Second Circuit.
HUD has no idea how much its new rule
will cost, or whether it will even work. The
only economic analysis HUD has provided
concerns how much it will cost communities to
comply with the paperwork. HUD estimates
$3 million to $9 million. The agency has not
published any estimate of other effects, such as
on local real-estate markets or local budgets. As
stated in the Federal Register, "HUD cannot
quantify the benefits and costs of policies
influenced by the rule."
HUD is asking for comments on its new
rule by Sept. 17. If elected officials and citizens
do not want to cede control of their streets,
neighborhoods and open space to Washington,
now is the time to say so.
Mr. Astorino is the Westchester
County executive.

Renewing a Fair-Housing Fight
Group Claims Westchester Is Skirting 2009 Decree Over Racial Discrimination
Published: June 2, 2011
By SHELLY BANJO
A New York City nonprofit
housing group on Tuesday asked a
district court in Manhattan to step
in and enforce a 2009 consent
decree that settled a lawsuit over
Westchester County's alleged
failure to enforce federal fairhousing laws.
The Anti-Discrimination Center—
which as part of the 2009
settlement received $7.5 million
from the county and was
subsequently dismissed from
overseeing the settlement's
implementation—now wants to
jump back in the fray.
It claims Westchester County is
skirting its obligations to enforce
fair-housing laws, pointing to
missed deadlines and a failure to
provide sufficient planning
documents.

A U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development spokesman
declined to comment on the
center's court action but said the
agency is taking the case seriously.
Currently, it is withholding $7.3
million in Westchester's yearly
federal housing funds until the
county meets certain federal
funding requirements.
The county, a court-appointed
monitor and the federal
government each said they are
working together to establish
affordable housing across the
mostly affluent area.

The center said the federal
government and the courtappointed monitor aren't
adequately enforcing the county's
compliance with the settlement.

In 2009, a federal judge in
Manhattan ruled that Westchester
had misrepresented its efforts to
create fair housing when it applied
for federal funds. The lawsuit,
brought by the Anti-Discrimination
Center, claimed the county had
failed to meet federal housing
requirements and its use of federal
funds actually furthered racial
segregation.

Westchester County disputes the
center's claims and said it's actually
ahead of schedule in the number of
approved affordable homes.

At the time, the county defended its
affordable-housing practices and
chose to settle the lawsuit through
a consent decree.

The $63 million settlement
allocated nearly $52 million over
seven years to build or acquire at
least 750 homes, most in areas with
few minorities.
The county also agreed to market
the affordable homes across the
New York metropolitan area.
Whether or not the ruling is strictly
enforced could have broad
implications across the county:
About 1,200 local and state
government entities accept HUD
funds through the Community
Development Block Grant
programs. Despite federal
antidiscrimination rules, several
cities over the years have enacted
prohibitive zoning codes in an
effort to keep out affordable
housing.
Weak enforcement of the widely
watched federal lawsuit could
diminish HUD's authority and rules
that prevent affordable housing
constructed using federal funds
from furthering racial segregation,
the Anti-Discrimination Center
said.

The 2009 consent decree "was
supposed to mark the moment—for
Westchester and for the country—
when serious steps would begin to
be taken to overcome the
residential segregation that
continues to plague our society,"
said Robert Stroup, the center's cocounsel and a partner at the law
firm of Levy & Ratner. "Instead,
we have seen almost two years of
Westchester continuing the same
attitudes and polices that landed it
in trouble in the first place."
Westchester County said it has
already identified 281 affordable

homes, 164 of which have been
approved by court-appointed
monitor James E. Johnson.
"Westchester County has been
working diligently with HUD and
the monitor to comply with the
settlement," said Ned McCormack,
a spokesman for County Executive
Rob Astorino, a Republican.
Mr. Johnson, the court-appointed
monitor, said approvals are
provisionary but that Westchester
is making progress on its goals of
building 750 affordable homes.

However, he said reaching
numerical building goals only
fulfills half of the consent decree.
The other half requires the county
to create a detailed road map
detailing the barriers it faces in
creating affordable housing and
how it intends to eradicate them.
Mr. Johnson said the county has
failed to adequately provide these
plans.
Mr. McCormack, the spokesman
for the county executive, said the
plans were "simply bureaucratic
documents."

HUD Plays Hardball With Westchester County
Published: July 15, 2011
By SHELLY BANJO
The federal Department of Housing
and Urban Development is starting
to play hardball with Westchester

to market the affordable homes
across the New York metropolitan
area.

County over its plans for affordable

“unwarranted trampling of local
zoning rights.” He said
Westchester is a year ahead of
schedule on the actual development

In June, the Anti-Discrimination
Center, the nonprofit group which
originally sued the county for
allegedly violating fair-housing
laws accused the county of skirting
its obligations, citing missed
deadlines and insufficient planning
documents.

of affordable homes and that HUD,
by quibbling with planning
documents, is trying to make the
county to more than it can afford to
do in the marketplace.

Local officials said Friday that
HUD is overreaching its mandate
and infringing upon local zoning
rules. County Executive Rob
Astorino plans to go to Washington

HUD earlier this month rejected
the county’s affordable housing
plans for the fifth time. As a result,
the agency has withheld $7.3
million in yearly federal housing
funds allocated to the county.

conference,” said James Johnson,
the court-appointed monitor who is
working with HUD and the county.
“The consent decree provides a
mechanism for resolving disputes

later this month to ask HUD
Secretary Shaun Donovan to
intervene in a standoff between the
county and his agency over the

In a letter, HUD called on the
county to challenge the zoning
practices of its municipalities and

housing units.
HUD is withholding federal money
that is due Westchester because,
the agency has said, the county’s
plans for adding affordable housing
units within its borders do not
adequately satisfy fair-housing
laws.

implementation of a 2009
agreement that required
Westchester to buy or develop
affordable homes.
That $63 million agreement
required the county to allocate
nearly $52 million for more than
750 homes, most in areas with few
minorities. The county also agreed

outline what it will do if they fail to
comply. The agency also asked that
half of the affordable dwellings
have three bedrooms, a provision
that Westchester officials say
would be too costly.
Astorino characterized HUD’s
moves as “unprecedented
bureaucratic overreaching” and

“The county is bound by an
agreement that does not
contemplate mediation by press

between HUD and the County. If
and when the parties bring their
dispute to me, I will work with
them to resolve it.”
“We’ve been working for two
years now to help Westchester
County satisfy its legal obligations
under the settlement
agreement. Yet, the county
continues to fall short of these
obligations and shifting the
conversation to HUD doesn’t
change that fact,” said an agency

spokesman. “We’ll continue
working very hard with the
County, but rhetoric like this is
unproductive and does not help us
reach the goal of expanding fair
housing choices for the residents of
Westchester County.”
About 1,200 local and state
government entities accept HUD
funds through the Community
Development Block Grant

programs, but those funds are
contingent upon a community’s
adherence to fair-housing laws.
HUD’s enforcement of the
Westchester ruling could have
ripple effects in similarly affluent
communities across the county.
Several cities over the years have
enacted prohibitively strict zoning
codes in a thinly veiled effort to
keep out affordable housing,

despite federal anti-discrimination
rules. Weak enforcement could
diminish HUD’s authority and
furthering racial segregation, the
Anti-Discrimination Center said.
“The objective was to overcome
the barriers that left Westchester a
highly residentially segregated
county, not to please local towns
and villages,” said Craig Gurian,
the center’s executive director.

Social Engineering in Suburbia
Federal regulators try to integrate counties by housing fiat.
Review & Outlook | September 16, 2011
You'd think that federal housing
officials these days would focus on
repairing a housing market that
continues to retard economic
growth. Yet the Department of
Housing and Urban Development
is preoccupied with the precise
racial and ethnic make-up of
American neighborhoods, such as
Westchester County north of New
York City.
In 2009 Westchester's then-county
executive, Democrat Andrew
Spano, reached a settlement with
HUD that ended a lawsuit brought
by a liberal activist group. The suit
alleged that Westchester had
accepted federal grants while
making false claims about
"affordable housing" in the county.
Never mind that prior to Team
Obama's strong-arming, HUD
officials in Republican and
Democratic Administrations had
praised Westchester's housing
practices. Mr. Spano said he agreed
to the deal instead of going to trial
because he didn't want to put
federal funds for the county at risk.
Westchester officials admitted no
wrongdoing, but the county did
agree to spend $50 million on 750
new subsidized housing units—630
of which must be constructed in

enclaves that are less than 3%
black and 7% Hispanic—and to
market them to minorities.
According to the current
Westchester executive, Republican
Rob Astorino, the county is well
along in meeting those goals, but
the Obama Administration won't
take yes for an answer.
"HUD is trying to expand the terms
of the settlement from a
straightforward stipulation to build
housing into an open-ended
utopian integration order," Mr.
Astorino says. The Administration
wants the county to say that its
housing patterns stem from
discriminatory practices, though
there's no evidence to support the
claim. "All of the objective studies
that have been done show that
housing patterns in Westchester are
driven by economics," says Mr.
Astorino.
Even the activist group that filed
the original lawsuit couldn't show
any pattern of discrimination,
which is why it filed a false claims
suit instead. According to the 2010
Census, Westchester is the fourth
most racially diverse county in the
state, trailing only Brooklyn,
Queens and the Bronx, and tying
Manhattan.

That's not good enough for HUD.
Even as more blacks and Hispanics
enter the middle-class and migrate
to suburbia, liberals fret over their
neighborhood preferences. Yet
there is a significant body of
research detailing how and why
ethnic and racial groups often
cluster in separate residential areas.
Studies have shown that most
blacks prefer to live where a
majority of the residents are also
black. This may horrify HUD
officials, but racial and ethnic
minorities often prefer to live
where they have family ties and
social networks.
The Obama Administration
acknowledges that its demands on
Westchester—which include
rezoning—fall outside of the
settlement, but the White House is
determined to make an example of
the county. "We're clearly
messaging other jurisdictions
across the country that there has
been a significant change in the
Department of Housing and Urban
Development, and we're going to
ask them to pursue similar goals as
well," said Rob Sims, a deputy
secretary at HUD at the time of the
settlement.

The good news is that Mr. Astorino
is fighting back, and the case could
end up back in court, which could
spare communities nationwide a lot
of grief. Westchester isn't the Jim
Crow South, and government

attempts to shoehorn people into
communities where they otherwise
can't afford to live often result in
needless racial tensions and
divided communities. The problem
is not Westchester's "affordable

housing" policies. The problem is a
government mentality that wants to
determine where people should
live.

Dick Spotswood: County supervisors
should have told HUD to 'get lost'
By Dick Spotswood
Special to the IJ

POSTED: OCTOBER 16, 2011
ON TUESDAY, the Board of Supervisors approved a housing implementation plan demanded by the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development that could significantly change Marin's landscape.
They shouldn't have done it.
In a stealth mode, supervisors approved their "Analysis of Impediment to Fair Housing Choice and
Implementation Plan" that binds the county and its cities to a process that irrationally meshes the concepts of
"affordable housing" and "fair housing" and sets a slew of vague requirements with the force of law.
Out-of-control HUD staffers have decided that upper-middle class, predominately white suburbs are their new
targets. They started with Westchester County, New York. Now it's Marin's turn.
Those areas which don't meet HUD's ideal of 1980s style of "diversity" will pay a price.
It's shocking and wrong that in 2011 anyone, much less a federal agency, is focusing on race-based
policymaking. That they voice concern over "protected classes" doesn't make it right.
Pursuant to the "voluntary compliance agreement" signed with HUD last November and the new
Implementation Plan, Marin agrees to "affirmatively further fair housing."
That's proper.
It then goes overboard by mandating that Marin must "go beyond the absence of illegal discrimination; there is
also an obligation to take local action to change past patterns that emerge from historic inequalities."
This lingo means that Marin must satisfy federal racial and ethnic expectations or face sanctions.
Marin governments will now be subject to federal scrutiny to achieve an acceptable level of "diversity." If a
jurisdiction's zoning doesn't allow more housing "opportunities," planning laws must be changed.
Even if Marin provides more housing, occupants must meet regional racial diversity guidelines.
Remember, the plan insists, never use the word "quotas" when referring to this process.
Most Marinites are not racists. They actively support nondiscrimination. That counts for little. The reality is that
housing activists resent that upper-middle class whites and Asians can afford to live in attractive, crime-free
communities.

HUD required the county prepare an "Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choices."
Staff chose Fair Housing of Marin to draft the all-important analysis. The Marin Community Foundationfunded nonprofit is an unabashed housing and diversity advocate. Choosing Fair Housing to perform an
impartial housing study is akin to the Treasury hiring Goldman Sachs to determine if the financial services
industry is taking undue risks.
MCF's hands are all over this process.
Once MCF began shifting from aiding nonprofits to shaping public policy to align with their agenda, it began
funding advocates for its policies. Whether its Stand Up for Neighborly Novato, Fair Housing of Marin or
Grassroots Leadership Committee, follow the money and you'll find MCF.
This "Implementation Plan" will ultimately increase high-density housing in all Marin towns. The county must
recruit region-wide to fill that housing because Marin's current population isn't diverse enough.
Forget that affordable housing is supposedly for local cops, teachers and retail workers. Now it's aimed to
satisfying HUD's racial diversity goals.
The supervisors weren't up-front about the plan's land-use implications. The Community Development Block
Grant Committee, chaired by Supervisor Judy Arnold, held public hearings to obtain the input primarily from
residents in Marin City, San Rafael's Canal and from housing activists.
There were no hearings in Novato, where housing is topic one.
HUD's jurisdiction is based on Marin's receipt of $2.4 million in federal affordable housing cash. That's small
potatoes given high construction costs. Marin should have declined the money and told HUD to get lost.
Instead, with minimum notice, the Analysis and the Implementation Plan went to the Board last Tuesday.
Despite cries for a continuance to allow broad-based public input, supervisors barreled ahead and unanimously
approved the package.
Columnist Dick Spotswood of Mill Valley shares his views on local politics every Sunday in the IJ. His email
address is spotswood@comcast.net. Read his musings at http://blogs.marinij.com/spotswood/

HUD’s warped war on Westchester: Our county is already diverse
Washington throws its federal weight around White Plains
BY ROBERT ASTORINO / NEW YORK DAILY NEWS
WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 30, 2011
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President Obama appeared with (left to right) then-economic advisor Austan Goolsbee, Housing and Uraban
Development Secretary Shaun Donovan, Commerce Secretary Gary Locke and Vice President Joe Biden in September
2010.

Only 15% of Americans trust the
federal government to do the right
thing most of the time, according to
a recent poll.
Here’s one reason why. Common
sense tells us you can’t manage

what you can’t measure. Yet
the Obama administration is
constantly trying to manage
without measuring costs or
consequences.
A case in point is a fight that the
federal Housing and Urban

Development Department is
waging against Westchester
County, where I am county
executive. In 2009, my predecessor
signed a consent decree with the
federal government to settle
allegations that Westchester made

false claims in connection with
federal funds it received for
affordable housing. The settlement
called for the county to build at
least 750 units of affordable
housing in 31 so-called eligible or
mostly white communities within
seven years or face severe fines.
Two years later, the federal
government, not content simply to
see the housing built, is trying to
use the settlement as a hammer to
dismantle local zoning — oblivious
to common sense, the rule of law
and the bill to taxpayers.
I opposed the settlement from the
outset, but since entering office last
year, I’ve worked to comply with
it. With 206 housing units already
approved by the federal monitor,
the county is a year ahead of
schedule.
HUD is not satisfied. It views the
settlement as an integration order
to be used as a model for the entire
country, and it is playing hardball
to make its point. The agency is
currently withholding $7 million in
funding from Westchester —
money designated, ironically
enough, to implement the
settlement — because the county
has failed to show how its plans
“will affirmatively further fair
housing.”
No one knows how to translate that
last bit, including HUD. Assistant
Secretary John Trasviña has
promised to provide “greater
clarity over what affirmatively
furthering actually means” next
year.
In the meantime, top-down,
Washington-driven social
engineering marches on in search
of problems that exist only in the
minds of bureaucrats.

Here are the facts. Westchester
already is the fourth most diverse
county in New York (tied with
Manhattan and behind Brooklyn,
Queens and the Bronx). If
Westchester were a state, it would
be the seventh most diverse in
terms of Hispanic representation
and the 14th in terms of AfricanAmerican representation.

most fundamental academic
performance metric, graduation
rates, is above average on a
statewide basis.
Where does it end? Is HUD going
to call for the breakup of Vermont
and Maine because they are 95%
white? What about Chinatown or
other predominantly ethnic city
neighborhoods?

So what is the social ill that HUD
would have us solve? HUD calls it
de facto segregation, complaining
that not enough African-Americans
and Hispanics live on every block
or neighborhood throughout the
county.

In Westchester, anyone can live
anywhere they like. Where people
live depends on the home they can
afford. That’s not discrimination.
That’s economics.

That complaint, it turns out, is
against local zoning. The hit list
includes limits on multifamily
housing, townhouse development,
bedrooms per unit, minimum lot
size and even sewers. In HUD’s
mind, these add up to a set of
restrictions that discriminate on the
basis of race.
HUD now wants half of the 750
units required under the settlement
to have three bedrooms — a brandnew requirement it concedes is
outside of the agreement. Such an
idea would double the cost of
compliance at a time when
Westchester, which already has the
highest property taxes in the
nation, is facing service cuts and
hundreds of layoffs.
The federal government’s social
engineering even goes so far as to
add a page to Garrison Keillor’s “A
Prairie Home Companion,”
suggesting all the housing should
be near “above-average schools.”
Had it bothered to check, HUD
would have found that
Westchester’s worst-performing
high school when it comes to the

The 2010 U.S. census provides
proof Westchester is a welcoming
community. As a result of natural
market forces, the AfricanAmerican and Hispanic
populations of the 31 mostly white
communities in the settlement
increased 56% over the past
decade.
Integration is happening naturally.
Yet if all 750 of the housing units
required by this settlement were
evenly distributed among the 31
designated communities and filled
solely with African-Americans and
Hispanics, their representation
would increase by only 5% — at a
projected cost approaching $100
million.
Westchester is a real place. It’s
struggling with real problems.
More attention to these real
problems and less time spent on
social engineering would help get
people believing in the federal
government again.
Astorino is Westchester’s county
executive.

Mr. Astorino Goes to Westchester
Slowly but surely, he’s turning the tide.
By Patrick Brennan
JANUARY 11, 2012
What might cause the New York

gargantuan government, which

Astorino was elected as

Times editorial board to find, in

levies the fifth-highest property-

Westchester’s county executive

New York’s suburban

tax rates of any county in

by a margin of 16 points.

Westchester County, an

America — residents pay a

example of “a struggle for racial

staggering 7.8 percent of the

Astorino, a successful radio

integration [that] is neither

median income in property

commentator first on ESPN

bygone nor exclusively

taxes.

Radio and then with Sirius’s
Catholic Channel, is a calm but

Southern”? Why might “county
leaders [be] stonewalling

New York State also requires a

convincing advocate for

federal authorities over a

particularly burdensome system

conservative principles. In an

longstanding housing

of local government — regional

interview in his office

desegregation case”?

government, county

with National Review Online,

legislatures, county executives,

Astorino highlighted the three

More or less, a Republican

and a wide range of county

issues he has emphasized as

executive in a deep blue district.

services all weigh down

county executive, which he

Over the past two years, county

Westchester with a budget of

considers the key roles of local

executive Rob Astorino has

$1.8 billion.

government anywhere: making

garnered widespread attention

sure property taxes are

and praise for defending his

In 2009, residents decided that

reasonable, maintaining

county against racially tinged

their taxes had grown too

essential services, and attracting

federal overreach in a mundane

oppressive and their

businesses and economic

affordable-housing case, while

government too big, and ended

development.

also reducing the onerous costs

a twelve-year Democratic reign

of county government.

in the executive’s office. A year

Astorino’s victory in a

after Obama won more than 65

prominently liberal area

In recent decades,

percent of the vote in the

garnered him national media

Westchester’s wealth has fed a

county, Republican Rob

attention, but he says that he

wasn’t aware of his national

affordable-housing project, and

cooperate in the housing

profile at all until the morning

suggesting actions to overcome

settlement without demolishing

after his election — when

them. HUD has repeatedly

their own local laws.

“CNN and the networks were

rejected the county’s analysis,

outside my front door, and Rush

despite the fact that the

Astorino has insisted that the

Limbaugh was talking about

settlement-mandated

county will abide by the terms

me.” Limbaugh cited Astorino

construction of units is ahead of

of the original federal

as a successful candidate

schedule and compliant with

settlement, and emphatically

crusading against big

Westchester’s agreed-upon

rejected HUD’s demands as

government in a “deep blue”

settlement.

unaffordable outlays and
troubling overreach in response

region.
On May 13, 2011, HUD

to a non-existent problem.

Prior to Astorino’s election,

sent another letter to the county

Allocating all of the new

Westchester had begun a large

government essentially

housing to members of minority

affordable-housing project with

admitting as much, insisting

groups would increase

funding from the federal

that Westchester go “beyond the

Westchester’s minority

Department of Housing and

four corners of the settlement”

population by just 5 percent,

Urban Development (HUD).

in a few ways. Obama’s HUD

while it naturally increased 56

The previous county executive,

seemed to be unhappy for two

percent from 2000 to 2010, and

Andrew Spano, had settled a

reasons: not enough spending,

the county remains ahead of

2009 suit by a local anti-

and not enough government

schedule on financing and

discrimination group with the

control. First, HUD insisted that

constructing the housing units.

federal government, agreeing

more than 50 percent of all

Astorino explained local

that Westchester would build

homes constructed have three

residents’ dismay with what

750 units of housing in

bedrooms, which would more

federal authorities “have

predominately white areas, in

than double the county’s costs

called . . . their grand

order to meet its obligation to

from $51.6 million to about

experiment” and their issuance

“affirmatively further fair and

$100 million, a price

of an “integration order.”

affordable housing.”

unreasonable for a county with

(Westchester is the fourth most

strained finances. Secondly,

diverse county in the state —

HUD has requested that the

tied with New York County,

county sue towns to dismantle

also known as Manhattan.)

their zoning laws on, among

Astorino has stood fast,

other things, multifamily

however, and told me the

housing, despite the fact that the

national controversy has not

settlement doesn’t require it,

distracted him from his county

After Astorino was elected,
President Obama’s
HUD required the county
government to submit a
document identifying potential
“impediments” to the

and towns have been able to

reforms, which the county

whose incentive effects are not

couple of the budget reforms he

government desperately needed.

always so tangible. When

highlights.

property taxes reach an
One almost cannot overstate the

unsustainable level, citizens are

Westchester’s twelve county

tax burden imposed on

forced to sell their homes and

homeless shelters were

Westchester residents.

communities are visibly altered.

operating well under capacity,

Residents of Fairfield, a

Moreover, property taxes fall

thanks to notably successful

similarly affluent county next

upon residents regardless of

efforts in relocating homeless

door in Connecticut, pay half as

their current income. No good

citizens to permanent housing.

much property taxes as

comes of high taxes, of course,

In fact, two shelters were

residents of Westchester.

but there is a silver lining to

running only about 50 percent

Astorino notes, “Ninety-nine

Westchester’s property-tax

full on the average night — but

out of 100 times, when you talk

rates: By showing citizens the

costing the county as if they

to someone in this county,

real cost of their government,

were filled by homeless every

whether Democrat or

they have forced liberals and

night. Sensibly, Astorino

Republican, liberal or

conservatives alike to address

decided to close these two

conservative, it is ‘Stop this tax

government waste.

shelters, saving a significant

madness, now.’”

amount of money while leaving
Despite constantly rising

the system with plenty of

Westchester has a substantial

outlays, Astorino has done his

remaining capacity. He noted

population of senior citizens,

best to maintain or reduce

that, because it involved layoffs,

and the combination of once

Westchester’s tax levy, a

even such an obvious fix was

rapidly rising property values

marked difference from the

lambasted: “The narrative from

and a constantly increasing tax

constant inflation seen under

the other side was, we’re

levy has made the situation

Democratic executives. (In his

throwing homeless people out

untenable for many. Astorino

first full-year budget, he

in the street.”

explained a truly shocking

reduced the total levy by 2

trend: Many Westchester senior

percent, and will hold it steady

Another of Astorino’s reforms

citizens now find themselves

in his 2012 budget.)

was similarly demonized. The

paying more money in annual

county government was

property taxes than they did on

Much of New York’s county-

administering Section 8 housing

their home mortgages, and

level bloat is due to the number

vouchers on behalf of the state,

many are exchanging their New

of services, including Medicaid,

losing about $700,000 a year

York houses for Florida condos

that New York State provides

over and above state

as a result.

through county governments.

reimbursements, when they

But the government is

could have contracted it to the

Property taxes, for better or

essentially redundant in other

state. Seeing an opportunity,

worse, aren’t like income taxes,

respects, as indicated by a

Astorino cancelled the contract

— state employees now provide

he appreciates the challenge and

mandate and a practical way

the same Section 8 services at

opportunity Westchester

forward for reform.

no loss to the county, and work

represents, noting that “there’s a

in the same county office

lot at stake, there are a lot of

Rob Astorino’s success in

building, for which the state

smart people in this county, and

Westchester County is due in no

pays the county $237,000 a year

they understand what we’re

small part to unique factors: his

in rent. But even this seemingly

doing.”

charisma and command of the
issues, and taxpayers who have

obvious solution, which saves
the county almost $1 million a

He attributes his vigorous

emphatically rejected onerous

year, was heavily opposed.

approach to government reform

taxes. But as counties and

Siding with the public-sector

to his concern for the problems

municipalities across America

union involved, the Democratic

of his home county, and to his

must confront worsening fiscal

county legislature insisted

wider beliefs about the proper

situations, Astorino has shown

unsuccessfully that the

function of government: “The

that successes are possible

government rehire the county

county is tangled with the

anywhere, even Westchester,

workers for what Astorino calls

state,” but Westchester, as a

with smart reforms and political

“no-show jobs,” since the state

large county, can be “a model, a

will. Astorino, agonistes no

now provided the service.

laboratory for the rest of the

longer, has crusaded for small

state and the federal

government, and won more

Astorino’s profile has not

government. If we can do it in

converts than anyone would

diminished — after unveiling

Westchester, it can be done

have expected.

his 2012 county budget in

elsewhere.”

November, he was featured on
Fox Business Network to

Indeed, sentiment in the county

explain why union members’

about Astorino’s performance,

refusal to contribute to their

despite controversy and

own health-care costs forced

austerity, seems to be quite

210 layoffs in his 2012 county

positive: The most obvious

budget. His combination of

vindication of Westchester’s

personal appeal and policy

new government was

knowledge seem to suggest

November’s county-legislature

great political potential, but

election. In three excruciatingly

when I prompted him about

close races, the Republicans

future ambitions, he smiled and

managed to pick up two seats,

demurred, emphasizing his
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A Texas-Size Housing Fight
U.S. Threatens to Cut Aid After Galveston Rejects Rebuilding Low-Income Units
By ROBBIE WHELAN
Published: August 3, 2012
GALVESTON, Texas—Four years
ago, Hurricane Ike swept through
this island town on the Gulf of
Mexico, flooding homes,
destroying property and wreaking
havoc on the economy.

Sen. Charles Schumer joins the D.C.
Bureau to handicap which Dems will win,
and which will probably lose, their seats in
November. Also, how Elizabeth Warren
will beat Scott Brown in what Schumer
says will be "the most expensive Senate
campaign ever." Photo: Associated Press.

Robbie Whelan/The Wall Street Journal

The issue has already cost Joe
Jaworski his job as mayor of this
port city. In June, Mr. Jaworski, a
Democrat who supported
rebuilding the housing as part of a
mixed-income development, was
defeated in a run-off election by
Lewis Rosen, a conservative
businessman who promised not to
rebuild the units.

Former Galveston Mayor Joe
Jaworski stands in front of a site
that held subsidized housing lost in
a hurricane. He supported replacing
the units.
Now, Galveston has become the
center of a different type of
tempest, as local officials battle the
Obama administration over plans
to replace 569 public-housing units
ruined by the storm.

Irwin "Buddy" Herz, the newly
named chairman of the Galveston
Housing Authority, said mixedincome developments are "like
communities of the poor. They
destroy people's incentives to do
better."
Mark Calabria, an economist for
the libertarian Cato Institute, said
"there's a tremendous amount of
research that shows that voucher
programs are more effective than
anything we do in building
assisted, affordable rental
housing."

Mr. Rosen favors using federal
rental-assistance vouchers to house
low-income tenants displaced by
the storm, a move U.S. officials
have rejected, saying they want to
increase the city's supply of lowincome housing.
"This election was a referendum on
public housing," Mr. Rosen said.
"The citizens of Galveston did not
want to build back the type of
housing that was here before." He
said vouchers would allow
residents to live "where they have
job opportunities, which do not
exist in Galveston."

The Department of Housing and
Urban Development, which funds
subsidized housing, is demanding
that Galveston build 569 lowincome units—as part of mixedincome developments, not oldfashioned projects—or risk losing
more than half a billion dollars in

storm-recovery funds the city
needs to rebuild infrastructure,
such as a water-treatment plant,
roads and sidewalks. The agency
has authorized $109 million in
federal funds to replace the lost
housing.
HUD's Secretary, Shaun Donovan,
summoned the new mayor to
Washington last week to discuss
the issue. The cabinet secretary
reminded Mr. Rosen that the city is
subject to two agreements between
city, state and U.S. officials that
require the city to rebuild the units,
and asked that the city provide a
plan within 30 days.
"This is all we are requiring of the
Galveston Housing Authority—to
rebuild with quality, affordable
mixed-income housing," Mr.
Donovan said in an emailed
statement. "Many would consider
this a golden opportunity to use
federal and local resources to
rebuild public housing the right
way."
In the past two weeks, Mr. Rosen
and the city's housing authority
have opened negotiations with
Texas' General Land Office, a state
agency that is working on behalf of
HUD and housing advocates to
seek a compromise. No new plan
has emerged, so the stalemate
continues.
HUD's aggressive response is part
of a broader effort in recent years
to step up enforcement of fairhousing policies. In wealthy
Westchester County, N.Y., HUD
accused the local government of
resisting federal orders to build 750
low-income units to battle what
HUD has argued is segregation.
The county says it now is

complying with all legal
requirements in the case. And last
year, HUD threatened to strip St.
Bernard Parish, a mostly white
community in Louisiana, of $91
million meant to recover from
Hurricane Katrina after the parish
enacted policies that restricted
access to affordable rental units for
poor residents of nearby New
Orleans. The Department of Justice
sued the parish in February,
alleging housing discrimination.
The parish's newly elected
president, who doesn't support the
previous local government's
housing policies, says the local
government is working to comply
with the agency's orders.
"Prior to 2009 it was a rare
occasion that HUD would
intervene on these types of issues,"
said Michael Allen, an attorney
who has represented housing
advocates in both the Westchester
and Galveston cases.
Some housing advocates say the
decline in low-income housing in
Galveston has reduced the city's
African-American population. "I
think race is central to this
discussion," said John
Henneberger, co-founder of the
Texas Low Income Housing
Information Service.
The debate in Galveston reflects a
dilemma poor citizens elsewhere
face: As the need for low-income
rental housing rises, exacerbated by
the economic downturn and the
foreclosure crisis, the supply of
subsidized housing has shrunk.
Harvard University's Joint Center
for Housing Studies estimates that
in 2001, the number of low-income
households (those with income of

$15,000 or less) exceeded the
number of low-income rental
properties by 2.4 million; by 2010,
the gap had risen to 5.1 million.
The National Low Income Housing
Coalition estimates that 10,000
low-income rental units are lost
every year to demolition, sale or
natural disasters.
In 2011, Galveston picked
McCormack Baron Salazar, a St.
Louis developer, to build a mixedincome complex. The company is
headed by Richard Baron, who
worked with former Housing
Secretary Henry Cisneros to
develop replacements for public
housing.
Under the plan by Mr. Baron and
the city, the development would
include community swimming
pools and apartments with central
air. Of the development's 718 units,
529 would be for very-low-income
tenants, and the rest would be
divided between working-class
people subsidized by tax credits
and market-rate rentals.
The plan was meant to make life
easier for people like Bety Bustillo,
age 56, and her husband, Luis, 55,
two of the more than 20% of
Galveston's population who live
below the poverty line. The couple
lived in a two-bedroom apartment
in a project destroyed by Ike. They
paid $300 a month in rent,
including utilities, and Ms. Bustillo
could walk to her housekeeping job
at a hospital, for which she earns
$1,160 a month. Mr. Bustillo
makes about $600 a month as a
restaurant prep cook.
They now are living in a temporary
apartment using a HUD disaster-

assistance voucher. The unit is
smaller, costs $450 a month after
the voucher (not including utilities)
and its location requires Ms.
Bustillo to ride a bus one hour each
way to work.

"I feel stressed about the situation,"
says Ms. Bustillo, who hopes the
city will rebuild what was lost in
the storm. According to
Galveston's housing authority,

there is a waiting list of 1,200
applicants for public housing.

HUD-on-Hudson
The feds tell Westchester County how to run local housing policy.
Review & Outlook | August 20, 2012
Outside the Big Apple,
Westchester County—the liberalleaning suburb that stretches from
Yonkers to Port Chester to
Bedford—is the most racially
diverse county in the state of New
York. It also has an excellent
record when it comes to subsidized
housing, something for which it
had been praised by Republican
and Democratic Administrations.
Which makes it an odd target in the
Obama Administration's efforts to
racially engineer American
neighborhoods.
Yet that's the hand the county has
been dealt following a court order
this month that it comply with the
demands of the Department of
Housing and Urban Development.
At issue is the interpretation of a
2009 settlement Westchester
reached with HUD over the
availability of "affordable
housing." The deal required the
county to spend more than $50
million on 750 new subsidized
housing units over seven years,
mostly in areas with low black or
Hispanic populations, and market
those units to minorities.
Three years later, Westchester has
569 units in the pipeline and is

building them ahead of schedule.
But that hasn't been enough to
satisfy HUD. It also wants the
county to apply a line in the
settlement that calls on it to
"promote" legislation that would
forbid landlords from rejecting
tenants who use federally
subsidized Section 8 housing
vouchers to pay rent.

Westchester provide a list of legal
tools it can use should it ever
discover evidence of racially
exclusionary zoning within its
borders. Never mind that a countycommissioned study of 853 zoning
districts within Westchester's 43
municipalities produced zero
evidence of any exclusionary
practices, anywhere.

The Board of Legislators
considered such a bill in 2009 but it
was never voted on. Similar
legislation was vetoed the
following year by new county
executive Rob Astorino, which led
HUD to withhold millions of
dollars in community grants to the
county. So the county sued, noting
that "promote" doesn't mean
"sign." In March a district court
sided with the county, but HUD
appealed and got the ruling
reversed in May. The Second Court
of Appeals recently granted
Westchester an expedited appeal
but lifted a stay on the May ruling.

Nobody should stand for
discriminatory housing practices,
but the days in which blacks, Jews
and other minorities were
systematically kept out of suburban
neighborhoods are long behind us.
Nor is it evidence of racism if
landlords fear that people who use
Section 8 vouchers to help pay the
rent might not meet their criteria as
financially reliable tenants.

Now the lawyer overseeing the
settlement has insisted that Mr.
Astorino comply with the May
ruling, no doubt as a way of
rendering the expedited appeal
moot. HUD is also demanding that

The record of governmentmandated social engineering,
abroad and in the U.S., isn't
inspiring. Americans did not
overcome a legacy of racial
discrimination so that Uncle Sam
could force local officials to go
hunting for ghost trails, much less
arrange the racial palette of their
communities according to the
tastes of Washington bureaucrats.

HUD’s Racial Subdivisions
Review & Outlook | April 4, 2013
Elections have consequences, and one
result from November has been to
empower President Obama's
regulators. Consider what the social
engineers at the Department of
Housing and Urban Development are
doing to Westchester County north of
New York City.
At issue is a 2009 settlement with
HUD in which Westchester committed
to develop 750 public housing units in
mostly white neighborhoods over
seven years. County executive Rob
Astorino has financing for 305 units
(110 of which are already occupied),
putting Westchester ahead of
schedule. HUD could have declared
victory and moved on to a real mess
like, say, Detroit.
Instead, the agency is interfering with
local zoning in Westchester to force
more racial diversity on suburban
neighborhoods. Last week, HUD New
York's Director of Community
Planning and Development Vincent
Hom wrote Mr. Astorino and
threatened to cancel $7.4 million in
unrelated housing and community
development funds. To keep the cash,
Westchester must produce "a
satisfactory zoning analysis and plan
to overcome exclusionary zoning
practices."
Westchester spokesman Ned
McCormack says such a plan is hard
to produce because zoning concerns

how land is developed—such as where
to put sewers, or multifamily homes—
not who lives where. Westchester
nonetheless examined zoning practices
in 43 municipalities for evidence of
racial discrimination and found none.
HUD rejected that analysis last April.
So Westchester commissioned Pace
University law professor John Nolon
to examine the legality of the county's
conclusions. In June, he agreed with
Westchester's findings.
HUD didn't dispute Mr. Nolon's
analysis but pressed ahead anyway.
The bureaucrats think if
neighborhoods are majority white they
are ipso facto discriminatory. But as
everyone knows, families make
housing decisions for a myriad of
reasons, from affordability to schools
to cultural affinity. Discriminatory
intent requires proof that financially
able minorities are blocked from
buying homes in certain
neighborhoods, but there is no
evidence of that in Westchester.
According to the 2010 census,
Westchester is the fourth most racially
diverse county in the state, behind
Brooklyn, Queens and the Bronx and
tied with Manhattan.
HUD is also pressing Westchester to
"promote" legislation that would force
landlords to accept federally
subsidized Section 8 housing vouchers
to pay rent. Mr. Astorino vetoed such
a bill in 2010, and HUD successfully

sued the county to reintroduce the
measure. Mr. Astorino asked the
Democratic-controlled county
legislature to resubmit the legislation
in August 2012, which it has declined
to do. Westchester is appealing to the
Second Circuit Court of Appeals.
Meanwhile, HUD is increasing its
political pressure on the county. In a
separate letter last month to Mr.
Astorino's deputy, Kevin Plunkett,
HUD cites a 2004 Rutgers study that
Westchester commissioned—but
never adopted—that concluded the
county should build 10,768 additional
housing units. HUD calls the study
"important evidence" of "regional
needs," though it's not part of the 2009
settlement. The additional housing
units could cost the county between
$730 million to $1 billion. Its total
annual budget is only $1.7 billion.
Westchester is less segregated than
many ethnic enclaves in New York
City. Republican Mr. Astorino and
municipalities are united in their belief
that local governments should be able
to determine zoning rules for such
things as multifamily developments or
lot sizes. HUD bureaucrats who want
to re-engineer neighborhoods
according to some diversity formula
will do more harm than good.

http://www.lohud.com/article/20130513/OPINION/305130055/In-Reply-Astorino-contends-zoning-not-discrimination

In Reply: Astorino contends zoning is not discrimination
Written by Robert P. Astorino
May 12

lohud.com

The
Journal News and the U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development both have the misguided view that
zoning and discrimination are the same things.
They are not. Zoning restricts how land is used, not who
lives there. The impediment to where people live in
Westchester is money, not race or ethnicity.
One of Westchester’s greatest strengths is its diversity. It
is the fourth most-diverse county in the state — tied with
Manhattan — in terms of African-Americans and
Hispanics.
In this July 15, 2011, file photo, Westchester County Executive Rob Astorino
rails against the county's 2009 affordable housing settlement with the
Department of Housing and Urban Development, and what he considers
unfair demands from the agency. Despite rebukes from HUD, a
court-appointed monitor, the U.S. Attorney's Office, and defeats in the
District Court and the 2nd Circuit Court of Appeals, Astorino has not toned
down his anti-settlement rhetoric. HUD has threatened to take away some
$7.4 million in federal funding due to Westchester communities because of
longstanding disagreements over Westchester's implementation of the
settlement. / The Journal News

In my recent State of the County address, I repeated my
pledge to “defend with every tool at my disposal the
right of people to live anywhere in Westchester in any
home they can afford” and that “there is absolutely no
place for discrimination in our county.”
Curiously, The Journal News editorial of April 25 failed

to mention this, or the sustained applause it received.
Instead, the editorial accused me of serving up “muck,” with regard to the county’s affordable housing settlement
with the federal government, and it listed as samples the following phrases: “grand experiment;” “lost constitutional
rights and freedom;” “an ‘upside-down’ American dream;” and “a demand to build 10,768 housing units — with a
$1 billion housing bill.”
Let’s take them one at a time and readers can decide if my concerns are “chock full of hyperbole ... unsupported and
drama laden,” as the editorial would have you believe.
• “Grand experiment”: Those were the words used by former HUD Deputy Secretary Ron Sims to characterize the
settlement the day it was announced by my predecessor, Andrew Spano, and HUD in 2009. I say Westchester is our
home — not a test tube. (The full quotation from Sims, according to Astorino Senior Assistant Philip Oliva: “I’m
proud to be a part of this grand experiment and this settlement embodies that grand experiment and says that no
matter where I am from I can live in a community of choice.” The quote has also been rendered thusly: “This is a
grand experiment. At HUD, we believe this approach to equitable development can serve as a model of strong,
accessible communities across the United States.” — Editor.)
• Lost constitutional rights and freedom: Under the home-rule guarantees of the New York state Constitution, zoning
is the right and responsibility of local municipalities. Since the settlement went into effect, HUD has taken dead aim
at dismantling local zoning.
• “Upside-down American dream”: If HUD is allowed to destroy local zoning, there will be no rules for what gets
built on any street — not only in Westchester but across the United States. No rules for HUD means no rules for any
developer. The notion of working hard to buy a home with a backyard and swingset only to wake up one day and
have a high-rise next door is an American dream recognizable only to HUD.
HUD on zoning
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HUD’s intentions are clearly laid out in its letters to the county, which I strongly urge everyone to read on the county
website at westchestergov.com.
In its letter of May 13, 2011, HUD demands that the county go “beyond the four corners of the settlement.” In that
same letter, HUD says that “at least 50 percent” of all county housing units — not just those in the settlement —
“will have three or more bedrooms.” It also tells the county to disregard environmental concerns as it considers
“infrastructure barriers related to zoning such as the absence of sewer systems” to be exclusionary.
In its letter of March 13, HUD goes one step further by questioning whether our watershed, which protects New
York City’s drinking water “is having a discriminatory effect” on fair housing. It also considers single-family,
quarter-acre lots as potentially discriminatory! Among its list of “restrictive zoning practices”:
• “Limitations on the size of a development,”
• “Restrictions that directly or indirectly limit the number of bedrooms,” and
• “Restrictions on lot size or other density requirements that encourage single-family housing or restrict multifamily
housing.”
Build 10,768 units?
And what about those 10,768 housing units? The number comes from a 2004 study by Rutgers University. Two
years ago, the federal monitor assigned to the settlement began asking the county about the progress being made by
all of Westchester’s 43 municipalities in meeting their individual allocations of the 10,768 units. When we pointed
out that the study was never adopted by the county or made part of the settlement, HUD wrote in its March 13 letter
this year: “The Department disagrees.”
The $1 billion to build 10,768 units is just simple math. Most of the units currently under construction are one and
two bedrooms with an average subsidy cost to the county of $83,000 a unit. The cost jumps to $132,000 for
three-bedroom homeownership units. So the total cost to county taxpayers would be between $900 million and $1.1
billion.
Coming up with $1 billion would require an immediate tax increase of about 200 percent. Financing would spread
the pain over time, but would also add interest expenses of approximately $300 million, which alone is six times
more than the original settlement cost. Anyway you look at it, the cost is astronomical. And that’s just county taxes.
Local school and municipal taxes would rise as well to pay for additional services.
Having outlined HUD’s ambitions, here’s what the settlement actually calls for: The county is obligated to spend
$51.6 million to develop 750 units of fair and affordable housing in 31 so-called eligible or mostly white
communities by the end of 2016. There are fines if the county fails to meet building benchmarks.
Ahead of schedule
The good news, also absent from the editorial, is that the county is ahead of schedule. Our current benchmark is to
have 300 units with financing in place by the end of 2013. The county exceeded the mark in December and currently
has 305 units in place with financing, of which 115 are already occupied. Over 91 percent of the required 750 units
are already in the pipeline.
This could not have happened without the cooperation of our municipalities, or if the zoning in the 31 communities
was exclusionary. Ask yourself this: If the county is ahead of schedule in building affordable housing in these
communities, how can their zoning be exclusionary?
As I have said repeatedly, the county will fulfill all its legal obligations under the settlement. But HUD needs to play
by the rules as well. So when Washington bureaucrats put our communities at risk by threatening local zoning and
turning the dream of homeownership upside down, I say the muck stops here.
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The writer, a Republican, is Westchester County executive.
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IS MARIN PART OF HUD'S GRAND EXPERIMENT?
White Plains, N.Y. IF MARIN has an East Coast clone it may be Westchester County. Despite
its one million population, some describe this suburb as New York's Marin.
I'm here to meet Robert Astorino, Westchester's County executive, the county's elected mayor
and administrator combined. Like Marin, Westchester signed a voluntary compliance agreement
with the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development.
As HUD Deputy Secretary Ron Sims was quoted, Westchester is the department's "grand
experiment."
The agency made this collection of mostly upscale middle-class communities their first target for
not conforming to its image of racial diversity. It has been speculated that Marin is next on
HUD's list to prosecute counties for failure to "affirmatively further fair housing."
HUD's hook on Westchester, as well as Marin, is that it accepts federal money, including "block
grants," to build affordable housing. Federal cash isn't free. The price this county will pay may
be the loss of locally controlled residential zoning.
It started when activists filed suit claiming the county's mostly single-family zoning was
discriminatory to low-income African Americans and Hispanics. While Westchester has the
same racial mix as Manhattan, its incorporated towns — host to high-priced homes — are mostly
white.
The then-county executive settled the suit. Since the agreement was in a legal action, a federal
judge now has authority to "monitor" the county and order "compliance."
The settlement proved unpopular. The prior county executive, a Democrat, was defeated in this
overwhelmingly blue county. Astoriano, a moderate Republican, was elected as his replacement.
HUD believes that Westchester failed to "analyze how its placement of affordable housing
affected segregation and racial diversity" and that the county's "production and placement of
affordable housing increases segregation."
Astoriano regards as preposterous the notion that majority white single-family zoned
neighborhoods are by definition discriminatory. To him it's economics, not discrimination.
Westchester, like Marin, has experienced almost no instances of overt housing discrimination.

The Westchester agreement required spending $51.6 million for 750 affordable housing units in
31 mostly white communities. HUD agrees Westchester is on schedule to meet this goal. That's
not enough. HUD claimed the county must go "beyond the four corners of the (written)
settlement."
HUD will not approve Westchester's sixth version of the mandated "Analysis of Impediments" to
an expanded definition of fair housing.
According to Astorino, HUD will ultimately demand Westchester abolish zoning limiting
locations for multifamily housing, controlling sizes of developments, lot size and density
requirements that encourage single-family housing.
He believes HUD then will want the county to adopt planning rules that say lack of water,
sewage, transportation and school capacity can't be factors limiting development.
HUD's New York Acting Regional Administrator Mirza Orriols says it is not currently asking
Westchester to alter its zoning. She concedes that could happen if the approved agreement leads
HUD to believe that single-family home zoning ipso facto limits diversity.
Since the county's cities weren't part of the settlement, the county balks at HUD's requiring
Westchester do its utmost, including initiating litigation, to force its cities to ultimately dismantle
single-family zoning. HUD says the towns are stuck since they too accepted federal housing
cash.
Astorino hasn't ruled out rejecting HUD's $7.4 million annual community development grants.
Don't take the cash and HUD loses much leverage. Westchester's problem, like Marin, is that it is
still bound by the existing voluntary compliance agreement.
To some, HUD's actions mimic the 1980s social engineering of the British Labour Party's "loony
left." To others, it's about civil rights and remedying perceived racial discrimination.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT
WASHINGTON, DC 20410-3000

OFFICE OF HEALTHY HOMES AND
LEAD HAZARD CONTROL

June 28, 2013
The Honorable Robert P. Astorino
County Executive
Westchester County
900 Michaelian Building
148 Martine Avenue
White Plains, NY 10601-3327
RE:

Fiscal Year 2013 Lead Hazard Reduction Demonstration Grant Program – Conditions
for Grant Execution

Dear Mr. Astorino:
The U. S. Department of Housing and Urban Development is pleased to announce that
Westchester County’s application for the Office of Healthy Homes and Lead Hazard
Control’s (OHHLHC’s) Fiscal Year 2013 Lead Hazard Reduction Demonstration
(Lead Demonstration) Grant Program1 has been determined to be technically qualified under
the rating factors of the program’s Notice of Funds Availability to be selected for a grant award.
In accordance with HUD’s “Notice of HUD’s Fiscal Year (FY) 2013 Notice of Funding
Availability (NOFA) Policy Requirements and General Section to HUD’s 2013 NOFAs for
Discretionary Funding” (General Section),2 HUD will negotiate with the County for the
execution of the grant, which will require that the County come into compliance with the
2009 settlement agreement it entered into with HUD (2009 settlement),3 as described below.
The County may receive Lead Demonstration grant funds if and when the grant is executed.
The OHHLHC’s goal at this point for the administration of a Lead Demonstration grant to
the County is to obligate the grant within 8 months from the date of this letter. In order for HUD
to proceed with obligating Lead Demonstration grant funds to the County, HUD must have, within
6 months of the date of this letter, evidence that the County has satisfied certain conditions of the
2009 settlement agreement to HUD’s satisfaction. To demonstrate compliance, the County must

1

http://portal.hud.gov/huddoc/2013leadcombonofa.pdf, and
http://portal.hud.gov/huddoc/2013leadcombonofa-tc.pdf.
2
http://portal.hud.gov/huddoc/2013nofagensec.pdf, and
http://portal.hud.gov/huddoc/2013nofagensec-tc.pdf.
3
Stipulation and Order of Settlement and Dismissal. United States ex rel. Anti-Discrimination Ctr.
of Metro N. Y., Inc. v. Westchester County. No. 06 Civ. 2860 (S.D.N.Y. Aug. 10, 2009).
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2
meet the criteria for approval that HUD set forth in its May 10, 2013 letter to you4 for acceptance of
its 2011-2013 annual action plans for funding of formula grants from HUD’s Office of Community
Planning and Development. Acceptance will require the County to submit an Analysis of
Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (AI) acceptable to HUD in accordance with its obligation to
affirmatively further fair housing,5 and the 2009 settlement and an Annual Action Plan acceptable to
HUD with an accompanying Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing (AFFH) certification.
Satisfaction of these requirements will be determined by documentation of HUD acceptance. When
the conditions for the County’s receiving Lead Demonstration grant funds are met to HUD’s
satisfaction, HUD and the County will have up to 2 months to negotiate the terms of a grant
agreement. If the County does not come into compliance as outlined in this letter within 6 months,
or if the County does come into compliance within 6 months but HUD and the County are unable to
successfully negotiate and execute the grant agreement within 2 months after the County comes into
compliance, the award will not be obligated and HUD will allocate the Lead Demonstration grant
funds elsewhere.
You have been advised in several previous letters from HUD that the County has
repeatedly failed to comply with the 2009 settlement. In 2009, a district court found that the
County had falsely certified to its AFFH obligations in several previous years.6 More recently,
the Settlement Monitor, the District Court, and the Second Circuit Court of Appeals found the
County to be in breach of the 2009 settlement.7 The General Section enables the Department
to condition the execution of the Lead Demonstration grant on the County’s satisfactorily
addressing those issues.
The OHHLHC encourages the County promptly to come into compliance with the
2009 settlement and submit to HUD its annual action plans for Department approval. If and
when the Department approves the annual action plans:

4

Letter from Vincent Hom, Director, Community Planning and Development for HUD Region 2, to
Robert P. Astorino, County Executive, Westchester County. Disapproval of FY 2012 and FY 2013
Annual Action Plans; Assurances Required. May 10, 2013. HUD is aware that, on June 17, 2013,
the Westchester County Board of Legislators adopted a “LOCAL LAW amending the Laws of
Westchester County, in relation to prohibiting housing discrimination based on source of income”
(http://westchestercountyny.iqm2.com/Citizens/FileOpen.aspx?Type=15&ID=2386), the subject of
which is discussed at the top of page 2 of Director Hom’s letter. As of the writing of this letter,
HUD is not aware of whether the legislation has been signed or gone into effect without signature.
HUD finds the adoption of the legislation a positive note, and hopes that it will go into effect.
5
24 C.F.R. 91.225(a)(1).
6
United States ex rel. Anti-Discrimination Ctr. of Metro N.Y., Inc. v. Westchester County, 668 F.
Supp. 2d 548 (S.D.N.Y. 2009).
7
Report and Recommendation of the Monitor James E. Johnson dated November 14, 2011. Opinion
and Order in United States ex rel. Anti-Discrimination Ctr. of Metro N. Y., Inc. v. Westchester
County, Case 1:06-cv-02860-DLC (adopting the findings in the Monitor's report) May 3, 2012.
United States ex rel. Anti-Discrimination Ctr. of Metro N.Y., Inc. v. Westchester County,
12-2047-cv (2nd Cir. April 5, 2013).

3
 Your Grant Officer will be formally designated, and will contact Ms. Norma
Drummond, Westchester County’s Deputy Commissioner of Planning (whom the County
designated as its point of contact for the application) to conduct the negotiation and execution of this
grant on the County’s behalf.
 Your Grant Officer will encourage Ms. Drummond to arrange for a review of
the budget and work plan proposed in the County’s application, in preparation for the negotiations.
If any circumstances have changed since the application was originally submitted, the County
should be prepared to discuss such changes during negotiations.
 Your Government Technical Representative for the grant will be formally
designated, and will contact Ms. Drummond to provide the County with technical assistance and
review the special terms and conditions of this award.
My office looks forward to the County’s negotiating and executing this grant, and to
HUD’s assisting the County in implementing the program so that, together, we can protect
children from residential health and safety hazards. If you have any questions about this letter,
please contact me at (202) 402-7680.
Sincerely,

Nadine P. Heath
Director, Grants Services Division

Washington's 'Fair Housing'
Assault on Local Zoning

Our experience in Westchester shows what the country
can expect from a new federal discrimination rule.
Published: Sept. 6, 2013
By ROBERT P. ASTORINO
Do you think it is a good idea to give the
Department of Housing and Urban
Development unchecked power to put an
apartment building in your neighborhood?
HUD has proposed a new rule that could do
just that.
In July, HUD published its long-awaited
proposal on "Affirmatively Furthering Fair
Housing" in the Federal Register. It is a
sweeping set of land-use regulations that has
attracted little national attention. The agency
wants the power to dismantle local zoning so
communities have what it considers the right
mix of economic, racial and ethnic diversity.
A finding of discriminatory behavior, or
allegations of discrimination, would no
longer be necessary. HUD will supply
"nationally uniform data" of what it thinks
1,200 communities should look like.
Local governments will have to "take
meaningful actions to further the goals
identified." If they fail to comply, HUD can
cut federal funding. Westchester County
north of New York City has firsthand
experience of what the rest of the nation can
expect.
HUD and Westchester are battling over
local zoning that arose from a 2009
settlement (signed by my predecessor) to
build 750 affordable-housing units in 31
mostly white communities. Westchester is
well ahead of schedule in meeting these
obligations. Almost 400 units have financing
and 124 are already occupied. But HUD isn't
satisfied because it wants to control local
zoning and remake communities.
HUD has told Westchester that any
limits on the size, type, height and density of
buildings are "restrictive practices." It
demands that the county sue its localities
over such common zoning regulations, which
are not exclusionary by any stretch of the
imagination. If HUD can define what
constitutes exclusionary practices, then local
zoning as it is known today disappears.

Apartments, high rises or whatever else the
federal government or a developer wants can
be built on any block in America.
This is not hyperbole. Consider that
HUD's list of "restrictive practices" includes
limits on density even around reservoirs that
supply drinking water to New York City's
eight million residents. Who knew ensuring
clean water was discriminatory?
HUD's power grab is based on the
mistaken belief that zoning and
discrimination are the same. They are not.
Zoning restricts what can be built, not who
lives there.
In the 1970s, New York's highest court,
in cases known as the Berenson decisions,
established rules for what constitutes
e x c l u s i o n a r y z o n i n g. We s t c h e s t e r ' s
municipalities either voluntarily or through
legal challenges have complied with these
judicial rules. Any local zoning code also
remains open to legal challenge. There are
long-standing legal standards by which local
zoning is judged and continually reviewed.
As required by HUD, Westchester
County analyzed all 853 local zoning districts
in February 2012. It found no evidence of
exclusionary practices based on race or
ethnicity. The county's conclusion was
supported in a separate analysis by John R.
Nolon, an affordable-housing expert at Pace
University's Land Use Law Center.
HUD rejected the findings and cut off
$17 million of federal funds to the county.

The county prepared seven
additional analyses, each one
exploring more data as
demanded by HUD. But as
many times as HUD
attempted to move the goal
posts, the findings did not
change. There is no evidence
that zoning requirements on
things like building size and height are racially
exclusionary.
Last month HUD finally demanded—
without presenting any facts—that the county
accept its conclusion that there is exclusionary
zoning in Westchester as a condition of
releasing the funds. The agency's demand flies
in the face of the July 31 "report card" issued
by James E. Johnson, the federal monitor hired
by HUD to oversee its 2009 affordable housing
settlement. Mr. Johnson found no evidence
of exclusionary zoning based on race or
ethnicity.
Westchester is proudly the fourth
most diverse county in New York in its
population of African-Americans and
Hispanics. Hispanics are the county's
fastest-growing ethnic group, increasing in
every community in the last census. The
number of African-Americans continues to
grow in contrast to an exodus from many
areas in the Northeast. But HUD won't
budge. Its vision for remaking
neighborhoods depends on gaining control
of local zoning.
The $17 million that HUD is
withholding include Community Development
Block Grants to help needy residents with
neighborhood revitalization, new playgrounds
a n d s i d e w a l k s, p ro g r a m s t o p reve n t
homelessness and, ironically, affordable
housing. Westchester has sued the federal
government to release these funds. Our claim
is that HUD is unfairly holding hostage the
communities and nonprofit agencies that
administer those programs in its fight with the
county. A federal judge dismissed Westchester's
claim last month, saying HUD's ruling was
written in a way that "excludes it from judicial
review." The lawsuit is now before the Court of
Appeals for the Second Circuit.
HUD has no idea how much its new rule
will cost, or whether it will even work. The
only economic analysis HUD has provided
concerns how much it will cost communities to
comply with the paperwork. HUD estimates
$3 million to $9 million. The agency has not
published any estimate of other effects, such as
on local real-estate markets or local budgets. As
stated in the Federal Register, "HUD cannot
quantify the benefits and costs of policies
influenced by the rule."
HUD is asking for comments on its new
rule by Sept. 17. If elected officials and citizens
do not want to cede control of their streets,
neighborhoods and open space to Washington,
now is the time to say so.
Mr. Astorino is the Westchester
County executive.
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 ProAct is a prescription discount card for
people who are uninsured or underinsured.

 Family Health Plus provides coverage to
adults who do not have health insurance.

 Westchester County Health Department
offers back-to-school shots.

WestchesterPutnamOneStop.com
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