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1. Executive Summary
The preparation of this Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (AI) serves as a
component of the City of New Rochelle’s efforts to satisfy the requirements of the Housing and
Community Development Act of 1974, as amended, which requires that any community receiving
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds affirmatively further fair housing. The AI is a
review of local regulations and administrative policies, procedures and practices affecting the
location, availability and accessibility of housing, as well as an assessment of conditions, both
public and private, that affect fair housing choice.

An analysis of housing discrimination complaints and test results revealed the persistence of
unequal treatment in the local sales and rental markets, particularly on the basis of race. Tests
conducted by Westchester Residential Opportunities, Inc., reported instances of potential
discrimination more commonly in the area including New Rochelle than anywhere else in its threecounty jurisdiction. This indicates a need for further education and outreach regarding fair
housing rights and responsibilities, even in the well-publicized wake of the recent fair housing
lawsuit involving Westchester County.
The AI’s review of public policy covered the aspects of local government most closely tied to
housing, including New Rochelle’s entitlement grants programs, appointed boards and
commissions, building codes enforcement, language accommodations, comprehensive planning,
zoning, public housing, taxes and transit. While room for improvement was found in a few areas,
the vast majority of City policy and program administration was found to be consistent with fair
housing goals. The fair housing landscape in the City is also affected by the policies of other
public agencies – for instance, drastic cuts in federal HOME program appropriations has serious
implications for the City’s ability to create new affordable housing opportunities.
Private-sector policies were additionally evaluated from a fair housing perspective. A thorough
review of mortgage application data suggested that minorities are more likely to experience loan
denials or high-cost lending than White applicants, and a review of real estate practices and
advertising indicated that market professionals are sensitive to fair housing concerns.
Many of the impediments identified in this report can be found in communities throughout the
country and are not unique to New Rochelle. Economic and racial/ethnic segregation, among
many other challenges identified in this report, are national problems, but the responsibility for
addressing these issues falls primarily to each local jurisdiction where they are present.
Affirmatively furthering fair housing is an ongoing process that requires the leadership of elected
officials, and the development of this plan is the first step toward increasing fair housing choice in
New Rochelle.

Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice

Following an extensive stakeholder consultation process coordinated with Five-Year Consolidated
Planning activities, the City built the context for analysis by examining demographic, economic
and housing market trends within the framework of access to housing opportunities. The analysis
describes a City where continued population growth has fueled an expansion in diversity and
desegregation. Census data indicated that racial and ethnic minorities, persons with disabilities
and female-headed households with children were more likely to experience poverty and
unemployment. Concentrations of lower-income minorities are exclusive to the City’s southern
half, where the housing stock is dominated by multi-family rental units. Larger-lot enclaves farther
north are generally more expensive, a fact that has strongly limited the location of Housing Choice
Voucher Holders in this area. The extent to which the City is physically built out will require
creative approaches to meeting its housing needs, such as building upward, allowing for higher
densities in the downtown core and around transit nodes and finding ways to deliver smaller,
affordable and accessible units for the growing number of seniors who are unable to maintain the
larger, older homes that characterize a large portion of the City’s housing stock.
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2. Introduction
A.

Introduction to the Analysis of Impediments
The City of New Rochelle has prepared an Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing
Choice to satisfy the requirements of the Housing and Community Development Act of
1974, as amended. This act requires that any community receiving Community
Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds affirmatively further fair housing. As a result, the
City is charged with the responsibility of conducting its CDBG programs in compliance
with the federal Fair Housing Act. The responsibility of compliance with the federal Fair
Housing Act extends to nonprofit organizations and other entities that receive federal
funds through the City.
Entitlement communities receiving CDBG entitlement funds are required to:






Examine and attempt to alleviate housing discrimination within their jurisdiction
Promote fair housing choice for all persons
Provide opportunities for all persons to reside in any given housing
development, regardless of race, color, religion, sex, disability, familial status or
national origin
Promote housing that is accessible to and usable by persons with disabilities,
and
Comply with the non-discrimination requirements of the Fair Housing Act.
These requirements can be achieved through the preparation of an Analysis of
Impediments to Fair Housing Choice.

The Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (AI) is a review of a jurisdiction’s
laws, regulations and administrative policies, procedures and practices affecting the
location, availability and accessibility of housing, as well as an assessment of conditions,
both public and private, affecting fair housing choice.

B.

Fair Housing Choice

City of New Rochelle

Equal and free access to residential housing (housing choice) is a fundamental right that
enables members of the protected classes to pursue personal, educational, employment
or other goals. Because housing choice is so critical to personal development, fair
housing is a goal that government, public officials and private citizens must embrace if
equality of opportunity is to become a reality.
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The federal Fair Housing Act prohibits discrimination in housing based on a person’s
race, color, religion, sex, disability, familial status or national origin. In addition, HUD
issued a Final Rule on February 3, 2012, that prohibits entitlement communities from
discriminating on the basis of actual or perceived sexual orientation, gender identity or
marital status. Persons who are protected from discrimination by fair housing laws are
referred to as members of the protected classes.
This Analysis encompasses the following five areas related to fair housing choice:




The sale or rental of dwellings (public and private)
The provision of financing assistance for dwellings
Public policies and actions affecting the approval of sites and other building
requirements used in the approval process for the construction of publicly
assisted housing




The administrative policies concerning community development and housing
activities, which affect opportunities of minority households to select housing
inside or outside areas of minority concentration, and
Where there is a determination of unlawful segregation or other housing
discrimination by a court or a finding of noncompliance by the U.S. Department
of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) regarding assisted housing in a
recipient's jurisdiction, an analysis of the actions which could be taken by the
recipient to remedy the discriminatory condition, including actions involving the
expenditure of funds made available under 24 CFR Part 570 (i.e., the CDBG
program regulations).

As a federal entitlement community, the City of New Rochelle has specific fair housing
planning responsibilities. These include:




Conducting an Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice
Developing actions to overcome the effects of identified impediments to fair
housing, and
Maintaining records to support the City’s initiatives to affirmatively further fair
housing.







Analyzing housing discrimination in a jurisdiction and working toward its
elimination
Promoting fair housing choice for all people
Providing racially and ethnically inclusive patterns of housing occupancy
Promoting housing that is physically accessible to, and usable by, all people,
particularly individuals with disabilities, and
Fostering compliance with the nondiscrimination provisions of the Fair Housing
Act.

This Analysis will:





Evaluate population, household, income and housing characteristics by
protected classes in the City
Evaluate public and private sector policies that impact fair housing choice
Identify blatant or de facto impediments to fair housing choice where any may
exist, and
Recommend specific strategies to overcome the effects of any identified
impediments.

HUD defines an impediment to fair housing choice as any actions, omissions or decisions
that restrict or have the effect of restricting the availability of housing choices, based on
race, color, religion, sex, disability, familial status or national origin. The recent Final Rule
issued on February 3 would expand these protected classes to include actual or
perceived sexual orientation, gender identity and marital status.
This Analysis serves as the basis for fair housing planning, provides essential information
to policy makers, administrative staff, housing providers, lenders, and fair housing
advocates, and assists in building public support for fair housing efforts. The elected
governmental body is expected to adopt the Analysis and use it for direction, leadership
and resources for future fair housing planning.

Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice

HUD interprets these three certifying elements to include:
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The Analysis will serve as a point-in-time baseline against which future progress in terms
of implementing fair housing initiatives will be evaluated and recorded.

C.

The Federal Fair Housing Act
i.

What housing is covered?
The federal Fair Housing Act covers most housing. In some circumstances,
the Act exempts owner-occupied buildings with no more than four units,
single family housing sold or rented without the use of a broker, and housing
operated by organizations and private clubs that limit occupancy to
members.

ii.

What does the Fair Housing Act prohibit?
a.

In the sale and rental of housing
No one may take any of the following actions based on race, color,
religion, sex, disability, familial status or national origin:

b.



Refuse to rent or sell housing



Refuse to negotiate for housing



Make housing unavailable



Deny a dwelling



Set different terms, conditions or privileges for the sale or
rental of a dwelling



Provide different housing services or facilities



Falsely deny that housing is available for inspection, sale, or
rental



For profit, persuade owners to sell or rent (blockbusting), or



Deny anyone access to or membership in a facility or service
(such as a multiple listing service) related to the sale or rental
of housing.

In mortgage lending

City of New Rochelle

No one may take any of the following actions based on race, color,
religion, sex, disability, familial status or national origin:
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c.



Refuse to make a mortgage loan



Refuse to provide information regarding loans



Impose different terms or conditions on a loan, such as
different interest rates, points, or fees



Discriminate in appraising property



Refuse to purchase a loan, or



Set different terms or conditions for purchasing a loan.

Other prohibitions
It is illegal for anyone to:


Threaten, coerce, intimidate or interfere with anyone
exercising a fair housing right or assisting others who exercise
that right



iii.

Advertise or make any statement that indicates a limitation or
preference based on race, color, religion, sex, disability,
familial status, or national origin. This prohibition against
discriminatory advertising applies to single family and owneroccupied housing that is otherwise exempt from the Fair
Housing Act.

Additional Protections for People with Disabilities
If someone has a physical or mental disability (including hearing, mobility
and visual impairments, chronic alcoholism, chronic mental illness, AIDS,
AIDS Related Complex and mental retardation) that substantially limits one
or more major life activities, or has a record of such a disability, or is
regarded as having such a disability, a landlord may not:


Refuse to let the disabled person make reasonable
modifications to a dwelling or common use areas, at the
disabled person’s expense, if necessary for the disabled
person to use the housing. Where reasonable, the landlord
may permit changes only if the disabled person agrees to
restore the property to its original condition when he or she
moves.



Refuse to make reasonable accommodations in rules, policies,
practices or services if necessary for the disabled person to
use the housing.

For example, a building with a "no pets" policy must make a reasonable
accommodation and allow a visually impaired tenant to keep a guide dog.

Housing Opportunities for Families with Children
Unless a building or community qualifies as housing for older persons, it may
not discriminate based on familial status. That is, it may not discriminate
against families in which one or more children under the age 18 live with:


A parent or



A person who has legal custody of the child or children or



The designee of the parent or legal custodian, with the parent
or custodian's written permission.

Familial status protection also applies to pregnant women and anyone
securing legal custody of a child under age 18.
Housing for older persons is exempt from the prohibition against familial
status discrimination if:


The HUD Secretary has determined that it is specifically designed
for and occupied by elderly persons under a federal, state or local
government program, or



It is occupied solely by persons who are 62 or older, or



It houses at least one person who is 55 or older in at least 80% of
the occupied units, and adheres to a policy that demonstrates the
intent to house persons who are 55 or older, as previously
described.

Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice

iv.
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A transition period permits residents on or before September 13, 1988 to
continue living in the housing, regardless of their age, without interfering with
the exemption.

v.

Recent Changes to HUD Program Regulations
As of a Final Rule effective March 5, 2012, HUD implemented policy with the
intention of ensuring that its core programs are open to all eligible individuals
and families regardless of sexual orientation, gender identity or marital
status. In response to evidence suggesting that lesbian, gay, bisexual and
transgender individuals and families were being arbitrarily excluded from
housing opportunities in the private sector, HUD’s aim was to ensure that its
own programs do not allow for discrimination against any eligible person or
household, and that HUD’s own programs serve as models for equal
housing opportunity.
This change to HUD program regulations does not amend the Fair Housing
Act to prohibit all discrimination in the private market on the basis of sexual
orientation, gender identity or marital status.
However, it prohibits
discrimination of those types by any housing provider who receives HUD
funding, including public housing agencies, those who are insured by the
Federal Housing Administration, including lenders, and those who participate
in federal entitlement grant programs through HUD.

D.

New York Human Rights Law
The New York Human Rights Law (Article 15 of the New York State Executive Law), as
amended, prohibits housing discrimination based on race, creed, color, national origin,
sexual orientation, military status, sex, age, disability, marital status or familial status.

City of New Rochelle

State or local laws may be certified as substantially equivalent to the federal Fair Housing
Act when the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) determines
that the law provides rights, procedures, remedies and judicial review provisions that are
substantially equivalent to the Act. Currently, the New York State Division of Human
Rights participates in HUD’s Fair Housing Assistance Program (FHAP) by virtue of the
New York Human Rights Law having been deemed substantially equivalent to the federal
Fair Housing Act. Participation allows the agency the opportunity to receive funding to
support a variety of fair housing administrative and enforcement activities, including
complaint processing, training, implementation of data and information systems and other
special projects.
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Section 296 of the Human Rights Law describes the unlawful acts of discrimination
related to fair housing. These include:
•

Discriminatory real estate practices, including refusal to sell or lease housing
accommodations to members of the protected classes

•

Discrimination in the terms, conditions and privileges of real estate transactions

•

Printing or circulating any statement, advertisement, publication or application
with the intent or effect of making limitations, specifications or discrimination with
regard to protected classes

•

Representing that any housing accommodation, land or commercial space is not
available for inspection, sale, rental or lease when it in fact is available, or to
otherwise deny or withhold any housing accommodation on the basis of protected
class status

•

Excluding or expelling qualified individuals from real estate board membership on
the basis of protected class status, or discriminating against such an individual in
the terms, conditions and privileges of board membership

Additionally, Section 296-a explains unlawful discriminatory practices in relation to credit,
outlining prohibitions related to discrimination in the lending of money to acquire,
construct, rehabilitate, repair or maintain housing.
Section 293 of the Human Rights Law establishes the Division of Human Rights within the
state’s executive department. The Division has statutory authority to:
•

Adopt, promulgate, amend and rescind suitable rules and regulations to carry out
the provisions of the Human Rights Law (HRL)

•

Make, sign and file complaints alleging violations of the HRL

•

Initiate investigations and studies to carry out the purposes of the HRL

•

Hold hearings and provide for cross interrogatories, subpoena witnesses, impel
their attendance, administer oaths, take testimony and require the production for
examination of any books or matters relating to Division investigations

•

Create local, regional or statewide advisory councils

•

Develop human rights plans and policies for the state and assist in their execution

•

Render each year to the governor and legislature a full written report of all of its
activities and recommendations

•

Promote the creation of human rights agencies by counties, cities, villages or
towns

E.

Westchester County Human Rights Law
In 2000, Westchester County established its own Human Rights Law (Chapter 700, Laws
of Westchester County, New York), declaring it unlawful to commit discriminatory acts in
employment, housing, public accommodation and credit against individuals due to their
group identity based on race, color, religion, ethnicity, creed, age, national origin, alienage
or citizenship status, familial status, gender, marital status, sexual orientation or disability.
The Human Rights Law was expanded in 2005 to become the only such law in the state
to prohibit discrimination in both employment and housing against victims of domestic
violence, sexual abuse and stalking.
In 2007, the law was further expanded to provide for:
•

monetary damages in cases where there is a pattern and practice of
discrimination;

•

punitive damages in all cases where the discrimination has been willful or wanton
or malicious;

•

the assessment of civil fines and penalties in housing cases.

Similar to the State Human Rights Law, Westchester County’s local law has been
declared as substantially equivalent to the federal Fair Housing Act. HUD has determined
that the law provides rights, procedures, remedies and judicial review provisions that are
substantially equivalent to the Act, which makes the Westchester County Human Rights

Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice

The New York Human Rights Law describes unlawful acts of discrimination and sets forth
the procedures for aggrieved parties to file complaints.
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Commission eligible for participation in HUD’s Fair Housing Assistance Program.
Westchester County’s law is one of only two local laws in the state to have been deemed
substantially equivalent.

City of New Rochelle

The law also established the 15-member Westchester County Human Rights Commission
to enforce its provisions, for the greater purpose of fostering tolerance among County
residents and preventing and eliminating acts of discrimination. The Human Rights
Commission was granted the authority to:
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•

Adopt rules and regulations in order to conduct business and carry out the
purposes of the ordinance

•

Develop and recommend informational programs and materials

•

Enlist the cooperation of the various racial, religious, and ethnic groups,
community organizations, labor organizations, fraternal and benevolent
associations and other groups in Westchester County in mediation efforts,
programs and campaigns devoted to eliminating group prejudice, intolerance,
bigotry and discrimination

•

Receive, investigate and pass upon complaints of, and to initiate its own
investigations of: (1) racial, religious and ethnic group tensions, prejudice,
intolerance, bigotry and disorder occasioned thereby; and (2) unlawful
discriminatory practices

•

Hold hearings relating to any matter within the jurisdiction of the Commission, and
to subpoena witnesses and take sworn testimony in connection with human rights
complaints filed

•

Award compensatory and punitive damages for violations of the Human Rights
Law

•

Designate qualified persons to serve as administrative law judges at human rights
hearings conducted

•

Provide for the training and continuing education of administrative law judges

•

Recommend legislation to the County Executive and Board of Legislators

•

Provide education and community organization throughout the County

•

Enter into written agreements with federal, state and municipal agencies and
commissions for purposes of achieving intergovernmental cooperation in matters
pertaining to discrimination and the handling of related complaints and
investigations

Additionally, in 2008, Westchester County established a five-member Fair Housing Board
empowered to:
•

Adopt, promulgate, amend and rescind suitable rules and regulations to carry out
the provisions of the Human Rights Law and the policies and practices of the Fair
Housing Board

•

Receive complaints of unlawful discriminatory real estate practices, as that term
is defined in the Human Rights Law

•

Ensure the investigation and conciliation of complaints of violations of the Law.

•

Require hearings, subpoena witnesses and compel their attendance, administer
oaths, take the testimony of any person under oath and, in connection therewith,

to require the production for examination of any books or papers relating to any
matter under investigation or in question before the Board
Ensure the administration of appropriate remedies, including, but not limited to
cease-and-desist orders and orders dismissing complaints, and to insure
compliance with all orders

•

Request the assistance of the Westchester County Attorney in carrying out the
purposes of this article, which includes the ability to seek temporary injunctive
relief pending the completion of an investigation

•

Appoint one or more hearing officers as shall be necessary to carry out its
functions and duties. The hearing officer shall have the same powers possessed
by the Board to hold and conduct hearings. The hearing officer shall function
under the supervision of the Board and shall make findings of fact and
recommendations to the Board

•

Award damages as set forth in § 700.29(B) of the Human Rights Law

New Rochelle Human Rights Ordinance
In 1976, the City of New Rochelle established a Human Rights Commission charged with
inquiring into and mitigating incidents of tension and conflict between “various racial,
religious and nationality groups,” among other tasks. The City’s Municipal Code does not
includes a Human Rights Ordinance expressly prohibiting discrimination, but the
ordinance to establish the Commission empowers the panel to receive complaints on the
basis of age, sex, disability, marital status, race, creed, color or national origin and refer
them to the State Commission on Human Relations. The Commission ostensibly does
not investigate or resolve fair housing complaints itself.
The following figure compares classes protected from housing discrimination at the
federal, state and County levels. The County’s protected classes would apply to anyone
experiencing discrimination in New Rochelle, as no more expansive protections exist at
the City level.

Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice

F.

•

13

Figure 2-1
Comparison of Classes Protected from Discrimination

Federal Fair
Housing Act

Protected Class

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Race
Color*
National Origin
Religion/Creed
Sex
Familial Status
Handicap/Disability Status
Sexual Orientation
Age
Military Status
Marital Status
Ethnicity

New York
Hum an Rights
Law

Westchester
County Hum an
Rights Law

New Rochelle
Hum an Rights
Ordinance

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•

•
•

•

Victims of Domestic
Violence/Sexual Abuse/Stalking

•

Alienage/Citizenship Status

•

•
•

* The term "color" usually refers only to skin color or pigmentation. "Race" generally refers to both physical
characteristics and ethnological classifications.

G.

Comparison of Accessibility Standards
There are several standards of accessibility that are referenced throughout the AI. These
standards are listed below along with a summary of the features within each category or a
direct link to the detailed standards.

i.

Fair Housing Act

City of New Rochelle

In buildings that are ready for first occupancy after March 13, 1991 and
include four or more units:
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There must be an accessible entrance on an accessible route.



Public and common areas must be accessible to persons with
disabilities



Doors and hallways must be wide enough for wheelchairs



All ground floor units and all units in elevator buildings must have:


An accessible route into and through the unit



Accessible light switches, electrical outlets, thermostats and
other environmental controls



Reinforced bathroom walls to allow later installation of grab
bars, and



Kitchens and bathrooms that can be used by people in
wheelchairs.

If a building with four or more units has no elevator and will be ready for first
occupancy after March 13, 1991, these standards apply to ground floor

units. These requirements for new buildings do not replace any more
stringent standards in state or local law.

ii.

Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)
Title II of the ADA applies to state and local services, including state and
local housing programs. Government entities are obliged to assure that
housing financed through state and local programs complies with ADA
accessibility guidelines. A complete description of the guidelines can be
found at www.ada.gov/stdspdf.htm.

iii.

Uniform Federal Accessibility Standards (UFAS)
UFAS accessibility standards are required for facility accessibility by people
with motor and sensory disabilities for Federal and federally-funded facilities.
These standards are to be applied during the design, construction, and
alteration of buildings and facilities to the extent required by the Architectural
Barriers Act of 1968, as amended. A complete description of the guidelines
can be found at www.access-board.gov/ufas/ufas-html/ufas.htm.

iv.

Visitability Standards
The term “visitability” refers to single-family housing designed in such a way
that it can be lived in or visited by people with disabilities. A house is
visitable when it meets three basic requirements:



v.

At least one no-step entrance
Doors and hallways wide enough to navigate a wheelchair
through, and
A bathroom on the first floor big enough to get into in a
wheelchair, and close the door.

Universal Design
Universal design is the design of products and environments to be usable by
all people, to the greatest extent possible, without adaptation or specialized
design. Seven principles guide Universal Design. These include:








H.

Equitable use (e.g., make the design appealing to all users)
Flexibility in use (e.g., accommodate right- or left-handed use)
Simple and intuitive use (e.g., eliminate unnecessary complexity)
Perceptible information (e.g., provide compatibility with a variety of
techniques or devices used by people with sensory limitations)
Tolerance for error (e.g., provide fail-safe features)
Low physical effort (e.g., minimize repetitive actions)
Size and space for approach and use (e.g., accommodate
variations in hand and grip size).

Implications of the Landmark Westchester County Fair Housing Settlement
Though the City of New Rochelle was not involved in a recent legal settlement involving
Westchester County, NY, in which the City is located, the case has some implications for
the City. In August 2009, Westchester County settled a fair housing lawsuit brought
against the County by the Anti-Discrimination Center of Metro New York, Inc. This $180
million lawsuit filed in April 2006 charged that Westchester County failed to fulfill its

Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice
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obligation to affirmatively further fair housing and ensure non-discrimination in its
programs. Westchester County is an urban County entitlement under HUD’s CDBG
program, as is New Rochelle.
Under the terms of the settlement, the County will pay $21.6 million to HUD in non-federal
funds, which will be deposited in the County’s HUD account and used to build new
affordable housing units in specified census tracts with populations of less than 3% Black
and 7% Hispanic residents. An additional $11 million will be paid to HUD, the plaintiff and
its counsel. The County will add $30 million to its capital budget to build affordable
housing in non-impacted (i.e., predominantly White) areas. It is anticipated that the
County will issue bonds to meet its financial obligations under the settlement.
Although New Rochelle receives its own HUD entitlement grants, it had benefited from an
additional influx of County funds to support its affordable housing activities. However, the
settlement will result in the development of affordable housing outside of the City. This
expansion in affordable stock will increase the array of housing opportunities for families
that wish to make affirmative moves out of impacted areas, including those in New
Rochelle. In theory, this reduces the pressure of unmet affordable housing demand in the
City.
A further implication of the Westchester case is the importance of racial and ethnic
desegregation as a policy goal of locating entitlement fund investments. The AI has
identified impacted areas of racial, ethnic and low- and moderate-income concentration
within New Rochelle and proposes strategies for their improvement and diversification.

I.

Methodology
The firm of Mullin & Lonergan Associates, Inc. (M&L) was retained as consultants to
conduct the Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice.
M&L utilized a
comprehensive approach to complete the Analysis involving the City of New Rochelle.
In all cases, the latest available data was used to describe the most appropriate
geographic unit of analysis. In most cases, 2010 Census data and 2010 American
Community Survey (ACS) data were available and incorporated into this report.
The following sources were utilized:

City of New Rochelle
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The most recently available demographic data regarding population,
household, housing, income, and employment at the census tract and block
group level, where appropriate
Public policies affecting the siting and development of housing
Administrative policies concerning housing and community development
Financial lending institution data from the Home Mortgage Disclosure Act
(HMDA) database
Agencies that provide housing and housing related services to members of the
protected classes
The City’s Consolidated Plan, Annual Plans and CAPERs
Housing discrimination complaints filed with HUD, the New York State Division
of Human Rights, the Westchester Human Rights Commission and
Westchester Residential Opportunities, a local fair housing agency
Real estate advertisements from area newspapers of record
Residential segregation data available from Census Scope



J.

Interviews conducted with agencies and organizations that provide housing
and housing related services to members of the protected classes.

Development of the AI
i.

Lead Agency
The New Rochelle Department of Development was the lead agency for the
preparation and implementation of the AI. The Department identified and
invited numerous stakeholders to participate in the process for the purpose
of developing a thorough analysis with a practical set of recommendations to
eliminate impediments to fair housing choice, where identified.

ii.

Agency Consultation
The City engaged in a consultation process with local public agencies,
nonprofit organizations and other interested entities in an effort to develop a
community planning process for the AI. Written questionnaires were mailed
to many of the interviewees and lists of issues were developed for the focus
group sessions and interviews.
During the week of January 23, 2012, the consulting team conducted a
series of focus group sessions and individual interviews to identify current
fair housing issues impacting the various agencies and organizations and
their clients. Comments received through these meetings and interviews are
incorporated throughout the AI, where appropriate.

K.

The Relationship between Fair Housing and Affordable Housing
As stated in the Introduction, fair housing choice is defined as the ability of persons,
regardless of race, color, religion, sex, disability, familial status, national origin, gender
identity or marital status of similar income levels to have available to them the same
housing choices. Persons who are protected from discrimination by fair housing laws are
referred to as members of the protected classes.
This AI analyzes a range of fair housing issues regardless of a person’s income. To the
extent that members of the protected classes tend to have lower incomes, then access to
fair housing is related to affordable housing. In many areas across the U.S., a primary
impediment to fair housing is a relative absence of affordable housing. Often, however,
the public policies implemented in towns and cities create, or contribute to, the lack of
affordable housing in these communities, thereby disproportionately affecting housing
choice for members of the protected classes.
This document goes well beyond an analysis of the adequacy of affordable housing in the
City of New Rochelle. This AI defines the relative presence of members of the protected
classes within the context of factors that influence the ability of the protected classes to
achieve equal access to housing and related services.

Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice

A list of the stakeholders identified to participate in the AI process is included
in Appendix A.
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3. Demographic Information
A.

Demographic Profile
i.

Population Trends
New Rochelle, situated two miles beyond the northern border of the Bronx
along the Long Island Sound, represents a densely populated urban area
that has continued to grow in recent decades. Reversing a trend of
population loss during the 1960s, 1970s and 1980s, the City expanded 7.3%
between 1990 and 2000 and 6.8% between 2000 and 2010. Overall, the
number of New Rochelle residents has increased 14.5% since 1990, a rate
far exceeding gains across Westchester County and the state. While only
8.1% of all people in the County lived in New Rochelle as of 2010, it remains
the state’s seventh largest City.
Figure 3-1
Population Trends, 1990-2010

New Rochelle
Mount Vernon
White Plains
Yonkers
Westchester County
New York

1990
67,281
67,034
48,718
188,082
874,866
17,990,455

2000
72,182
68,381
53,077
196,086
923,459

2010
77,062
67,292
56,853
195,976
950,237

18,976,457

19,428,881

% Change
1990-2010
14.5%
0.4%
16.7%
4.2%
8.6%
8.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau (B01003)

City of New Rochelle

According to planners for nearby New York City, the modest 2.1% increase
in total population for that jurisdiction during the last 10 years was due in
large part to a population “churn,” a trend characteristic of dynamic
population centers, with domestic losses offset by large gains in international
in-migration. New Rochelle is an inner-ring suburb in a 31-County region in
which more than one in every four persons is foreign-born.1 Planners have
observed that inner-ring communities now regularly receive immigrants
directly from their home countries, as has been the case in New York City
for two centuries.
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This holds true for New Rochelle, where 26.7% of residents in 2010 were
foreign-born. Of the City’s total foreign-born population of 20,595, 26.2%
(5,393) entered the U.S. during the last 10 years.2 This exceeds the City’s
total population growth of 4,880 over the same time span, suggesting that
foreign-born residents constitute a very substantial proportion of the City’s
recent growth. However, of the 8,749 people who moved to the City within
the last year, only 400 (4.6%) moved from abroad, a fact suggesting that
New Rochelle is not the first U.S. place of residence for most of its foreignborn households.3
1

“The Population of New York City: Looking Toward the Future.” New York City Department of Planning,
Population Division, 2009.
2
American Community Survey Five-Year Estimates, 2006-2010 (B05007)
3
ACS Five-Year Estimates, 2006-2010 (B07003)

Observation
Population growth in New Rochelle, spurred by a continuing increase of
foreign-born households, outpaces other areas of Westchester County.

Within the context of population expansion, New Rochelle has experienced a
drastic increase in diversity. Between 1990 and 2010, the number of nonWhite persons living in the City jumped by about two-thirds, from 16,131 to
26,831. Racial minorities constituted 34.8% of all residents in 2010,
whereas they constituted only 24% in 1990.
Figure 3-2
Racial and Ethnic Population Composition, 1990-2010
Racial Minority Population

Total
Population

White

Black

Asian

Some
Other
Race*

All Other
Races**

Total

Hispanic

1990
New Rochelle
Westchester County

67,282

51,151

12,172

1,968

1,911

80

16,131

7,247

874,866

694,308

120,195

32,016

26,789

1,558

180,558

86,194

2000
New Rochelle
Westchester County

72,182

49,001

13,848

2,334

4,535

2,464

23,181

14,492

923,459

658,858

131,132

41,367

61,227

30,875

264,601

144,124

50,231
14,847
3,262
5,710
77,062
3,012
26,831
21,452
646,471
138,118
51,716
78,503
207,032
Westchester County
949,113
34,305
302,642
* "Some other race" refers to persons w ho report that they belong in none of the racial groups provided on the census form.
** All other races refers to Pacific Islanders, American Indian/Alaska Natives and persons of tw o or more races.
Source: 1990 and 2000 Census and 2010 American Community Survey (P1, P3, P4), U.S. Census Bureau

Diversity is also rising within the non-White population. In 1990, Black
residents accounted for 75.5% of the City’s racial minority population, and
Asian/Pacific Islanders accounted for 12.2%. By 2010, the number of Black
residents increased by 2,675 (22%), but their population share among all
minorities shrank to 55.3%. The Asian/Pacific Islander population increased
by 1,294 between 1990 and 2010, a 67.7% increase in 20 years, though this
group’s population share among minorities held steady at 12.2%.
The most dramatic gain in share was among households of “other race,” a
category of high general correlation with persons of Hispanic ethnicity. This
group gained 3,799 persons between 1990 and 2010, nearly tripling, and
most recently represented 21.3% of all racial minorities in New Rochelle.
The number of Hispanic residents in the City grew from 7,247 in 1990 to
21,452 in 2010, representing a population growth rate of 200%. Hispanics
now represent 27.8% of all City residents.
Comparison between growth among minority groups in New Rochelle and in
Westchester County demonstrates parallel trends, as shown in the following
figures.

Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice

2010
New Rochelle
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Figure 3-3
Growth in New Rochelle
Among Racial and Ethnic Minority Groups
1990-2010

Figure 3-4
Growth across Westchester County
Among Racial and Ethnic Minority Groups
1990-2010
220,000

25,000

200,000
180,000

20,000
160,000
140,000

15,000

120,000
100,000

10,000

80,000
60,000
40,000

5,000

20,000
0

0
Black

Asian

1990

Some Other Hispanic
Race*
2000

2010

Black

Asian

1990

Some Other Hispanic
Race*

2000

2010

Observation
Racial minorities increased from 24% to 34.8% of the total population
between 1990 and 2010.

City of New Rochelle

Hispanics have become the largest minority group, now representing 27.8%
of all City residents. By comparison, Blacks represent 19.2%.
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ii.

Areas of Racial and Ethnic Minority Concentration
New Rochelle’s 2008-2012 Consolidated Plan defines areas of racial or
minority concentration as those where the percentage of minority residents
exceeds the Countywide average.
In 2010, Blacks comprised 14.6% of the population in Westchester County.
Therefore, an area of Black concentration in New Rochelle would include
any census tract where the percentage of Black residents is 14.7% or higher.
Of the 16 whole or partial tracts within the City, half meet this criterion. An
area of Asian concentration, by the same definition, would include any tract
where the percentage of Asian residents is 5.5% or higher. Three tracts
meet this criterion. An area of Hispanic concentration includes any tract
where at least 21.9% of all residents are of Hispanic ethnicity; 10 tracts
qualify. In total, 12 of the City’s 16 census tracts meet the definition for at
least one type of racial or ethnic concentration.
The composition of race and ethnicity by census tract is detailed in Figure 25 and depicted graphically in the following maps.
Figure 3-5
Areas of Racial and/or Ethnic Concentration (AOC), 2010

Total
Population
Cityw ide
77,062
56
0
57.01
6,216
57.02
3,299
58
4,242
59.01
4,603
59.02
5,340
60
4,325
61
3,821
62
5,727
63
6,781
64
5,489
65
5,252
66
6,121
67
4,993
68.01
5,429
68.02
5,424
Source: 2010 Census SF-1

White
65.2%
0.0%
74.8%
68.9%
67.2%
55.9%
63.6%
58.3%
56.8%
68.7%
47.2%
29.3%
50.6%
78.1%
86.1%
86.7%
85.2%

Black
19.3%
0.0%
13.3%
17.2%
10.8%
20.3%
22.3%
25.0%
20.0%
10.6%
26.2%
56.2%
32.2%
12.6%
7.8%
5.3%
7.7%

Asian
4.2%
0.0%
4.2%
4.2%
4.1%
5.5%
6.5%
5.4%
4.5%
1.7%
5.3%
1.7%
3.8%
3.9%
3.4%
5.5%
4.3%

Hispanic
27.8%
0.0%
22.1%
26.8%
48.1%
40.3%
15.9%
28.6%
39.6%
64.6%
51.5%
23.6%
33.0%
12.7%
4.8%
4.1%
4.6%

Observation
By the City’s definition, 12 of 16 tracts in New Rochelle qualify as areas of
minority concentration.
This includes eight Black AOCs, three Asian AOCs and 10 Hispanic AOCs, many
of which overlap. Black and Hispanic AOCs are focused in the City’s southern
half, while Asian AOCs are more scattered.

Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice

Minority Residents
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Map 1: Black Population Concentration, 2010
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Map 2: Asian Population Concentrations, 2010
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Map 3: Hispanic Population Concentrations, 2010
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iii.

Residential Segregation Patterns
Residential segregation is a measure of the degree of separation of racial or
ethnic groups living in a neighborhood or community. Typically, the pattern
of residential segregation involves the existence of predominantly
homogenous, White suburban communities and low-income minority innerCity neighborhoods. Latent factors, such as attitudes, or overt factors, such
as real estate practices, can limit the range of housing opportunities for
minorities. A lack of racial or ethnic integration in a community creates other
problems, such as reinforcing prejudicial attitudes and behaviors, narrowing
opportunities for interaction, and reducing the degree to which community
life is considered harmonious. Areas of extreme minority isolation often
experience poverty and social problems at rates that are disproportionately
high.4 Racial segregation has been linked to diminished employment
prospects, poor educational attainment, increased infant and adult mortality
rates and increased homicide rates.
The distribution of racial or ethnic groups across a geographic area can be
analyzed using an index of dissimilarity.
This method allows for
comparisons between subpopulations, indicating how much one group is
spatially separated from another within a community. The index of
dissimilarity is rated on a scale from 0 to 100, in which a score of 0
corresponds to perfect integration and a score of 100 represents total
segregation.5 The index is typically interpreted as the percentage of the
minority population (in this instance, the Black population) that would have to
move in order for a community or neighborhood to achieve full integration.

City of New Rochelle

With a 2010 White-Black dissimilarity index of 40.8, New Rochelle is
reasonably well integrated, falling by national standards on the lower end of
the “moderately segregated” category.6 The data indicates that in order to
achieve full integration among White and Black residents, 40.8% of Black
residents would have to move to another census tract within the City.
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4

This aspect of segregation is related to the degree to which members of a group reside in areas where their
group predominates, thus leading them to have less residential contact with other groups. See: Fossett, Mark.
“Racial Segregation in America: A Nontechnical Review of Residential Segregation in Urban Areas.” Department
of Sociology and Racial and Ethnic Studies Institute, Texas A&M University, 2004.
5
The index of dissimilarity is a commonly used demographic tool for measuring inequality. For a given
geographic area, the index is equal to 1/2 Σ ABS [(b/B)-(a/A)], where b is the subgroup population of a census
tract, B is the total subgroup population in a City, a is the majority population of a census tract, and A is the total
majority population in the City. ABS refers to the absolute value of the calculation that follows.
6
According to Douglas S. Massey, an index under 30 is low, between 30 and 60 is moderate, and above 60 is
high. See Massey, “Origins of Economic Disparities: The Historical Role of Housing Segregation,” in
Segregation: The Rising Costs for America, edited by James H. Carr and Nandinee K. Kutty (New York:
Routledge 2008) p. 41-42.

Figure 3-6
New Rochelle Dissimilarity Indices, 2000 and 2010
2000
DI w ith White
Population**

2010

% of Total
Population Population

DI w ith White
Population**

% of Total
Population Population

White

-

49,001

67.9%

-

50,231

65.2%

Black

43.6

13,848

19.2%

40.8

14,847

19.3%

Asian

18.7

2,334

3.2%

20.7

3,262

4.2%

Hispanic*

48.3

14,492

20.1%

48.5

21,452

27.8%

-

72,182

100.0%

-

77,062

100.0%

TOTAL

Note: Each dissimilarity index indicates the percentage of one of the tw o population groups compared that
w ould have to move to different census tracts to create a completely even demographic distribution in New
Rochelle.
*Hispanic ethnicity is counted independently of race.
Source: American Communities Project, Spatial Strucures in Social Sciences, Brown University

In addition to a White/Black index of 40.8, the City has a White/Asian index
of 20.7 and a White/Hispanic index of 48.5. These numbers indicate that
Asians are more integrated than Blacks and Hispanics within the City.
Perfect integration would receive an index score of 0. In cases where
subgroup population is small, the dissimilarity index may be high even if the
group’s members are evenly dispersed.

Observation
The City is moderately well integrated, by national standards, though 40.8%
of Black households, 20.7% of Asian households and 48.5% of Hispanic
households would need to move to achieve perfect spatial integration.

iv.

Race/Ethnicity and Income
Household income is one of several factors used to determine a household’s
eligibility for a home mortgage loan or apartment lease. Median household
income (MHI) in New Rochelle was $65,317 in 2010. Westchester County,
where the 2010 median household income was $79,619, consistently ranks
among the highest median income counties across the United States.
Across racial and ethnic groups in New Rochelle, Asians had the highest
MHI at $100,268. The MHI for White households was $70,705. Among
Black and Hispanic households, MHI was substantially less, at $55,361 and
$46,525, respectively.
As suggested by the lower median incomes among Blacks and Hispanics,
minority residents in New Rochelle experienced poverty at greater rates than

Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice

Since 2000, the City’s Black population has become more integrated, while
its expanding Asian population has experienced a relatively small increase
in segregation. The Hispanic population has remained at a steady level of
dispersion despite its rapid expansion during the last 10 years.
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White residents. In 2010, 9.5% of White residents were living in poverty,
compared with 14.3% of Blacks and 16.1% of Hispanics.7
Figure 3-7
Median Household Income and Poverty Rates by Race/Ethnicity, 2010

New Rochelle

Median Household
Incom e

Poverty Rate

$65,317

10.7%

Whites

$70,705

9.5%

Blacks

$55,361

14.3%

Asians

$100,268

7.4%

Some Other Race

$49,219

11.6%

Hispanics

$46,525

16.1%

Westchester County

$79,619

8.2%

$91,125

5.4%

Blacks

$50,699

1450.0%

Asians

$114,938

5.0%

Some Other Race

$46,548

19.6%

Hispanics

$48,950

18.0%

Whites

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2010 American Community Survey Five-Year
Estimates (B19013, B19013A, B19013B, B19013D, B19013F, B19013I & B17001,
B17001A, B17001B, B17001D, B17001F, B17001I)

City of New Rochelle

Distribution of household income by race and ethnicity is comparable to the
trends described above. A review of household income distribution also
shows a disparity between White and non-White households in New
Rochelle. Among White and Asian residents in the County, about half (46%
and 55.7%, respectively) earned more than $75,000 annually.
By
comparison, only 37.9% of Black households and 21.5% of Hispanic
households earned at this level. Figures 2-8 and 2-9 illustrate these
differences. A similar trend was present at the County level, though incomes
were generally higher than in New Rochelle.
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7

The Census Bureau uses a set of income thresholds that vary by family size and composition to determine
who is in poverty. If a family's total income is less than the family's threshold, then that family and every
individual in it is considered in poverty. The official poverty thresholds do not vary geographically, but they are
updated for inflation using Consumer Price Index (CPI-U). For 2010, the poverty threshold for a single person
was $11,139. For a household of two, it was $14,218; for three, $17,374; and for four, $22,314.

Figure 3-8
Household Income Distribution by Race and Ethnicity, 2010
Total
Households
New Rochelle
White
Black
Asians
Some Other Race
Hispanic
Westchester County
White
Black
Asians
Some Other Race
Hispanic

27,836
19,047
5,794
1,023
1,302
5,390
346,538
249,735
49,389
17,139
24,314
57,300

$0 to $24,999

$25,000 to
$49,999

$50,000 to
$74,999

$75,000 and
higher

20.9%

19.2%

16.3%

43.6%

19.0%
25.2%
15.6%
29.1%
27.8%

20.0%
20.2%
19.3%
27.0%
33.4%

16.1%
16.7%
9.4%
29.6%
17.3%

46.0%
37.9%
55.7%
14.2%
21.5%

16.1%

17.7%

15.6%

52.9%

13.8%
26.9%
7.0%
22.7%
27.0%

15.8%
25.5%
9.5%
26.0%
30.9%

14.4%
19.1%
13.7%
20.6%
21.4%

58.5%
34.5%
69.5%
20.8%
32.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2008 American Community Survey (C19001, B19001A, B19001B, B19001D,
B19001F, B19001I).

Figure 3-9
Household Income Distribution by Race and Ethnicity, 2010
New Rochelle
60%

White Households
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Black Households

40%

Asian Households
20%

Other Households

Hispanic Households

0%
$0 to $24,999

$25,000 to $49,999

$50,000 to $74,999

$75,000 and higher

Westchester County
80%
White Households
60%

Black Households

40%

Asian Households
Other Households

20%

Hispanic Households
0%
$0 to $24,999

$25,000 to $49,999

$50,000 to $74,999

$75,000 and higher
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Observation
Blacks and Hispanics experienced poverty at much higher rates than
Whites and Asians in New Rochelle in 2010.
Hispanics had the lowest median household income, followed by Black
households. Hispanics and Blacks also had poverty rates substantially higher
than White and Asian households.

v.

Concentrations of LMI Persons
The CDBG program includes a statutory requirement that at least 70% of
funds invested benefit low and moderate income (LMI) persons. As a result,
HUD provides the percentage of LMI persons in each census block group for
entitlements such as New Rochelle. The City invests its CDBG funds
primarily in areas where the percentage of low and moderate income (LMI)
persons is 51% or higher. The LMI threshold required for CDBG eligibility is
lower (30.6%) in other areas of Westchester County due to HUD’s
recognition of its status as a high-cost area. The prevalence of affluent
households elsewhere in the County would limit the areas available for
investment at 51%.

City of New Rochelle

HUD 2011 LMI estimates reveal that eight of the 16 whole and partial
census tracts within the City included areas where at least 51% of residents
met the definition for LMI status.8 All but three of the LMI block groups were
found to be within tracts containing racial or ethnic concentration. Areas of
the City where LMI block groups and minority concentrations coincide are
identified for the purposes of this report as impacted areas. It is within these
lower-income, higher-minority areas that other demographic, economic and
policy characteristics will be analyzed. The County’s impacted areas are
identified in Figure 2-11. The following maps illustrate the location of LMI
block groups and impacted areas.

8

This threshold is determined by HUD and represents the upper quartile of census block groups having the
highest concentration of low and moderate income persons in the county.
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Map 4: Areas of LMI Concentration, 2010
Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice, New Rochelle, NY
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Map 5: Impacted Areas of both Minority and LMI Residents, 2010
Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice, New Rochelle, NY
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Figure 3-10
Impacted Areas of New Rochelle, 2011
Block
Group

Low /Moderate Incom e Persons
#

Universe

%

1

712

1,094

65.1%

2

635

1,191

53.3%

3

844

1,604

52.6%

59.01

3

1,185

1,870

63.4%

60

4

737

1,112

66.3%

1

519

777

66.8%

2

492

740

66.5%

2

758

1,274

59.5%

3

774

1,238

62.5%

4

510

756

67.5%

5

745

968

77.0%

1

667

896

74.4%

2

293

390

75.1%

3

922

1,300

70.9%

4

772

1,231

62.7%

5

471

883

53.3%

6

536

799

67.1%

1

549

1,009

54.4%

2

1,463

2,039

71.8%

1

742

1,295

57.3%

2

159

231

68.8%

3

448

795

56.4%

5

444

787

56.4%

58

61

62

63

64

65

Note: Shaded row s indicate areas of minority concentration.
Source: U.S. Department of Housing & Urban Development,
2011 LMI estimates

Observation
Five of the eight census tracts within New Rochelle contain areas of racial
and/or ethnic concentration.
These impacted areas are located exclusively in the City’s southern half.

Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice

Census
Tract
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vi.

Disability and Income
As defined by the Census Bureau, a disability is a long-lasting physical,
mental, or emotional condition that can make it difficult for a person to do
activities such as walking, climbing stairs, dressing, bathing, learning, or
remembering. This condition can also impede a person from being able to
go outside the home alone or to work at a job or business.
The Fair Housing Act prohibits discrimination based on physical, mental or
emotional handicap, provided “reasonable accommodation” can be made.
Reasonable accommodation may include changes to address the needs of
disabled persons, including adaptive structural (e.g., constructing an
entrance ramp) or administrative changes (e.g., permitting the use of a
service animal). In the City, 9.6% of the population 5 years and older
reported at least one type of disability in 2010. 9
According to the National Organization on Disabilities, a significant income
gap exists for persons with disabilities, given their lower rate of employment.
In the County, persons with disabilities were more than twice as likely as
persons without disabilities to live in poverty. In 2010, 19.2% of persons with
disabilities lived in poverty, compared to 12.9% of persons without
disabilities who were living in poverty.10

Observation
Persons with disabilities were much more likely to live in poverty as
persons without disabilities.
Among City residents age five and older with a disability in 2010, 19.2% lived in
poverty, compared to 12.9% of persons without disabilities.

vii. Familial Status and Income

City of New Rochelle

The Census Bureau divides households into family and non-family
households. Family households are married couple families with or without
children, single-parent families and other families comprised of related
persons. Non-family households are either single persons living alone, or
two or more non-related persons living together.
Title VIII of the Civil Rights Act of 1968 protects against gender
discrimination in housing. Protection for families with children was added in
the 1988 amendments to Title VIII. Except in limited circumstances involving
elderly housing and owner-occupied buildings of one to four units, it is
unlawful to refuse to rent or sell to families with children.
In the City, female-headed households grew from 11.8% of all households in
1990 to 13.8% in 2010, and female-headed households with children
increased from 5.8% to 8.1%. Similarly, male-headed households with
children increased from 1.1% to 1.8%. By comparison, married-couple family
9

U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2010 (B18101)
U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2010 (B18130)

10
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households with children declined slightly from 22.9% to 22.3% during the
same period. Single-person and non-family households comprise a growing
share of the population, expanding from 32.9% in 1990 to 36.6% in 2010.
Across the entirety of Westchester County, trends over time were similar,
though married-couple families continue to represent a larger share of all
households in the County than in the City.
Figure 3-11
Female-headed Households and Households with Children, 1990-2010
Fam ily Households
Married-couple families
Family HHs as
Total
Households % of All HHs

% of
Total

With
Without
Children Children

Female-headed Households
% of
Total

With
Without
Children Children

Non-fam ily
and 1With
Without
person
Children Children Households

Male-headed Households
% of
Total

1990
Westchester County
New Rochelle

319,657

71.8%

57.5%

25.3%

32.2%

11.2%

4.9%

6.4%

3.1%

0.8%

2.3%

28.2%

25,316

67.1%

52.0%

22.9%

29.0%

11.8%

5.8%

6.0%

3.3%

1.1%

2.2%

32.9%

337,486

70.2%

54.9%

27.5%

6.2%

5.6%

3.5%

1.3%

2.2%

29.8%

67.0%

50.5%

26.4%

27.5%
24.1%

11.8%

26,184

12.5%

7.2%

5.3%

3.9%

1.8%

2.1%

33.0%

345,795

68.7%

52.2%

25.0%

27.1%

12.6%

7.1%

5.5%

3.9%

1.4%

2.4%

31.3%

28,037

63.4%

44.6%

22.3%

22.3%

13.8%

8.1%

5.6%

5.1%

1.8%

3.3%

36.6%

2000
Westchester County
New Rochelle
2010
Westchester County
New Rochelle

Female-headed households with children often experience difficulty in
obtaining housing, primarily as a result of lower-incomes and the potential
unwillingness of some landlords to rent their units to families with children.
Although they comprised only 7.1% of families in the City in 2010, femaleheaded households with children accounted for 56.1% of all families living in
poverty.11 Among female-headed households with children, 30.2% were
living in poverty, compared to 5.3% of married-couple families with children.

11
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 1990 (STF-3, P019); Census 2000 (SF-3, P10); American Community Survey 2010 (B11001, B11003)

U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2010 (B17010)
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Figure 3-12
Household Type and Presence of Children, 1990-2010
New Rochelle
40%

1990

20%

2000

0%
Married With
Children

Married Without Female-head
Female-head Male-head With
Male-head
1-person and
Children
With Children Without Children
Children
Without Children Non-family
Households

2010

Westchester County
1990

40%

2000
20%
2010
0%
Married With
Children

Married Without
Children

Female-head
With Children

Female-head Male-head With
Male-head
Without Children
Children
Without Children

1-person and
Non-family
Households

Observation
Female-headed households with children account for more than half of all
families living below the level of poverty in New Rochelle.

City of New Rochelle

Female-headed households with children comprised 56.1% of all families living in
poverty and were much more likely to live in poverty as married-couple families
with children. Consequently, securing affordable housing may be especially
difficult for this segment of the population.
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viii. Ancestry and Income
It is illegal to refuse the right to housing based on place of birth or ancestry.
Census data on native and foreign-born populations reported that in 2010,
26.7% of all New Rochelle residents were foreign-born. By way of origin, the
City’s foreign-born population has been sourced from across the globe, as
Figure 2-13 demonstrates. The wide distribution of points of origin is similar
for Westchester County.
Figure 3-13
Country of Origin for Foreign-Born Persons

# Foreignborn Persons

Westchester County

% of Total
City
Population

# Foreignborn Persons

% of Total
County
Population

Total foreign-born

20,595

26.7%

228,371

24.0%

All other countries

9,819

12.7%

144,931

15.3%

Mexico

5,515

7.2%

24,118

Jamaica

1,637

2.1%

16,252

Italy

1,204

1.6%

11,605

1.2%

Guatemala

1,013

1.3%

8,674

0.9%

India

594

0.8%

12,000

1.3%

China

525

0.7%

5,989

0.6%

Philippines
288
Source: 2010 Census (B05006)

0.4%

4,802

0.5%

2.5%
1.7%

New Rochelle’s foreign-born population is somewhat more likely to
experience poverty. According to the 2010 Census, 12.4% of the foreignborn population for which poverty status is determined fell below the poverty
line, compared to only 10.1% of all persons Citywide for whom this status is
determined.12
Persons with limited English proficiency (LEP) are defined by the federal
government as persons who have a limited ability to read, write, speak or
understand English. HUD issued its guidelines on how to address the needs
of persons with LEP in January 2007. HUD uses the prevalence of persons
with LEP to identify the potential for impediments to fair housing choice due
to their inability to comprehend English. Persons with LEP may encounter
obstacles to fair housing by virtue of language and cultural barriers within
their new environment. To assist these individuals, it is important that a
community recognizes their presence and the potential for discrimination,
whether intentional or inadvertent, and establishes policies to eliminate
barriers. It is also incumbent upon HUD entitlement communities to
determine the need for language assistance and comply with Title VI of the
Civil Rights Act of 1964.
The Census Bureau reports on the non-English language spoken at home
for the population five years and older. In 2010, 11,399 persons in New
Rochelle spoke English less than “very well.” This limited English proficiency
12
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Census 2010 (B06012)
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subpopulation constituted 14.8% of the City’s population among persons age
5 and older. While no individual language group included more than 1,000
persons, Spanish-speaking residents who spoke English less than ”very
well” constituted 72.8% of all speakers with limited English proficiency. To
determine whether translation of vital documents would be required, a HUD
entitlement community must first identify the number of LEP persons in a
single language group who are likely to qualify for and be served by the
City’s programs.
Figure 3-14
Limited English Proficiency Language Groups, 2010
Num ber of LEP
Persons
Total LEP Persons
Spanish

Percent of Total
Population

11,399

14.8%

8,302

10.8%

Portuguese

614

0.8%

Italian

537

0.7%

Chinese

355

0.5%

Source: American Community Survey 2006-2010 5-Year
Estimates; B16001

ix.

Protected Class Status and Unemployment

City of New Rochelle

In 2010, unemployment rates in New Rochelle were slightly higher than in
Westchester County, though they were on par with statewide figures.
Women and men experienced unemployment at roughly the same rate.
Black residents and Hispanic residents were more likely to be unemployed
than White residents, with unemployment rates of 11.5% and 9.9%,
respectively, compared to the White rate of 7%.
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Figure 3-15
Civilian Labor Force, 2010
New York
Civilian Labor Force
Total CLF

Total

Westchester County
%

Total

%

New Rochelle
Total

%

9,898,906

100%

492,264

100%

39,343

100%

Employed

9,075,825

91.7%

455,980

92.6%

36,009

91.5%

Unemployed

823,081

8.3%

36,284

7.4%

3,334

8.5%

5,113,854

100%

257,949

100%

20,958

100%

Employed

4,662,564

91.2%

238,060

92.3%

19,201

91.6%

Male CLF
Unemployed

451,290

8.8%

19,889

7.7%

1,757

8.4%

4,785,052

100%

234,315

100%

18,385

100%

Employed

4,413,261

92.2%

217,920

93.0%

16,808

91.4%

Unemployed

371,791

7.8%

16,395

7.0%

1,577

8.6%

6,728,496

100%

330,968

100%

25,026

100%

Employed

6,262,998

93.1%

310,189

93.7%

23,266

93.0%

Unemployed

465,498

6.9%

20,779

6.3%

1,760

7.0%

1,452,605

100%

70,766

100%

8,720

100%

Fem ale CLF

White CLF

Black CLF
Employed

1,267,027

87.2%

62,627

88.5%

7,714

88.5%

Unemployed

185,578

12.8%

8,139

11.5%

1,006

11.5%

755,350

100%

28,706

100%

N/A

N/A

Employed

696,783

92.2%

27,132

94.5%

N/A

N/A

Asian CLF
Unemployed
Som e Other Race

58,567

7.8%

1,574

5.5%

N/A

N/A

753,628

100%

51,268

100%

N/A

N/A
N/A

Employed

667,417

88.6%

46,285

90.3%

N/A

Unemployed

86,211

11.4%

4,983

9.7%

N/A

N/A

1,623,877

100%

107,588

100%

10,186

100%

Hispanic CLF

1,449,243

89.2%

98,545

91.6%

9,178

90.1%

174,634

10.8%

9,043

8.4%

1,008

9.9%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2008-2010 American Community Survey (C23001, C23002A, C23002B,
C23002D, C23002F, C23002I)

Observation
Blacks and Hispanics were more likely than Whites to be unemployed in
New Rochelle in 2010.
More than 11% of Blacks and 9.9% of Hispanics were unemployed in 2010,
compared to 7% of Whites. Higher unemployment, whether temporary or
permanent, will mean less income available for housing expenses.
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B.

Housing Market
i.

Housing Inventory
The housing stock in New Rochelle increased by 3,186 units, or 12.1%,
between 2000 and 2009. Figure 2-16 and the following map illustrate the
change in the housing inventory that has occurred since 1990. While the
number of units remained steady in many areas of the City, strong gains
nearly doubled the number of units in tracts 60 and 61.

Figure 3-16
Trends in Total Housing Units by Census Tract, 1990-2009
1990
2000
2010
Change 1990-2010
% of Total
% of Total
% of Total
Census
Housing
Housing
Housing
#
Tract
Units
#
Units
#
Units
#
%
Cityw ide
26,400
100.0% 26,995
100.0% 29,586
100.0%
3,186
12.1%
54
0
0
56
0.1%
0.0%
0.0%
-54
-100.0%
2,835
2,859
3,005
57.01
3.8%
3.7%
3.8%
170
6.0%
1,269
1,305
1,425
57.02
1.7%
1.7%
1.8%
156
12.3%
1,579
1,562
1,674
58
2.1%
2.0%
2.1%
95
6.0%
1,815
1,832
1,858
59.01
2.4%
2.4%
2.3%
43
2.4%
2,506
2,492
2,529
59.02
3.3%
3.2%
3.2%
23
0.9%
1,018
1,028
1,786
60
1.3%
1.3%
2.2%
768
75.4%
859
852
1,594
61
1.1%
1.1%
2.0%
735
85.6%
1,615
1,727
1,918
62
2.1%
2.2%
2.4%
303
18.8%
1,909
2,077
2,300
63
2.5%
2.7%
2.9%
391
20.5%
1,922
1,965
2,019
64
2.5%
2.5%
2.5%
97
5.0%
1,525
1,667
1,696
65
2.0%
2.1%
2.1%
171
11.2%
1,900
2,046
2,031
66
2.5%
2.6%
2.5%
131
6.9%
1,634
1,636
1,658
67
2.2%
2.1%
2.1%
24
1.5%
1,879
1,894
1,904
68.01
2.5%
2.4%
2.4%
25
1.3%
2,081
2,053
2,189
68.02
2.8%
2.6%
2.7%
108
5.2%
Note: Shaded areas indicate tracts containing impacted block groups.
Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 American Community Survey (H1); DemographicsNow
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The greatest gain in housing units since 2000 has occurred in the City’s
southern areas, particularly tracts 60 and 61. These tracts contain impacted
block groups.

Map 6: Change in Housing Units, 1990 - 2010,
Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice, New Rochelle, NY
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ii.

Types of Housing Units
In 2010, single-family units comprised 40.8% of the housing stock in the City,
and multi-family units comprised 59%. As Figure 2-17 demonstrates,
neighborhood composition in New Rochelle varies substantially. Multi-family
units comprised more than three-quarters of stock in six tracts, while in three
other tracts (67, 68.01 and 68.02), single-family homes were the
predominant structure type. In tract 68.01, only 88 of 1,958 homes (4.5%)
were types other than single-family.

Figure 3-17
Trends in Housing Units in Structures by Census Tract, 2010
Total Single-fam ily
Census Tract
Units
units
2 to 4
5 to 9
10 to 19
Cityw ide
30,187
12,325
5,042
1,421
1,525
56
0
0
0
0
0
57.01
3,127
513
407
272
359
57.02
1,436
259
149
56
78
58
1,735
440
320
104
154
59.01
1,947
408
394
51
115
59.02
2,726
771
383
120
81
60
1,665
552
212
8
41
61
1,372
219
358
128
103
62
1,948
384
1,168
284
58
63
2,308
367
642
236
124
64
2,054
729
445
90
171
65
1,775
867
373
49
137
66
2,163
1,517
136
12
60
67
1,710
1,694
0
0
0
68.01
1,958
1,870
43
0
33
68.02
2,263
1,735
12
11
11
Note: Shaded areas indicate tracts containing impacted block groups.
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2010 (B25024)

20 or
m ore
9,823
0
1,576
894
717
979
1,371
852
564
19
939
619
349
438
0
12
494

Total
17,811
0
2,614
1,177
1,295
1,539
1,955
1,113
1,153
1,529
1,941
1,325
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A comparison with units by structure type across the remainder of
Westchester County suggests that multi-family units are somewhat
concentrated in the City. In 2010, after subtracting New Rochelle’s
inventory, the housing stock in Westchester County was 51.8% singlefamily, compared to 40.8% in New Rochelle. Further, when the inventory of
Yonkers (28.5% single-family) is also subtracted, the balance of
Westchester County was 58.9% single-family.
This observation is
consistent with general development patterns of single-family detached
housing occurring more commonly in sparse, more rural areas with larger lot
sizes, but also suggests that the City contains a higher proportion of typically
more affordable multi-family housing types than other areas of the County.
In 2010, the American Community Survey reported that the City’s total
housing inventory of 28,037 was 51.4% owner-occupied and 48.6% renteroccupied. Of the owner-occupied units, 72.3% were in single-family
structures, while the remaining units were in multi-family structures. About
one in every 10 owner-occupied units (1,469) was in a large building
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containing 50 or more units. For Census purposes, this category includes
condominiums as well as co-op apartments, which are not technically
“owned,” as purchasers instead buy shares of a co-op corporation that owns
the entire structure. Co-op apartments are generally less expensive than
comparable condominiums. However, co-ops present housing concerns in
cases where their Boards of Directors reject prospective purchasers or
requests for reasonable accommodation for discriminatory reasons. Fair
housing awareness and education may be lacking among co-op boards, but
because both state and federal law prohibit the denying of housing to
anyone on the basis of protected class status, co-op boards may not legally
discriminate.
Of the renter-occupied units, the largest share (30.8%, or 4,204) were in
large buildings containing 50 or more units, while only 1,259, or 9.2%, were
single-family structures. A breakdown of units by structure type and tenure
was not available at the tract level due to small sample size.
The following map illustrates the distribution of multi-family units across New
Rochelle, indicating the extent to which they are located with much greater
density in the southern portion of the City.

Observation
New Rochelle has a relatively expansive share of multi-family rental units of
various types. However, the geographic distribution across the City is
uneven, with multi-family units representing less than 5% of the housing
stock in northern areas and more than 75% of stock in southern areas.

iii.

Protected Class Status and Home Ownership
The value in home ownership lies in the accumulation of wealth as the
owner’s share of equity increases with the property’s value. Paying a
monthly mortgage instead of rent is an investment in an asset that is likely to
appreciate. According to one study, “a family that puts 5 percent down to
buy a house will earn a 100 percent return on the investment every time the
house appreciates 5 percent.”13

City of New Rochelle

Historically, minorities tend to have lower home ownership rates than
Whites. In 2010 in New Rochelle, Whites had a home ownership rate of
59.1%. By comparison, Blacks owned their homes at a rate of 37.7% and
Hispanics, 22.3%. Asians had a home ownership rate of 49.2%, the second
highest of any race or ethnic group.
Minority home ownership by census tract widely varied, as illustrated in
Figure 2-18. Many census tracts with fewer than 100 minority households,
especially in tracts 67, 68.01 and 68.02, reported home ownership rates of
100%.
13

Kathleen C. Engel and Patricia A. McCoy, “From Credit Denial to Predatory Lending: The Challenge of
Sustaining Minority Homeownership,” in Segregation: The Rising Costs for America, edited by James H. Carr
and Nandinee K. Kutty (New York: Routledge 2008) p. 82.
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Map 7: Percent Multi-Family, 2010
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As previously noted, median incomes for Hispanics and Blacks are
significantly lower than those of Whites. This is one among several factors
that contribute to the generally lower rates of homeowners for minorities
across the City.
Figure 3-18
Housing Tenure by Race and Ethnicity, 2010

#
Cityw ide
56

Black
%

11,254

59.1%

#

%

2,025

Som e Other
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#

37.7%

%

503

49.2%

#

%

330

16.4%
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#

%
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0.0%
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950

50.2%

40

10.3%

60

69.0%
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16.6%

60
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52.0%
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22.4%

0
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0

0.0%

28

11.2%

61

212

26.5%
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17.6%

13

31.0%

0

0.0%

33

13.5%

62

410

29.6%
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27.4%

14
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0
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15.6%
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177

20.4%

159

29.8%
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15.8%

32

8.4%

91

10.3%
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280

50.2%

482

40.2%

34 100.0%

60 100.0%

143

64.4%

65

384

56.8%

355

54.4%

42 100.0%

54

26.1%

138

29.6%

66

1,262

76.5%

239

95.6%

100 100.0%

25

65.8%

64

47.8%
86.6%

67

1,452

97.9%

95 100.0%

30 100.0%

30 100.0%

58

68.01

1,651

97.5%

97 100.0%

41 100.0%

16 100.0%

50 100.0%

68.02

1,870

94.0%

148 100.0%

45 100.0%

0

0.0%

46 100.0%

Note: Shaded areas indicate tracts containing impacted block groups.
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2010 (B25003A-I)

Observation
Lower household incomes among Blacks and Hispanics are reflected in
lower home ownership rates when compared to Whites and Asians.
Among minorities in the City, 37.7% of Blacks and 22.3% of Hispanics were home
owners, compared to 59.1% of Whites and 49.2% of Asians.

iv.

The Tendency of the Protected Classes to Live in Larger Households
Larger families may be at risk for housing discrimination on the basis of race
and the presence of children (familial status). A larger household, whether
or not children are present, can raise fair housing concerns. If there are
policies or programs that restrict the number of persons that can live
together in a single housing unit, and members of the protected classes
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need more bedrooms to accommodate their larger household, there is a fair
housing concern because the restriction on the size of the unit will have a
negative impact on members of the protected classes.
In New Rochelle, minorities were more likely than Whites to live in families
with three or more people. In 2010, 61.7% of White families had three or
more people. By comparison, 83.2% of Hispanic families were considered
large. In general, family size was larger in New Rochelle than in the
remainder of Westchester County.
Figure 3-19
Families with Three or More Persons, 2010
Percent of Fam ilies w ith Three or More Persons

Westchester County*
City of New Rochelle
White
60.2%
61.7%
Black
65.4%
66.2%
Asian
72.2%
65.8%
Some Other Race
83.0%
84.3%
Tw o or More Races
75.0%
74.4%
Hispanic
79.2%
83.2%
*Exclusive of the City of New Rochelle
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2010 (SF 1, P28A-H)

To adequately house larger families, a sufficient supply of larger dwelling
units consisting of three or more bedrooms is necessary. In New Rochelle,
there are fewer options to rent a unit to accommodate large families. Of the
15,195 rental units in the City in 2010, only 25.8% had three or more
bedrooms, compared to 72.4% of the owner housing stock. In the remainder
of Westchester County, only 20.3% of rental stock had three or more
bedrooms.
Figure 3-20
Housing Units by Number of Bedrooms, 2010
Renter-Occupied Housing Stock

City of New Rochelle

Size of Housing Units

Num ber of
Units

% Total Units

Num ber of
Units

% Total Units

New Rochelle
0-1 bedroom

6,691

44.0%

1,832

12.7%

2 bedrooms

4,585

30.2%

2,149

14.9%

3 or m ore bedroom s

3,919

25.8%

10,423

72.4%

15,195

100.0%

14,404

100.0%

Total
Westchester County*
0-1 bedroom

47,769

42.0%

19,868

9.8%

2 bedrooms

42,926

37.7%

38,434

19.0%

3 or m ore bedroom s
Total

23,152

20.3%

144,047

71.2%

113,847

100.0%

202,349

100.0%

* Exclusive of the City of New Rochelle
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000 (SF 3, H42)
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Ow ner-Occupied Housing Stock

Observation
A lack of larger rental units consisting of three or more bedrooms has a
disproportionately greater impact on minority families, who tend to live in
larger families and are more likely to be renters.
An inadequate inventory of larger rental units restricts the choice of adequate
housing for larger minority families.

Cost of Housing
Increasing housing costs are not a direct form of housing discrimination.
However, a lack of affordable housing does constrain housing choice.
Residents may be limited to a smaller selection of neighborhoods because of
a lack of affordable housing in those areas.
Between 1990 and 2010, the median gross rent in New Rochelle increased
27.9% (in inflation-adjusted dollars), while real median income decreased
14.6%. At the same time, the median housing value increased 7.8%. The
increase in rent prices and median housing value paired with a decline in
real income means that housing costs are relatively more expensive for
individuals and families.
Figure 3-21
Trends in Housing Value, Rent and Income, 1990-2010
Median Housing
Value (in 2010 $)

Median Gross Rent
(in 2010 $)

Median Household
Incom e (in 2010 $)**

1990*
New Rochelle
Westchester County

$561,878
$496,434

$925
$953

$76,527
$85,293

2000*
New Rochelle
Westchester County

$454,043
$426,426

$1,110
$1,098

$72,659
$83,220

2010
New Rochelle
Westchester County

$605,500
$556,900

$1,183
$1,203

$65,317
$79,619

7.8%
12.2%

27.9%
26.2%

-14.6%
-6.7%

% Change 1990-2010
New Rochelle
Westchester County
* All amounts adjusted to 2010 dollars

** Median income is calculated among all households sampled, regardless of size
Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 1990 Census (STF3-H061A, H043A, P080A), Census 2000 (SF3-H76,
H63, P53), 2006-2010 American Community Survey (B25077, B25064, B19013); DemographicsNow;
Calculations by Mullin & Lonergan Associates, Inc.
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Observation
Between 1990 and 2010, median gross rent increased 27.9% in the City
while real household decreased 14.6%, after adjusting for inflation. The
result of this gap is that housing costs have become relatively more
i

a.

Rental Housing
In sample data collected for 2010, a total of 12,948 renter households
(98% of all renters) paid cash for their housing units. Figure 2-22 lists
the breakdown of rental units by gross rent. With a median household
income of $70,705, White households would have had many more
affordable rental housing options than Black or Hispanic households.
At this median income level, approximately 70% of the rental housing
stock would have been affordable to White households earning the
median income. Asian households earning the median household
income of $100,258 had even more affordable housing options, as 30%
of this monthly income level would provide for an affordable monthly
rent up to $2,506.
Black households earning the median household income of $55,361
and Hispanic households earning the median household income of
$46,525 have fewer affordable housing options, as these income levels
would make affordable about 55% and 45%, respectively, of the rental
housing stock.
It is worth noting that this analysis does not address the availability of
rental housing units at these price ranges, but only the affordability of
the existing rental housing stock based on the amount of actual rent
paid by tenant households.
Figure 3-22
Renter-Occupied Units by Gross Rent Paid, 2010
Monthly Gross Rent

City of New Rochelle

Less than $200

Units

0

$200 to $299

446

3.1%

$300 to $399

342

2.4%

$400 to $499

291

2.1%

$500 to $599

709

5.0%

$600 to $699

155

1.1%

$700 to $799

320

2.3%

$800 to $899

1,459

10.3%

$900 to $999

1,237

8.7%

$1,000 to $1,249

2,874

20.3%

$1,250 to $1,499

2,137

15.1%

$1,500 to $1,999

2,280

16.1%

$2,000 or more

1,935

13.6%

Total w ith Cash Rent
14,185
Source: 2010 ACS (B25063)
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%

0

100.0%

The number of affordable rental units in the City declined between 2000
and 2010. The number of units renting for less than $700 fell about
60%. During the same time, the number of units renting for more than
$1,000 per month increased from 3,477 to 8,696, or 150%. This
measure includes any units that could have been physically lost from
the inventory as well as those for which prices have increased during
the last 10 years. The percentage of affordable apartments lost in the
balance of Westchester County is even greater, which suggests an
increased burden on New Rochelle as a place where lower-income
renters can locate affordable rental housing.

Change 2000-2010
Units Renting for:
2000
2010
#
%
New Rochelle
Less than $500
1,947
1,516
-431
-22.1%
$500 to $699
1,782
817
-965
-54.2%
$700 to $999
5,511
2,095
-3,416
-62.0%
$1,000 or more
3,477
8,696
5,219
150.1%
Westchester County*
Less than $500
17,705
9,048
-8,657
-48.9%
$500 to $699
21,407
7,414
-13,993
-65.4%
$700 to $999
40,647
20,855
-19,792
-48.7%
$1,000 or more
37,602
74,383
36,781
97.8%
* Exclusive of the City of New Rochelle
Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000 (SF3, H62), 2006 - 2010
American Community Survey (B25063)

Observation
The City has lost 60% of its units that were renting for less than $700 in
2000, due to removal from the inventory or price increase. By comparison,
there was a substantial increase in the number of units renting for more
than $1,000.
The loss of units renting for less than $700 in the City restricts housing choice for
minorities, who have significantly lower incomes than Whites, and who are more
likely to be renters. Additionally, the balance of Westchester County has lost
lower-priced apartments at an even greater rate, which suggests that the City now
holds a greater share of the region’s affordably priced rental housing.

The National Low Income Housing Coalition provides annual
information on the Fair Market Rent (FMR) and affordability of rental
housing in counties and cities in the U.S. for 2011. In Westchester
County, the FMR for a two-bedroom apartment was $1,561. In order to
afford this level of rent and utilities without paying more than 30% of
income on housing, a household must earn $5,203 monthly or $62,440
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Figure 3-23
Loss of Affordable Rental Housing Units, 2000-2010
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annually. Assuming a 40-hour work week, 52 weeks per year, this level
of income translates into a Housing Wage of $30.02.
In Westchester County, a minimum-wage worker earns an hourly wage
of $7.25. In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom apartment, a
minimum-wage earner must work 166 hours per week, 52 weeks per
year. Or, a household must include 4.1 minimum-wage earners working
40 hours per week year-round in order to make the two-bedroom FMR
affordable.

Observation
Westchester County represents a high-cost rental market. Minimum-wage
and single-income households generally cannot afford a two-bedroom
housing unit renting for the HUD fair market rent.
Individuals and households with incomes insufficient to afford prevailing market
rents commonly double-up with others or lease inexpensive, potentially
substandard units.
The lower incomes of minorities and female-headed
households expose these household types disproportionately to the problem.

Monthly Supplemental Security Income (SSI) payments for an individual
are $761 in Westchester County and across New York. If SSI
represents an individual's sole source of income, $228 in monthly rent
is affordable, while the FMR for a one-bedroom is $1,342.

Observation

City of New Rochelle

Persons with disabilities receiving a monthly SSI check for $228 as their
sole source of income cannot afford a one-bedroom unit renting at the fair
market rate of $1,342 in Westchester County.
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b.

Sales Housing
One method used to determine the inherent affordability of a housing
market is to calculate the percentage of homes that could be purchased
by households at the median income level. It is possible also to
determine the affordability of the housing market for each racial or
ethnic group in the City. To determine affordability (i.e., how much
mortgage a household could afford), the following assumptions were
made:



The mortgage was a 30-year fixed rate loan at a 4.0% interest
rate,



The buyer made a 10% down payment on the sales price,



Principal, interest, taxes and insurance (PITI) equaled no more
than 30% of gross monthly income,



Property taxes were levied at the City’s rate of 2.17%, and



There was no additional consumer debt (credit cards, etc).

Figure 2-24 details the estimated maximum affordable sales prices and
monthly PITI payments for Whites, Blacks, Asians and Hispanics in
New Rochelle.

The maximum affordable home purchase prices for Whites and Asians,
given their group median incomes, was dramatically higher than the
affordable home prices for Black and Hispanic homebuyers. The
maximum affordable purchase price for Whites was 43.8% of the
median sales price, and the maximum for Asians was 68.4% of the
median sales price, suggesting that these two groups at their median
incomes would have had access to 43.8% and 68.4% of the market in
2010, respectively. By the same measure, Blacks at the median had
access to 36.8% of the market, and Hispanics at the median had
access to only 30.6%.
Figure 3-24
Maximum Affordable Purchase Price by Race/Ethnicity, 2010
Monthly Mortgage Paym ent
Maxim um
Mortgage
Hom eow ner's
Affordable
Principal &
Real Estate
Insurance &
Total PITI
Purchase
Interest
Taxes
PMI
Paym ent
Price
New Rochelle
$1,091
$459
$80
$1,631
$254,000
Whites
$1,186
$499
$80
$1,765
$276,000
Blacks
$917
$386
$80
$1,383
$213,500
Asians
$1,706
$718
$80
$2,504
$397,000
Hispanics
$761
$320
$80
$1,161
$177,000
2010 Median Sales Price: $580,000
Sources: 2010 American Community Survey (B19013, B19013A, B19013B); Multiple Listing Service, Calculations by
Mullin & Lonergan Associates, Inc.
Median
Household
Incom e
$65,317
$70,705
$55,361
$100,268
$46,525
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In New Rochelle, the 2010 median sales price for single-family and
condo homes was $580,000. The median household income in 2010
was $65,317, which translates to a maximum affordable home purchase
price of $254,000. The fact that the median income in New Rochelle
would not allow a household to afford a home at half of the median
sales price suggests that the City is an inherently unaffordable market,
though the affordability of housing among neighborhoods varies.
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Observation
Lower median incomes for Black and Hispanic households in New Rochelle
translate to a substantially diminished range of home purchase options for
these minority groups.
A New Rochelle household making the median income of $65,317 in 2010 would
have been able to afford only 43.8% of the homes sold that year. For Black and
Hispanic households, the percentage drops to 34% and 38%, respectively.

New Rochelle is widely regarded as one of the most expensive places to
buy a home in Westchester County, which represents one of the most
expensive places to buy a home in the United States. Proximity to the New
York City job market has bolstered high property values in southern areas of
the County, including New Rochelle, for decades. Despite the national
housing market crisis, the market in New Rochelle has remained relatively
tight due to strong demand for new homes and the limited availability of sites
that can be developed.

City of New Rochelle

However, the market does not appear to be currently growing, according to
observations by the Westchester Putnam Association of Realtors (WPAR).
Those interviewed for the AI described the New Rochelle market as “flat”
through 2011, unlikely to improve in the immediate future due to tightened
lending standards that have made it obtaining mortgages more difficult, even
for the most qualified applicants. Additionally, appraisals are reflecting lower
values as a result of foreclosures, short-sales and other lower-priced units in
the current inventory.
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These observations are borne out by a review of multiple list service sales
data provided by WPAR. Though New Rochelle’s 2011 median home sales
price of $555,000 was much higher than the 2000 median of $401,000, it
represents a drop from heights reached prior to the market downturn that
began in 2006. In 2005, the City’s median sales price topped out at
$693,000. The average number of days a home remains on market has
increased from 150 in 2000 to 189 in 2011. It was lowest at 134 days in
2002. This trend speaks to tapering demand, the increased difficulty of
successfully originating a mortgage or a combination of these and other
factors. Even as median home prices in New Rochelle dropped during the
latter part of the last decade, the average number of days on market
generally increased.

Figure 3-25
Trends in Median Sales Price and Days on Market, 2000-2011
Median Sales Price

Average Days on Market

$800,000
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$600,000
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$400,000
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$300,000
$200,000
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$100,000
$0

0
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2003

2004

2005
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In 2000, 86% of the 572 units sold in New Rochelle were priced above a
quarter-million dollars. By 2006, 98.8% of units sold were in this category.
Due to prices lowered by the slackening market, the percentage of units sold
above $250,000 fell to 96.3% during 2011. In general, condos were not less
expensive than single-family homes, as the vast majority of those sold were
priced above $250,000. Condos represented 8.4% of the residential sales
market in 2000, 19.6% of the market in 2006 and 11.1% in 2011. The fact
that 96.3% of homes sold in 2011 were priced above $250,000 indicates
that, based on the previous analysis, the market for home buying in New
Rochelle is generally out of reach for Blacks and Hispanics, whose
maximum affordable home purchase prices based on median incomes were
$197,000 and $163,000.
Figure 3-26
Units Sold by Price Range, 2000-2011
2000

2006

2011

Under $100,000

0.7%

0.0%

0.0%

$100,000 to $200,000

7.0%

0.6%

1.7%

$200,000 to $250,000

6.6%

0.9%

2.0%

86.0%

98.8%

96.3%

572

674

540

More than $250,000
Total
Source: WPAR
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Source: MLS
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Observation
Even given home prices that have fallen in recent years, New Rochelle’s
real estate market remains expensive.
Less than 4% of the homes sold in 2011 were priced at levels affordable to
households making the median income for Whites ($70,705). Even fewer would
have been affordable to households making the much lower median incomes for
Blacks and Hispanics.

vi.

Protected Class Status and Cost Burden
Lower-income minority households tend to experience heavy housing cost
burdens at a higher rate than lower-income White households, a
circumstance due at least in part to the disparity in median income among
racial and ethnic groups.14 Among households making less than 30% of the
area median income in New Rochelle, 735 renter households and 180 owner
households were paying more than 30% of their gross income on housing
costs, while 1,950 renters and 770 owners were paying more than 50%. The
CHAS data reporting these figures does not provide total households for
each income category, so it is uncertain what percentage of all households
are cost-burdened or severely cost-burdened. Nor does 2010 CHAS provide
analysis by race or ethnicity. However, the following figure shows that the
largest percentages of all cost-burdened and severely cost-burdened
households are poor. To the extent that previous analysis demonstrated
that minority households are disproportionately lower-come, cost burden has
a disproportionate impact on these members of the protected classes.

Figure 3-27
Cost Burden by Tenure, 2010
0% to 30% AMI

30% to 50% AMI

50% to 80% AMI

80% to 100% AMI

Total

#

%

#

%

#

%

#

%

735

28%

1,015

39%

505

19%

245

9%

2,620

1,950

78%

455

18%

50

2%

50

2%

2,500

Renter
Cost burdened
Severely cost burdened

City of New Rochelle

Ow ner
Cost burdened

180

6.1%

195

6.6%

220

7.4%

460

15.5%

2,970

Severely cost burdened

770

35.1%

500

22.8%

330

15.0%

210

9.6%

2,195

915

16.4%

1,210

21.6%

725

13.0%

705

12.6%

5,590

2,720

57.9%

955

20.3%

380

8.1%

260

5.5%

4,695

Total
Cost burdened
Severely cost burdened

Note: Percentages reflect share of all cost-burdened or severely cost-burdened HHs. Total households by AMI were not provided in
CHAS data.
Source: 2010 CHAS

14

HUD defines “cost burdened” housesholds as those paying 30% or more of gross income on monthly housing
expenses. “Severely cost burdened” households pay 50% or more.
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4. Evidence of Housing Discrimination
This section analyzes the existence of fair housing complaints or compliance reviews where a
charge of a finding of discrimination has been made. Additionally, this section will report and
analyze the outcomes of any local market testing for discrimination. Finally, this section will
review the existence of any fair housing discrimination suits filed by the United States Department
of Justice or private plaintiffs in addition to the identification of other fair housing concerns or
problems.

Existence of Fair Housing Complaints
The number of complaints reported may under-represent the actual occurrence of
housing discrimination in any given community, as persons may not file complaints
because they are not aware of how or where to file a complaint. Discriminatory practices
can be subtle and may not be detected by someone who does not have the benefit of
comparing his treatment with that of another home seeker. Other times, persons may be
aware that they are being discriminated against, but they may not be aware that the
discrimination is against the law and that there are legal remedies to address the
discrimination. Also, households may be more interested in achieving their first priority of
finding decent housing and may prefer to avoid going through the process of filing a
complaint and following through with it. According to the Urban Institute, 83% of those
who experience housing discrimination do not report it because they feel nothing will be
done. Therefore, education, information, and referral regarding fair housing issues
remain critical to equip persons with the ability to reduce impediments.

i.

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
The Office of Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity (FHEO) at HUD receives
complaints from persons regarding alleged violations of the federal Fair
Housing Act. In response to a request from the City, HUD provided
information on eight fair housing complaints it has received originating in
New Rochelle since January 1, 2008, two of which were by the same person
against the same agency. The complaints were based on a variety of
issues: race, disability, national origin, religion and familial status. Two
cases were closed for lack of jurisdiction or other administrative reasons.
Determinations of no cause were issued in two additional cases. And finally,
four complaints had the following other outcomes:


A complaint that a landlord coerced a tenant to accept an early
lease termination on the basis of race was closed in 2008 with a
conciliation agreement.



A complaint that a housing cooperative refused to install a ramp that
would serve as a reasonable accommodation for a disabled resident
was closed when a trial on the issue was initiated in federal court.



A complaint that the New Rochelle Municipal Housing Authority
(NRMHA) evicted a tenant from her unit on the basis of disability
was withdrawn after a private settlement was reached.



A complaint that NRMHA residents and staff members harassed
and intimidated a woman on the basis of national origin was closed
in 2009 by a conciliation agreement.
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The small pool of housing discrimination complaints reported to HUD
apparently does not include complaints that are cross-filed with HUD by the
Westchester County Human Rights Commission, described below.

ii.

New York Division of Human Rights
Housing discrimination complaints constitute 6% of all cases handled by the
New York State Division of Human Rights, compared to employment cases
(88%) and public accommodation cases (3%). The division enforces the
state’s Human Rights Law, the first of its kind in any state, which prohibits
discrimination based on age, sexual orientation, marital status and military
status, in addition to classes protected by federal law. The Division is
headquartered in the Bronx, near New Rochelle. Complaints may be filed in
person or by mailing in a form. Complainants who contact the Division via
phone or online are directed to fill out and mail in the complaint form.
On January 18, 2012, the City of New Rochelle mailed a formal request for
data on the number and nature of fair housing complaints reported to the
New York State Division of Human Rights. In addition to details on all
complaints filed since January 1, 2008, the letter requested fair housing
complaints where the Human Rights Commission or its staff had made a
finding of discrimination or probable cause, findings of noncompliance by
HUD or the Commission, the number of administrative releases issued for
complaints and any other information relevant to the AI. The letter
additionally explained the reason for the request. As of the AI’s publication
in June 2012, no response had been received.
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Westchester County Human Rights Commission
In Westchester County, the Human Rights Commission is empowered to
receive, investigate and pass upon complaints of, and to initiate its own
investigations of: (1) racial, religious and ethnic group tensions, prejudice,
intolerance, bigotry and disorder occasioned thereby; and (2) unlawful
discriminatory practices. The Commission holds hearings, subpoenas
witnesses, and takes sworn testimony in connection with human rights
complaints filed. In cases where discrimination is found, the Commission
has the authority to award compensatory and punitive damages for
violations of the Human Rights Law. By comparison to other local human
rights commissions across the country, Westchester County’s is powerful,
providing services from intake and investigation to mediation and
adjudication, including the preparation of settlement agreements and
overseeing and ensuring compliance.
Each year, the Commission releases a summary report of activities and
accomplishments. The latest report published covers 2009, the first full year
of operation under the County’s Fair Housing Law.15 In that year, the
Commission received 113 claims of housing discrimination, most of which

15

When the Commission was initially established, it had limited jurisdiction. In December 2007, its jurisdiction
was expanded countywide, allowing those who live and/or work anywhere in Westchester County the ability to
use the services of the HRC. The County’s Fair Housing Act has been declared as substantially equivalent to
the Federal Fair Housing Act. As a result, WCHRC functions as a HUD partner to handle all claims of housing
discrimination in the County. The Commission receives revenue of $120,000 per year from HUD to handle
housing matters. The Westchester County Fair Housing Law is a part of the Westchester County Human Rights
Law.

were cross-filed with HUD. It is unclear how many of those cases originated
in New Rochelle. According to the report, most claims involved multi-family
dwellings, followed by single-family homes and cooperatives. While the
Commission reported that most cases seek equitable relief, such as a new
apartment or policy exemption, the Commission awarded monetary awards
totaling $22,000 in 2009.
Ethnicity and disability were the most common bases for housing
discrimination complaints across the County (22.1% and 21.2%), followed by
race (18.6%). With regard to outcome, 54 of the 113 intakes resulted in a
complaint being formally filed, while 43 cases were determined to be without
basis and 16 were dismissed due to lack of jurisdiction. In 2009, the
Commission held three formal mediations and one administrative hearing, in
addition to resolving 14 cases through conciliation.

Testing
Westchester Residential Opportunities, Inc., (WRO) conducts paired testing across
Westchester, Rockland and Putnam counties to determine the presence of housing
discrimination against members of the protected classes, patterning its program pursuant
to a HUD Fair Housing Initiative Program (FHIP) private enforcement initiative. WRO may
test for discrimination based on any protected class characteristics, but has chosen to
focus primarily on race and national origin in light of the County’s recent legal
proceedings related to fair housing.
The latest report available to describe these activities covers testing performed between
February 2009 and August 2010. WRO focused on rental units, conducting both tests
driven by specific complaints and audit testing initiated by a housing advocate to uncover
systemic patterns of discrimination. Data was reported for audit testing only. Of the 69
real estate offices, management companies and apartment complexes tested during the
18-month period, 13 (18.9%) treated White testers differently than Black testers, and 23
(20.7%) of the 111 tests produced “unequal” results. In every case with an unequal
result, the protected tester was Black. There were no unequal tests involving Hispanic
testers.
WRO selected test areas that featured dense minority populations surrounded by
predominantly White neighborhoods or vice versa, with comparable rents.
In
Westchester County, the Sound Shore communities (which include New Rochelle) was
identified as a test area, along with Mt. Kisco and Peekskill. In the latter two areas and in
Putnam County, testers were generally shown equal treatment. However, in the Sound
Shore area and in Rockland County there was a significantly higher occurrence of
unequal test results. Although the majority of the Sound Shore tests showed equal
treatment (31 of 57), this area had the greatest number of unequal tests (10), according to
WRO. Additionally, even though most offices in Sound Shore exhibited equal treatment,
this area had the highest number of offices engaging in discriminatory practices; all
unequal tests took place at a total of seven offices. Finally, “bad business practices” were
identified in five of the 57 tests conducted, and 11 tests were unclear.
The report notes that the “most blatant” unequal treatment occurred in New Rochelle,
where a building superintendent would arrange to meet testers on a street corner. This
person would exit his car and amiably show units to White testers, but would inform other
testers that he had no units available or would refuse to show the unit without first having
a credit check and completed application. He would remain in his car while speaking to
non-White testers. WRO reported that most of the other potential discrimination it
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encountered in testing was more subtle, with protected testers being shown fewer units
than White testers and being steered geographically to minority-dense neighborhoods.
In June 2012, the Westchester County Human Rights Commission upheld a verdict
finding the above-mentioned New Rochelle property owner/management company and its
superintendent guilty of race-based housing discrimination. As a result of what an
administrative law judge determined to be “willful, wanton and malicious” discrimination,
the Commission upheld punitive, compensatory and civil penalties totaling in excess of
$27,000. This sizable penalty was imposed to “further the goal of deterrence of similar
discriminatory acts and serve to effectuate the purposes of the Fair Housing Law.”
In 2005, WRO conducted a smaller-scale paired testing project in Westchester County on
a smaller scale. Race-based housing discrimination was found in 27 (46.5%) of the 58
tests conducted and, more specifically, in 12 (48%) of the 25 real estate offices tested.
Following the release of these results, the Westchester Putnam Association of Realtors
and WRO entered into a partnership to educate Realtors with regard to fair housing laws.
In light of the test results, WRO concluded that “racial discrimination continues to impede
housing choice in the Lower Hudson Valley.”

Observation
Discrimination persists in the local real estate market, according to
complaints with law enforcement agencies and research conducted by
Westchester Residential Opportunities.
The results of paired testing in particular indicate that more education and
outreach is needed regarding rights and responsibilities under local, state and
federal fair housing laws.

C.

Existence of Fair Housing Discrimination Suit
There is no pending fair housing discrimination suit involving the City of New Rochelle.
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Determination of Unlawful Segregation
There is no pending unlawful segregation order involving the City of New Rochelle.

5. Review of Public Sector Policies
The analysis of impediments is a review of impediments to fair housing choice in the public and
private sector. Impediments to fair housing choice are any actions, omissions, or decisions taken
because of race, color, religion, sex, disability, familial status or national origin that restrict
housing choices or the availability of housing choices, or any actions, omissions or decisions that
have the effect of restricting housing choices or the availability of housing choices on the basis of
race, color, religion, sex, disability, familial status or national origin. Policies, practices or
procedures that appear neutral on their face but which operate to deny or adversely affect the
provision of housing to persons of a particular race, color, religion, sex, disability, familial status,
or national origin may constitute such impediments.
An important element of the AI includes an examination of public policy in terms of its impact on
housing choice. This section evaluates the public policies in the City to determine opportunities for
furthering the expansion of fair housing choice.

Policies Governing Investment of Federal Entitlement Funds
From a budgetary standpoint, housing choice can be affected by the allocation of
staff and financial resources to housing related programs and initiatives. The
decline in federal funding opportunities for affordable housing for lower-income
households has shifted much of the challenge of affordable housing production to
state, County and local government decision makers.
The recent Westchester County fair housing settlement also reinforces the
importance of expanding housing choice in non-impacted areas (i.e. areas outside
of concentrations of minority and LMI persons). Westchester County violated its
cooperation agreements with local units of government which prohibit the
expenditure of CDBG funds for activities in communities that do not affirmatively
further fair housing within their jurisdiction or otherwise impede the County’s action
to comply with its fair housing certifications. As CDBG entitlement community,
New Rochelle is similarly bound to ensure that its entitlement funds are applied
only in ways that are consistent with this aim.
New Rochelle receives federal entitlement funds from HUD in the form of:


The Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) program, the primary
objective of which is to develop viable urban communities by providing
decent housing, a suitable living environment, and economic
opportunities, principally for persons of low and moderate income levels.
For fiscal year 2012, HUD allocated $1,309,102 in formula grant CDBG
funds to New Rochelle, a 14% decrease from its allocation of $1,519,436
in 2011.
CDBG funds can be used for a wide array of activities, including housing
rehabilitation, homeownership assistance, lead-based paint detection and
removal, construction or rehabilitation of public facilities and infrastructure,
removal of architectural barriers, public services, rehabilitation of
commercial or industrial buildings, and loans or grants to businesses.



The HOME Investment Partnerships Program (HOME), which provides
federal funds for the development and rehabilitation of affordable rental
and ownership housing for low- and moderate-income households. For
fiscal year 2012, HUD allocated $292,276 in formula grant HOME funds to
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New Rochelle, slashing in half the City’s 2011 HOME allocation of
$590,579.
HOME funds can be used for activities that promote affordable rental
housing and homeownership by low and moderate income households,
including reconstruction, moderate or substantial rehabilitation,
homebuyer assistance, and tenant-based rental assistance.

Observation
Federal budget cuts in recent years, particularly in formula grant allocations
for 2012, have severely reduced the funds available to New Rochelle for
housing and community development undertakings. At the same time, the
recent Westchester County/HUD settlement removes a former source of
affordable housing investment.
Between 2011 and 2012, the amount of HOME funds available to the City
dropped 50.4%, threatening the City’s continued ability to create and support
affordable housing opportunities.

City of New Rochelle

Due to expected cuts to HOME allocations in future years, the City will rely more
heavily on supplemental funding from Westchester County’s Housing
Implementation Fund and New Land Acquisition Fund. Despite the terms of its
fair housing settlement, which requires the County to channel its funds to
affordable housing developments in other parts of the County identified by HUD,
the County will still consider projects from the City, since these County allocations
are distinct from the “settlement” funds.
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New Rochelle is currently in the process of developing a Consolidated Plan for
2013-2017. Fiscal year 2012 marks the final year of implementation for the 20082012 Consolidated Plan, which identified the City’s highest-priority housing needs
as preserving and improving the existing housing stock and living environment of
low-income households, increasing the supply of affordable housing and providing
home ownership opportunities for low-income households. To address these
needs, during the last five years the City has introduced a housing rehabilitation
program and implemented a new Affordable Housing Fund to produce affordable
units. The Affordable Housing Fund was created by ordinance in 2006, requiring
developers who do not include affordable housing set-asides to pay an opt-out fee
to the Fund.
The City’s annual CDBG entitlement grant is generally divided among public
facilities/infrastructure and public service activities, with the addition of some
economic development investments. No CDBG funds are used for housing
activities. The annual CDBG allocation is more often used for infrastructure
improvements.
Particularly, the City is focusing on improving and creating linkages between
housing and employment-rich areas. These efforts currently include plans for
enhancing pedestrian infrastructure between Sound Shore Medical Center, the
downtown area and the Intermodal Transportation Center. Additionally, the City

has identified a need to improve links to and around schools, including pedestrian
access, parks/recreation areas and opening schools after hours for community
use.
A federal Sustainable Communities Initiative grant of $3.5 million for a consortium
among jurisdictions in the region, including New Rochelle (but not Westchester
County), represents a collaborative planning effort that will, among other things,
address macro-level transportation issues related to connections between housing
and jobs. Planners have identified a lack of regional linkages, particularly a lack of
connectivity among communities. Transportation issues affect where investments
occur.
The high cost of purchasing a home in New Rochelle generally precludes the City
from offering a homebuyer assistance program. In the past, given the limitation of
HOME funds available and the prevalence of aging homes, the City has favored
the preservation of existing affordable housing stock through owner-occupied
rehabilitation activities. Future allocation levels will likely influence the mix of
program activities to take place.

Observation
Pure fair housing activities no longer factor into the City’s annual CDBG
budget.
Westchester Residential Opportunities continues to conduct testing in New
The high cost of buying a home in New Rochelle generally precludes the City from
Rochelle and accept fair housing complaints originating in the City, but the City no
participating in a homebuyer assistance program, given its limited HOME funds.
longer pays the organization to conduct fair housing trainings, due to limited funds
Given this fact and the prevalence of aging housing stock, the City favors a focus
and previous low turnout at such events. However, allocating even 1% of the
on the preservation of existing homes through owner-occupied rehabilitation
CDBG budget to some form of pure fair housing activity would help to address the
activities.
need for greater awareness of fair housing rights and responsibilities. Perceived
low interest in voluntary fair housing training could be addressed by targeting
training on a need basis to particular projects or audiences.
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Currently, the City does not allocate CDBG funds for pure fair housing activities.
The provision of fair housing services is eligible as either a program administration
cost, per 24 CFR 570.206, or as a public service, per 24 CFR 570.201(e). Such
services might include making all persons aware of the range of available housing
options, enforcement, education, outreach, avoiding undue concentrations of
assisted persons in areas with many low- and moderate-income persons, testing
and other appropriate activities. For several years, New Rochelle provided funds
to Westchester Residential Opportunities to conduct fair housing workshops for
realtors, landlords and CDBG subrecipients. The last workshop was held in 2010.
No additional funding was allocated due to low turnout, lack of interest by invitees
and the pressure of a continually shrinking budget.
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i.

Project Proposal and Selection
As the overall governing and management body of New Rochelle, City
Council is ultimately responsible for federal entitlement programs
administered by the City. The lead agency in the planning and administration
of these programs is the Development Department. The Department
compiles the Five-Year Consolidated Plan, which establishes policies and
priorities to govern entitlement spending, and administers the programs and
activities funded with CDBG and HOME funds.
In soliciting applications for CDBG funds, the City annually sends application
packets out to more than 70 local organizations that provide services or
programming that addresses needs identified in the Consolidated Plan,
including employment training, job creation, youth services, child care,
homelessness prevention, adult education, senior programs and services for
the developmentally disabled. Additionally, these organizations and the
community at large are invited to a public meeting to discuss the CDBG
program. The City received 16 proposals from eight organizations for FY
2012 CDBG funds.
A CDBG proposal review team evaluates and ranks grant applications
considering Consolidated Plan priorities, then forwards evaluations to the City
Manager, who makes recommendations to City Council. Programs and
services operated by the City are given the highest priority in the public
service funding pool. When the City selects CDBG infrastructure and public
facilities projects, the main criteria include the level of physical deterioration
within the neighborhood, replacement cost and funding availability.
The City accepts requests for HOME funding on a rolling basis as projects
are presented. Each project is reviewed relative to developer capacity and
compliance with regulations regarding rents, income levels and marketing
procedures. The City conducts a subsidy layering analysis to determine the
amount of HOME funds investment that would be permissible. Additionally,
the City considers the housing needs among various income levels and
household sizes rather than the racial and ethnic characteristics of potential
beneficiaries. Projects that meet the housing needs identified in the
Consolidated Plan are given the highest priority. Finally, the City considers
the developer’s capacity to secure additional funding sources, completion of
past projects and the ability to comply with ongoing HOME requirements.
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In its evaluation of proposed HOME projects, the City should consider the
ability of each proposal to provide affordable housing opportunities in nonimpacted areas.
While New Rochelle is generally well integrated by national standards, its
certification to affirmatively further fair housing requires the City to engage in
proactive efforts to expand housing opportunities beyond impacted areas.

ii. Affirmative Marketing Policy
The City is federally required to adopt affirmative procedures and
requirements for all CDBG- and HOME-assisted housing with five or more
units. Such a plan should include:


Methods of informing the public, owners, and potential tenants about
fair housing laws and the City’s policies



A description of what the owners and/or the City will do to
affirmatively market assisted housing



A description of what the owners and/or the City will do to inform
persons not likely to apply for housing without special outreach



Maintenance of records to document actions taken to affirmatively
market assisted units and to assess marketing effectiveness, and



A description of how efforts will be assessed and what corrective
actions will be taken where requirements are not met.

The agreement mentions that monitoring will include confirmation that
property management and other personnel understand and implement
program rules related to affirmative marketing and fair housing. Property
owners/managers of units built with HOME funds are required to maintain
written documentation of affirmative marketing efforts and results.

Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice

For all housing projects, the Department of Development requires
developers to submit a written Affirmative Marketing Plan prior to any
marketing in a form acceptable to the City and in compliance with 24 CFR
Part 92.351. Specific requirements are covered in a publication detailing the
City’s affirmative marketing and minority outreach procedures for the HOME
program. This document is included in each HOME developer agreement.
According to the agreement, the marketing plan must promote fair housing
by ensuring outreach to all potentially eligible households, especially those
least likely to apply.
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iii. Geographic Distribution of Activities
Affirmatively furthering fair housing involves striking a balance between the
revitalization of low-income areas where members of racial and minority
groups are often disproportionately concentrated and the creation of new
housing opportunities in other areas where members of the protected classes
may wish to move. As of May 2012, HOME project sites in New Rochelle
included owner units at the following sites:


10 townhomes and a duplex condominium on Lincoln Avenue



10 two-family structures (owner-occupied unit with senior rental unit)
on Lawn Avenue



25 three-bedroom units on First Street

Completed rental units receiving HOME financing include:


25 units along Clinton Place (including 11 HOME units affordable to
households making up to 50% of the area median income and other
units, subsidized by County and State funds, affordable to 30%-80%
of the median)



102 senior units along Union Avenue (all HOME units, with 21
affordable for households making up to 50% of the median and the
rest affordable to those making up to 60%)

Finally, units currently under construction receiving HOME financing include:


39 senior units on Kress Avenue (all HOME subsidized, affordable to
households at 50% of the median or lower, based on HUD Section
202 funding also involved in the project)



52 units on Horton and Winthrop Avenues (rent levels and number
of HOME units to be determined)
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In New Rochelle, impacted areas of low-income minority concentration are
located exclusively in the City’s southern half. To the extent that housing
projects occur in these areas, the primary reason is the affordability of real
estate compared to areas in the northern end of the City. New Rochelle’s
ability to desegregate itself is strongly limited by the lack of affordable
development opportunities in non-concentrated neighborhoods within its
boundaries. Broader-scope solutions – including the substantial expansion of
affordable housing options in other areas of the County – are needed to
address long-standing patterns of segregation in New Rochelle.
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B.

Appointed Boards and Commissions
A community’s sensitivity to fair housing issues is often determined by people in
positions of public leadership. The perception of housing needs and the intensity
of a community’s commitment to housing related goals and objectives are often
measured by board members, directorships, and the extent to which these
individuals relate within an organized framework of agencies, groups, and
individuals involved in housing matters. The expansion of fair housing choice
requires a team effort and public leadership and commitment is a prerequisite to
strategic action.

i.

CDBG Proposal Review Committee
The committee for New Rochelle’s CDBG project proposal consists of White,
Hispanic and Black members of City staff who are involved with the
management of public service programs reflecting the needs of the City’s
diverse population.

ii. City Planning Board
New Rochelle’s Planning Board, comprised of seven mayor-appointed
members, is charged with reviewing and approving site development plans
and subdivisions for all new projects, changes in land use and the permitting
of uses subject to additional standards and regulations. Additionally, the
Board provides recommendations and reports to City Council on various
planning and land development matters. As of Spring 2012, the Board
included a Black male, a Black female, a Hispanic female and four White
males. No members were reported to have a disability.

iii. Board of Appeals on Zoning

iv. New Rochelle Municipal Housing Authority
The Board of Directors for NRMHA sets policy and overall goals and
objectives for the Authority as its corporate board. The board had seven
members as of May 2012, including three Black females, one Black male,
one White female and two White males.

v. New Rochelle Human Rights Commission
The City’s Human Rights Commission is
mitigating incidents of tension and conflict
and nationality groups, among other tasks.
served, including three Black females, two
and one Hispanic female.

charged with inquiring into and
between various racial, religious
As of May 2012, eight members
White males, two White females
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The City’s Zoning Board exists to hear appeals of individuals in regard to an
order, requirement, decision or determination of an officer, department, board
or bureau of the City. The board rules on applications for variances or zoning
changes. Currently, the board comprises one Black male, two White females
and four White males. No member was reported to have a disability.
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Observation
Compared to their share of the overall population, Hispanic residents, and
persons with disabilities were underrepresented on City boards and
commissions relating to housing issues. However, Black residents were
well represented.
New Rochelle’s population was 19.3% Black and 27.8% Hispanic in 2010, while
the boards and commissions surveyed were 27.3% Black and 6% Hispanic. Only
one board member was noted to have a disability. Further involving members of
the protected classes in boards and commissions with regard to housing will
improve the extent that the community’s housing decisions reflect a variety of
viewpoints.

C.

Accessibility of Residential Dwelling Units
From a regulatory standpoint, local government measures to control land use (such
as zoning regulations) define the range and density of housing resources that can
be introduced in a community. Housing quality standards are enforced through the
local building code and inspections procedures.

i.

Private Housing Stock
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The New York State Building Code contains standards for the accessibility of
private housing structures that are consistent with UFAS and ADA
accessibility guidelines. In order to ensure that the applicable local, state and
federal accessibility standards are met in new residential units, New
Rochelle’s Bureau of Buildings reviews all plans for new construction and
substantial rehabilitation. In addition to enforcing the state code, officials in
New Rochelle enforce maintenance and housing standards included in the
municipal code.
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All new multi-family buildings must be accessible and, therefore, free of
barriers. Multi-family projects are regulated through the commercial building
code, which requires a minimum number of accessible units and parking
spaces. Many accessibility improvements are readily achievable with
minimal cost. However, the vast majority of housing units in New Rochelle
are not accessible because they were built prior to the enactment of the ADA
in 1988. Older multi-family structures are often exempt from accessibility
mandates.
According to advocacy organizations for persons with disabilities, the limited
availability and affordability of physically accessible housing units is a serious
problem in New Rochelle. More than 50% of the housing discrimination
complaints received by Westchester Residential Opportunities are from
persons with disabilities, who often report difficulty in attaining reasonable
accommodations or modifications. The age and configuration of the City’s
housing stock present impediments, as retrofitting older structures to make

them accessible can be infeasible due to cost. Landlords who are new to the
industry and those who own smaller-scale apartments (fewer than six units)
are particularly susceptible to fair housing violations.
While the state previously provided funds to assist disabled persons in
affording reasonable modifications for accessibility purposes, the funds are
no longer available, meaning that those who request modifications must
cover the cost themselves.
Because persons with disabilities are
disproportionately poor, the cost of modifications can be burdensome, limiting
affordable housing options only to units that are already accessible. The
limited funds available to add accessibility to single-family homes is also an
impediment to the true integration of disabled persons into communities in the
least institutionalized setting possible, a current HUD policy aim.
Westchester Disabled on the Move, a community organization consulted
during the development of the AI, reported that the critical issues of
affordability and accessibility must be addressed to allow people with
disabilities to remain in independent, integrated housing in their own
communities.

Observation

Older multi-family structures are commonly considered exempt from the
accessibility standards that apply today, and the amount of public funding
available to support accessibility modifications of single-family housing has been
reduced. Additionally, disabled persons in need of reasonable accommodation or
modification commonly report the unlawful refusal of those requests, which
indicates that landlords may not fully understand their responsibilities under the
Fair Housing Act.

City employees interviewed during the development of the AI reported that
additional training for design professionals, in specific regard to accessibility
features for new construction and substantial rehabilitation, would be helpful.

Observation
The City should arrange training workshops for design professionals and
City staff on the topic of accessibility features and requirements for new
construction and substantial rehabilitation.
Achieving greater compliance with accessibility requirements will expand the
housing options available to persons with disabilities. This is important aim, given
the limited availability of existing accessible housing in New Rochelle.
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The supply of housing units accessible to persons with disabilities in New
Rochelle is limited, due in large part to the age of the City’s housing stock
and the lack of funds available to retrofit existing homes.
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ii. Public Housing Stock
Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 and 24 CFR Part 8 requires that
5% of all public housing units be accessible to persons with mobility
impairments. Another 2% of public housing units must be accessible to
persons with sensory impairments. In addition, an Authority’s administrative
offices, application offices and other non-residential facilities must be
accessible to persons with disabilities. The Uniform Federal Accessibility
Standards (UFAS) is the standard against which residential and nonresidential spaces are judged to be accessible.
In a survey completed during the development of the AI, NRMHA indicated
that it has completed a Section 504 needs assessment. A copy of the
assessment was not available for review. In order to ensure that persons
with disabilities have access to the same range of housing choices and types
that are offered to those without disabilities, NRMHA rehabilitates units as
necessary to achieve ADA compliance. Non-disabled tenants may occupy
accessible public housing units, but in the event that such a unit is needed to
accommodate a household with a disabled person, NRMHA policy provides
the administrative ability to transfer residents. The Authority’s accessible
units are not restricted to any particular building.

D.

Language Access Plan for Persons with Limited English Proficiency
As noted in an earlier section of this report, 11,399 persons in New Rochelle
spoke English less than “very well” in 2010. This limited English proficiency
subpopulation constituted 14.8% of the City’s population among persons age 5
and older. While no individual language group included more than 1,000 persons,
Spanish-speaking residents who spoke English less than ”very well” constituted
72.8% of all speakers with limited English proficiency (LEP).
Because no individual LEP language group exceeds 1,000 members, New
Rochelle is currently within HUD’s safe harbor guidelines for the translation of
written documents, meaning that at this point, the City may not need to proactively
provide certain critical program and policy materials in foreign languages.
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However, given the rapid expansion of the Hispanic population during the last 10
years, it would be advisable for the City to conduct a review to determine how
many persons with LEP are served by its programs. If considerably large LEP
populations are among their potential beneficiaries, the City should perform a fourfactor analysis to determine the extent to which its current systems for
interpretation and translation adequately serve the community.16 Although there is
no requirement to develop a Language Access Plan (LAP) for persons with LEP,
HUD entitlement communities are responsible for serving LEP persons in
accordance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. Preparation of a
Language Access Plan (LAP) is the most effective way to achieve compliance.
The four-factor analysis requires entitlements such as the City to evaluate the
need for translation and/or other accommodations based on four factors:


16
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The number or proportion of persons with LEP to be served or likely
to be encountered by the program

The four-factor analysis is detailed in the Federal Register dated January 22, 2007.



The frequency with which persons with LEP come into contact with
the program



The nature and importance of the program, activity or services
provided by the program, and



Resources available to the grantee vs. costs

Observation
Given the rapid expansion of the City’s Hispanic population, the City should
evaluate the prevalence of persons with limited English proficiency being
served by City programs and consider conducting a regional four-factor
analysis to determine whether a Language Access Plan is warranted.
This population may need assistance accessing local government programs and
services.

Comprehensive Planning
A community’s comprehensive plan is a statement of policies relative to new
development and preservation of existing assets. In particular, the land use
element of the comprehensive plan defines the location, type and character of
future development. The housing element of the comprehensive plan expresses
the preferred density and intensity of residential neighborhoods within the City.
Taken together, the land use and housing elements of the comprehensive plan
define a vision of the type of place that a community wishes to become.
The City of New Rochelle has begun the development of a new comprehensive
plan expected to be completed within the next two years. Its last comprehensive
plan was adopted by City Council in 1996. This document, while dated, can
provide some insight into the City’s development patterns and general approaches
to housing and land use.
The 1996 plan proposed strategies designed to shape the physical environment of
what it characterizes as a “basically built up City” within the context of
redevelopment, revitalization and limited new development opportunities.17 The
plan built a case for building upon New Rochelle’s advantageous location within
the region, its history and its vision for the future by capitalizing on opportunities
provided by strategically located urban renewal sites and municipally owned or
controlled lands, privately owned underutilized sites and strong institutions and
government centers. Specifically, the plan identified strategic steps for six
separate focus areas: Downtown, Center City, Waterfront/Pelham Road, East
Main Street/Echo Avenue, East Main Street/Weyman Avenue/West New Rochelle,
and Fifth Avenue. Strategies for remaining areas of the City emphasized
neighborhood preservation of existing space and uses.
The plan noted that New Rochelle’s population was not especially dense at 6,300
persons per square mile, lower than Mount Vernon or Yonkers, which had more
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A later analysis conducted by the County in October 2010 determined that New Rochelle is not 100% builtout, but has space for a potential 839 additional dwelling units.

61

than 10,000 persons per square mile. This was attributed to the fact that New
Rochelle has two distinct community characters: an older urban core surrounded
by mixed-density neighborhoods in the south, and “almost exclusively” singlefamily residential neighborhoods in the north. Even given the larger lot sizes of the
northern neighborhoods, the City is built out, with only scattered, small parcels of
vacant land that are not subject to environmental constraints.
Nearly 80% of the City’s residential land was occupied at a density of two to nine
units per acre. In the north end of the City, defined as beginning at Eastchester
Road, single-family homes sit on lots that are a minimum of a quarter-acre in size.
Subdivisions include those built following World War II as well as “exclusive
residential planned enclaves” that once attracted affluent New Yorkers. During the
1980s, some townhouse and clustered single-family development occurred.
Higher-density apartments exist in the City’s north end adjacent to neighborhood
commercial uses. In the south end of the City, the mix of residential uses and
housing types is much more varied. Duplexes were created from the conversion
of single-family homes and vary in terms of square footage and lot size, and multifamily buildings of many sizes and configurations are scattered Downtown and in
Center City. The greatest concentration of multi-family apartment buildings is
located along the Pelham Road corridor, where complexes were described as
“well maintained” and with “pleasing ambiance.” The plan noted that many of
these apartments were co-ops. In all, multi-family housing uses accounted for
10% of the City’s total land acreage.
The inventory of assisted housing was “extensive” in 1996, the plan reports,
including sites developed by public and quasi-public agencies to serve a broad
range of owner and renter needs. At the time, 1,906 of the nearly 3,000 assisted
units were for families; 1,011 were for elderly residents and only four were
designated as units for persons with disabilities. The totals comprised 543 family
and senior public housing units along with new and rehabilitated units created
through other federal and state programs. In 1993, Westchester County created
an Affordable Housing Allocation Plan that established the obligations for each
municipality to produce affordable housing.
According to the County’s
calculations, New Rochelle was expected to provide an additional 166 units of
affordable housing by 2003.
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A section on “Community Diversity” points out the cultural and other events
organized to celebrate the City’s diverse racial and ethnic populations. An earlier
section analyzed the population distribution by race and ethnicity.
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An extensive implementation chapter discussed specific strategies for community
improvement, many of which were related to zoning. The plan identified map
changes to rectify a) areas zoned for uses other than those actually
predominating, b) areas zoned for greater density than exists, and c) areas where
uses planned, proposed or to be encouraged require map changes, and in some
cases the creation of new districts and regulations. With regard to the density
rezoning, the plan argued that areas zoned for greater than existing density can
provide a “destabilizing influence” on neighborhoods where lower densities are
appropriate due to existing housing type, lot size, community resources, etc.
Therefore, the plan proposed decreasing allowed densities in six areas to reflect
existing conditions. Also, the plan argued that the R-3A district, which had
permitted the creation of six units per dwelling particularly in the West New
Rochelle neighborhood, resulted in a lack of off-street parking, significant
enrollment increases in schools and inadequate play spaces for local children.
The plan proposed reducing the number of units per structure in R-3A from six to
three or four.

While these changes likely had the effect of limiting some types of affordable
housing development, the plan proposed other changes that would have the
opposite effect. For example, the plan argued that accessory apartments should
be permitted in single-family districts and that a floating overlay district should be
created for senior housing, allowing townhomes, group living arrangements and
nursing homes.

Observation
The 1995 Comprehensive Plan develops a picture of contrast between two
New Rochelles – north and south. In developing the new Comprehensive
Plan, the City should be mindful to provide affordable housing
opportunities in all types of neighborhoods.
To strengthen the City’s certification that it will affirmatively further fair housing
choice, the City should include an overarching statement of its intention to do so
in the Comprehensive Plan.

Observation

One of New Rochelle’s most important assets is its connections to strong public
transit systems. The City could leverage this asset by capitalizing on
opportunities to create higher-density housing, including affordable housing, in
areas well served by transit.

F.

Zoning
In New York, the power behind land development decisions resides with municipal
governments through the formulation and administration of local controls. These
include comprehensive plans, zoning ordinances and subdivision ordinances, as
well as building and development permits.
The City of New Rochelle’s zoning regulations were examined to evaluate their
impact on the fair housing landscape. The analysis was based on the following five
topics raised in HUD’s Fair Housing Planning Guide, which include:


The opportunity to develop various housing types (including apartments
and housing at various densities)



The opportunity to develop alternative designs (such as cluster
developments, planned residential developments, inclusionary zoning and
transit-oriented developments)



Minimum lot size requirements
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With so little land available for development, the City should consider
higher-density housing along major commercial thoroughfares with existing
public transit service and around the train station.
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i.



Dispersal requirements and regulatory provisions for housing facilities for
persons with disabilities (i.e. group homes) in single family zoning districts



Restrictions on the number of unrelated persons in dwelling units.

Date of Ordinance
Generally speaking, the older a zoning ordinance, the less effective it will be.
Older zoning ordinances have not evolved to address changing land uses,
lifestyles and demographics. However, the age of the zoning ordinance does
not necessarily mean that the regulations impede housing choice by
members of the protected classes.
New Rochelle’s zoning regulations, which appear in Chapter 331 of the City
Code, were adopted in November 2001 and have since been updated by
amendment. The zoning map was adopted in May 2005 and has been
revised on eight occasions since. All terms and provisions appear to have
been updated pursuant to changes in law and common modern usage.

ii. Residential Zoning Districts and Permitted Dwelling Types
The number of residential zoning districts is not as significant as the
characteristics of each district, including permitted land uses, minimum lot
sizes, and the range of permitted housing types. However, the number of
residential zoning districts is indicative of the municipality’s desire to promote
and provide a diverse housing stock for different types of households at a
wide range of income levels.
Similar to excessively large lots, restrictive forms of land use that exclude any
particular form of housing, particularly multi-family housing, discourage the
development of affordable housing. Allowing varied residential types reduces
potential impediments to housing choice by members of the protected
classes.
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New Rochelle’s ordinance lays out a broad array of residential land use
categories that allow for a variety of housing options. The City has four
single-family zones of varying density criteria, in addition to three special
single-family zones: historic, Waterfront and cluster. There is a two-family
zone, an urban renewal townhouse zone, six multi-family zones and a multifamily senior housing zone. Additionally, dwellings are permitted in some
mixed-use zones.
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A review of the zoning map demonstrates the concentrations alluded to in the
Comprehensive Plan, with the percentage of land dedicated to low-density
single-family housing in the City’s north end absolutely predominant. Twofamily and multi-family districts are provided, but they are scattered almost
exclusively in the southern half of New Rochelle. This is less a reflection of
any intentional policy than it is of the City’s original development pattern, with
northern areas consisting of large farm plots without water/sewer until the
1950s. To some extent, lower-density areas have been preserved by
policies, such as those in the 1996 Comprehensive Plan, to downscale
density allowances to match uses actually occurring.
The amount of land vacant and developable (not subject to environmental
barriers) for any type of residential development is minimal. Notably, a
zoning amendment in 2011 allowed for residential uses above street-level

retail. Flexibilities like these are important to the City’s continued ability to
adapt its housing inventory to a changing market.

Observation
Because there is little space within the City’s borders for development,
meeting the City’s changing housing needs will require creative
approaches, such as building “up,” allowing for higher densities in the
downtown core and around transit nodes, and finding ways to deliver
smaller, affordable and accessible units for seniors who are unable to
maintain larger, older homes.

Because members of the protected classes are often also in low-income
households, a lack of affordable housing may impede housing choice by
members of the protected classes. Excessively large lot sizes may deter
development of affordable housing. A balance should be struck between
areas with larger lots and those for smaller lots that will more easily support
creation of affordable housing. Finally, the cost of land is an important factor
in assessing affordable housing opportunities. Although small lot sizes of
10,000 square feet or less may be permitted, if the cost to acquire such a lot
is prohibitively expensive, then new affordable housing opportunities may be
severely limited, if not non-existent.
Minimum lot size requirements range from 7,000 square feet in multi-family
areas and the least dense single-family area to 20,000 square feet in R1-20,
the most rural residential category. The minimum required lot size of housing
in New Rochelle does not present the largest barrier to affordability. That is
instead posed by the dynamics of the local housing market, which is among
the highest-cost in the nation. The development of new affordable housing in
the City is hindered foremost by the cost of real estate.

Observation
The price of real estate in New Rochelle, the lack of lots available and suited
for new housing and continually decreasing funds available to subsidize
projects make the development of new affordable housing structures
extremely difficult.
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iv. Alternative Design
Allowing alternative designs provides opportunities for affordable housing by
reducing the cost of infrastructure spread out over a larger parcel of land.
Alternative designs may also increase the economies of scale in site
development, further supporting the development of lower-cost housing.
Alternative designs can promote other community development objectives,
including agricultural preservation or protection of environmentally sensitive
lands, while off-setting large lot zoning and supporting the development of
varied residential types. However, in many communities, alternative design
developments often include higher-priced homes. Consideration should be
given to alternative design developments that seek to produce and preserve
affordable housing options for working and lower income households.
Aside from cluster housing, a strategy that allows certain grouped structure
types as exceptions from some prevailing district regulations, New Rochelle’s
most remarkable achievement in alternative design is the Affordable Housing
Ordinance it adopted in 2006. Due to a concern that there were insufficient
opportunities available for low-income, moderate-income and median-income
individuals and families to purchase or rent dwellings in the City, City Council
promulgated a local law to require any new residential and mixed-use
developments of 10 or more units to include units affordable to moderateincome (rental) or median-income (owner) families. Developers may choose
not to provide the required affordable units if they instead make payments to
the City’s Affordable Housing Fund to assist in the development of housing
opportunities for low- and moderate-income families. Council also required
developers of new residential and mixed-use developments of between two
and 11 units outside of Downtown to make payments to the Fund. Finally,
Council required that anyone demolishing the units of low- and moderateincome families replace the units to be destroyed with new affordable housing
or, in the alternative, make payments to the Fund.
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Units created to satisfy these requirements, constituting 10% of the total units
created as part of any proposed development, must be generally distributed
throughout and indistinguishable from the market-rate housing and must be
distributed among one-, two-, three-, and four-bedroom units in the same
proportion as the market-rate units. Each unit must have a floor area of not
less than 90% of the average floor area of the market-rate units. Each
residential development application must include a draft Declaration of
Restrictive Covenants that is effective for the life of the building. Funds owed
to the Affordable Housing Fund must be paid before any permit is issued.
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According to City staff members, significant results have not yet developed
for reliable analysis due to the law’s implementation at the precipice of the
housing market crash. However, given the high cost of property in the City,
the City’s population growth and continued popularity among developers and
the growing needs of lower-income households, the policy is a bold and
commendable effort that should see results as the market recovers.

Observation
New Rochelle’s Affordable Housing Ordinance is a strongly written policy
that addresses the community’s continuing need to create housing
opportunities for lower-income populations.

v. Definition of Family
Restrictive definitions of family may impede unrelated individuals from
sharing a dwelling unit. Defining family broadly advances non-traditional
families and supports the blending of families who may be living together for
economic purposes. Restrictions in the definition of family typically cap the
number of unrelated individuals that can live together. These restrictions can
impede the development of group homes, effectively impeding housing
choice for the disabled. However, in some cases, caps on unrelated
individuals residing together may be warranted to avoid overcrowding, thus
creating health and safety concerns.
New Rochelle defines “family” as either a) up to three persons occupying a
dwelling unit, or b) four or more persons occupying a dwelling unit and living
together as a traditional family or the functional equivalent. Four or more
persons living in a single dwelling unit who are not related by blood, marriage,
legal adoption or legal foster relations are not considered to be a family. A
functional family is considered to be one in which occupants share the entire
unit, including cooking facilities, and live as a single housekeeping unit; and it
must not be transient or temporary in nature.
Specifically because group homes for persons with disabilities are defined as
a separate use, the definition of family does not restrict members of this
protected class.

Group homes are residential uses that do not adversely impact a community.
Efforts should be made to ensure group homes can be easily accommodated
throughout the community under the same standards as any other residential
use. Of particular concern are those that serve members of the protected
classes such as the disabled. Because a group home for the disabled serves
to provide a non-institutional experience for its occupants, imposing
conditions are contrary to the purpose of a group home. More importantly,
the restrictions, unless executed against all residential uses in the zoning
district, are an impediment to the siting of group homes in violation of the Fair
Housing Act.
Two primary purposes of a group home residence are normalization and
community integration.
By allowing group residences throughout the
community in agreement with the same standards as applied to all other
residential uses occupied by a family, the purposes of the use are not
hindered and housing choice for the disabled is not impeded. Toward this
end, municipalities may not impose distancing requirements on group homes
for persons with disabilities.
New Rochelle defines a group home as a boarding home licensed by the
state for the sheltered care of persons with special needs, which, in addition
to providing food and shelter, may also provide some combination of personal
care, social or counseling services and transportation. Group homes are
allowed as an accessory use in all residential districts, the only condition
being that they are regulated and licensed by a federal or state agency.
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Observation
Group homes of any size are permitted to locate in any residential district of
New Rochelle.
This policy allows for maximum housing choice for persons with disabilities, which
is critical, given the limited availability of accessible units in the City.

G.

Public Housing
The New Rochelle Municipal Housing Authority (NRMHA), established in 1941,
owns and operates 543 public housing units and 198 site-based Housing Choice
Voucher units, according to its 2012 Annual Plan. This includes 91 senior
apartments at Lockwood Avenue, 112 senior apartments at Sickles Avenue, 200
family apartments at two sites along Main Street, 240 family apartments along
Horton Avenue and Winthrop Avenue known as Hartley Houses. As indicated in
the inventory table below, the Authority provides a variety of apartment sizes for
tenants of various household types. Two-bedroom units constitute 35.1% of the
inventory, while one-bedroom units account for 23.8% and studio units account for
23.1%. The remaining 18% of the stock consists of units with three or more
bedrooms.
Figure 5-1
Public Housing Inventory, 2012
Unit Size
0 BR

1 BR

2 BR

3 BR

4+ BR

50 Sickles Avenue

64

48

0

0

0

111 Lockw ood Avenue

64

40

0

0

0

345 and 361 Main Street

0

24

18

25

32

0

20

177

43

0

128

132

195

68

32

Developm ent

Hartley Houses
Total

City of New Rochelle

Source: NRMHA AI Survey, May 2012
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Following a determination that a full revitalization of the five high-rise Hartley
Houses towers was needed to reverse the continuing decline of the site and the
surrounding community, NRMHA has begun a multi-year transformation to replace
these units with family public housing to less dense garden-style family apartments.
This project entails the addition of an adjacent tract of land and the development of
units for home ownership and for affordable rental. There will be a net loss of 10
units as the total number on the property decreases from 240 to 230. Phase I of
the project includes the development of 80 new units constructed on land adjacent
to the existing towers. Upon the completion of these units, Phase II involves the
relocation of existing residents to new units and the demolition and rebuilding of

units on the existing site. Phase III involves the demolition of the remaining
buildings and redevelopment of the final units.
NRMHA has worked to anticipate and accommodate the needs of residents
displaced from the structures to be demolished by developing a specific relocation
plan. Residents have been involved in relocation planning since the beginning,
attending workshops and participating via the Resident Advisory Board and a
questionnaire to solicit and consider views on the project’s impact. NRMHA has a
stated policy to keep residents current on its plans.
NRMHA will use the multiple phases of construction as an important means of
relocating residents with minimum disruption. Existing public housing, revitalized
units on the site and any available Section 8 vouchers are being made available to
provide choices to residents. NRMHA has agreed to pay relocation costs and, if
residents opt for a voucher, the Authority will assist them in finding an available unit
through the mobility counseling program. Qualified residents who wish to remain at
the site will be offered an available unit or may continue to be assisted with a
Housing Choice Voucher or remain in other available public housing. In its
relocation plan, NRMHA states an intention to request additional vouchers through
a special allocation of Tenant Protection Vouchers to ensure that the needs of
displaced families are met.

Characteristics of NRMHA Residents and Applicants
The waiting lists for NRMHA housing programs demonstrate an unmet
affordable housing need that disproportionately affects members of the
protected classes. According to the authority’s annual plan for 2012, there
were 429 applicant households on the waiting list for public housing. Of
these, 254 (59.2%) were waiting for family housing units, while 175 were
waiting for senior units. In both categories, more than nine in every 10
households qualified as extremely low income, making 30% or less of the
area median income (AMI). The HUD area median income for a one-person
household is $75,550; for a two-person household it is $86,350; and for a
four-person household it is $107,900. To be considered extremely low
income in Westchester County, a two-person household would be making
less than $25,900 per year.
In terms of race and ethnicity, Black households are overrepresented,
comprising three-fourths of households waiting for family public housing and
about two-thirds of households waiting for senior public housing. By
contrast, Black households represented 19.1% of all households in New
Rochelle in 2010.
Households with a disabled member represented 26.9% of applicants for
elderly public housing, though only 2.4% of applicants for family public
housing were in this category. Details appear in the following figure.
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Figure 5-2
Characteristics of Public Housing Applicants, 2011
Family Public Housing
Total households

Senior Public Housing

254

100.0%

175

100.0%

Extremely low income (30% or less of AMI)
Very low income (30.1% to 50% of AMI)
Low income (50.1% to 80% of AMI)
Household type*

239
14
1

94.1%
5.5%
0.4%

164
8
3

93.7%
4.6%
1.7%

Families with children
Elderly
Member with a disability
Race and ethnicity

111
16
6

43.7%
6.3%
2.4%

0
128
47

0.0%
73.1%
26.9%

189
64
1
0
53

74.4%
25.2%
0.4%
0.0%
20.9%

118
49
4
4
11

67.4%
28.0%
2.3%
2.3%
6.3%

Income level

Black
White
Asian
Other race
Hispanic **
* Categories are not mutually exclusive.
** Hispanic ethnicity is counted independently of race
Source: NRMHA 2012 Annual Plan

The waiting list for both elderly and family public housing is closed. In an AI
interview, a NRMHA staff member reported that the authority opens up its
waiting list more frequently than in past years in an effort to accommodate
increasingly diverse community demographics. Ten years ago, the waiting
list was long and was 90% Black. Opening the list more often to new
applicants allowed NRMHA to accept applications from the City’s growing
Hispanic population.
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In addition to public housing and place-based vouchers, NRMHA administers
a tenant-based Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher Program that currently
serves 191 households. The waiting list for this program is also closed.
Families with children account for 46.5% of all applicants currently on the
waiting list for vouchers. Black applicants are the largest minority group on
the list at 62.6% of the total, and households with a disabled member
represent 15.8% of all applicants. Details appear in the following figure.
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Figure 5-3
Characteristics of NRMHA Housing Choice Voucher Applicants, 2011
Waiting List Applicants
Total households

663

100.0%

Extremely low income (30% or less of AMI
Very low income (30.1% to 50% of AMI)
Low income (50.1% to 80% of AMI)
Household type*

524
112
27

79.0%
16.9%
4.1%

Families with children
Elderly
Member with a disability
Race and ethnicity

308
70
105

46.5%
10.6%
15.8%

415
199
2
3
44

62.6%
30.0%
0.3%
0.5%
6.6%

Income level

Black
White
Asian
Other
Hispanic **

* Categories are not mutually exclusive.
** Hispanic ethnicity is counted independently of race
Source: NRMHA 2012 Annual Plan

Black households are disproportionately represented among those on the
waiting lists for public housing and Housing Choice Vouchers, indicating a
disproportionate need among this racial group for affordable housing.

ii.

NRMHA Admissions and Continued Occupancy Policy
The Admission and Continued Occupancy Plan (ACOP) includes a public
housing authority’s policies on the selection and admission of applicants
from a waiting list, screening of applicants for tenancy, occupancy standards
and policies, informal review/grievance hearing procedures, rent
determinations, and procedural guidelines on conducting inspections, to
name a few. NRMHA’s ACOP was reviewed from a fair housing perspective
to ensure that members of the protected classes are afforded adequate
housing choices. Specifically, the ACOP was reviewed to determine the
presence of the following policies and whether these policies were in
compliance with the Fair Housing Act:


Fair housing and equal opportunity non-discrimination clause that
provides a list of the protected classes within a PHA’s jurisdiction,



Reasonable accommodation policies for persons with disabilities (relative
to the application process, unit selection, and grievance procedures),
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Accommodations for persons with limited English proficiency (LEP) and a
list of services a PHA is willing to provide such persons,



Definition of “family” and whether or not it includes non-traditional
households with unrelated individuals,



Tenant selection policies and waiting list preferences to determine
whether members of the protected classes are given any special
consideration or if the local preferences restrict their housing choice,



Accommodations for applicants who refuse a unit offered due to a
disability or other special circumstance,



Transfer policies and procedures and whether such policies impede
housing choice for members of the protected classes,



Pet policy accommodations for persons with disabilities that require
service or assistance animals, and



Grievance policies and procedures.
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NRMHA’s Admissions and Continued Occupancy policy begins with a fair
housing statement of non-discrimination on the basis of race, color, sex,
religion, creed, national or ethnic origin, age, familial or marital status,
handicap/disability or sexual orientation. This expansive listing of protected
classes goes beyond those covered in the federal Fair Housing Act to
include nearly all of the classes protected by the Westchester County
Human Rights Law. Exceptions are the grounds of alienage/citizenship
status and victims of domestic abuse/sexual abuse/stalking, both of which
are addressed elsewhere in the policy, and military status. NRMHA states
that it will provide fair housing information to applicants with their application
materials and will make discrimination complaint forms available at its office.
The authority will also assist complainants in completing the forms and refer
them to the nearest HUD FHEO office for further assistance.
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The authority’s policy on reasonable accommodations exists in a detailed
addendum to the plan. It applies to persons with disabilities participating in
either the public housing or Housing Choice Voucher programs. Beginning
with an explanation of NRMHA’s responsibilities under Section 504 to
affirmatively ensure that people with disabilities are given an equal
opportunity to participate in PHA programs, the section states that NRMHA
will administer its programs in the most integrated setting possible that is
appropriate to the needs of qualified individuals. Those in need of an
accommodation or modification must submit a request that is subject to
verification of need. A special questionnaire is administered during every
admission to determine any needed special accommodations, and
applicants are provided with policy and procedures for accommodation. The
Authority applies a wide-ranging definition of disability, accepting the
standards of the Social Security Act, the Developmental Disabilities and Bill
of Rights Act, and other “regulations issued by the federal government.” The
policy clarifies that HIV-positive and AIDS-stricken persons are considered to
have a disability, though those with drug or alcohol dependence are not.
Within 20 days of a request for accommodation or modification, the PHA’s
executive director or other decision-making official returns a written decision
regarding approval or denial. Requests from persons with disabilities will be

granted upon verification that they meet the need presented by the disability
and do not create an “undue financial and administrative burden.” The cost
necessary to carry out requests will be borne by the PHA if no one else is
willing to pay. Requests for which tenants will bear costs themselves are
generally approved, if modifications do not violate codes or affect the
structural integrity of the unit.
When applicants for either program are denied placement on the waiting list
or when NRMHA is terminating assistance, the family will be informed that
the presence of a disability may be considered as mitigating circumstance
during the informal review process. Examples of mitigating circumstances
are: (a) a person with a cognitive disorder may not have understood the
requirement to report increases in income, (b) minor criminal records for
public drunkenness may be due to medication; (c) prior incarcerations for
being disorderly may be due to an emotional disorder.

NRMHA’s definition of a “family” allows those related by blood, marriage,
adoption or affinity in a stable relationship to live together. The inclusion of
“affinity” as an acceptable bond presumably allows for non-traditional
households with unrelated members to share NRMHA units, a flexibility that
is commendable from a fair housing perspective.
The authority selects families based on the following preferences within each
bedroom size category, assigning point values as indicated:


Living and working in New Rochelle (8 points)
(also offered to those unable to work due to age and/or disability)



Working families (4 points)
(also offered to those unable to work due to age and/or disability)



Living in New Rochelle (4 points)



Involuntarily displaced local residents



High rent burden (2 points)
(rent exceeds 50% of income)



Living in substandard housing in New Rochelle (2 points)

The age of the City’s housing stock and the high cost of retrofitting existing
units to achieve accessibility are factors contributing to the limited availability
of accessible housing in New Rochelle. While few families are on the
waiting list for family public housing units with accessibility features, more
than one-quarter of the households on the waiting list for elderly public
housing have requested accessible units. NRMHA should evaluate the
extent to which its existing public housing stock serves the needs of lower-
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With regard to persons with limited English proficiency (LEP), NRHMA states
that it will “endeavor” to have Spanish-speaking staff or access to Spanish
speakers to assist non-English-speaking families. Given the evidence from
2010 American Community Survey data that no individual LEP language
group in New Rochelle exceeds 1,000 people, the authority’s plans fall within
the “safe harbor” provided by HUD guidance. This means that the authority
is not likely compelled at this point to translate any of its vital documents into
Spanish. However, given the rapid recent expansion in the community’s
Hispanic population and the growth of Hispanic representation on the waiting
list for NRMHA programs, this will likely become a concern in the future.
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income persons with disabilities and consider expanding the number of
accessible units available and adding a preference for those with disabilities.

Observation
Public housing represents an important affordable housing option for
lower-income persons with disabilities in New Rochelle, who have difficulty
finding accessible units in the private market. NRMHA should evaluate the
extent to which its existing stock meets the needs of this population and
consider expanding the number of accessible units available and adding a
preference for those with disabilities

City of New Rochelle

NHRMA policy regarding the rejection of units is appropriately flexible:
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If the authority skips over other families on the waiting list to meet a
deconcentration goal in making the offer of a unit to a family and the
family rejects the unit, the family will not lose their place on the
waiting list and will not be otherwise penalized.



If the family rejects any unit with good cause, it will not lose its place
on the waiting list. Good cause includes reasons related to health,
proximity to work, school, and childcare (for those working or going
to school).



If the authority did not skip over other families on the waiting list to
make the offer and the family rejects the unit without good cause,
the family forfeits only the date/time of the original application. The
family keeps its preferences, but the date/time on the application is
changed to the date/time of the unit rejection. The family will be
offered the right to an informal review of any decision to alter their
application status.

NHRMA classifies three types of unit transfers: those occurring for
emergency purposes (unit defects, a family health condition, a hate crime,
etc); immediate administrative transfers to accommodate households in
need of accessibility features; and regular administrative transfers, to allow
NRMHA to meet occupancy goals, for medically advisable transfers and for
any others approved by the authority when a transfer is the only or best way
of solving a problem. Transfers of the first two types are prioritized on
waiting lists. If no suitable units are available, tenants may be transferred to
the voucher program.
The authority’s pet policy places restrictions on the number and type of
animals that residents may keep as pets and imposes requirements on their
care and control. The policy does not specifically state exceptions for
animals serving persons with disabilities, for which, as an example, it would
be inappropriate to require muzzling at all times while the animal is outdoors.

Observation
While it is likely that NRMHA allows reasonable accommodation for animals
serving persons with disabilities, the pet policy contained in the ACOP does
not specifically make this exception.
The authority should amend the ACOP to exempt service animals for persons
with disabilities from its pet policy as appropriate.

The ACOP refers extensively to the Resident Grievance Procedure, but this
section or document was not included in the policy materials provided for
review.

NRMHA Section 8 Administrative Plan
The Housing Choice Voucher Administrative Plan (Admin Plan) is the policy
and procedure manual that includes the regulations governing this housing
assistance program. Generally, the Admin Plan includes policies that
describe the selection and admission of applicants from the PHA waiting list,
the issuance and denial of vouchers, occupancy policies, landlord
participation, subsidy standards, informal review/hearing procedures,
payment standards, the Housing Quality Standard (HQS) inspection
process, and reasonable rents, to name a few. NRMHA’s Admin Plan was
reviewed from a fair housing perspective to ensure that members of the
protected classes are afforded adequate housing choices. Specifically, the
Plan was reviewed to determine the presence of the following policies and
whether these policies were in compliance with the Fair Housing Act:


Fair housing and equal opportunity non-discrimination clause that
provides a list of the protected classes within a PHA’s jurisdiction,



Reasonable accommodation policies for persons with disabilities (in the
application process, unit search and selection, and grievance process),



Accommodations for persons with limited English proficiency (LEP) and a
list of services a PHA is willing to provide such persons,



Definition of “family” and whether or not it includes non-traditional
households with unrelated individuals,



Tenant selection policies and waiting list preferences to determine
whether members of the protected classes are given any special
consideration or if the local preferences restrict their housing choice,



Recruitment of landlords who own properties in non-impacted areas,



Portability policies and procedures and their effect on members of the
protected classes,



Higher payment standards for units that accommodate persons with
disabilities, and

Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice
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Grievance policies and procedures.

Chapter 2 of NRMHA’s Section 8 Administrative Plan contains its fair
housing policy. It states that the authority will not discriminate on the basis
of race, color, sex, religion, familial status, age, disability or national origin.
This list of protected classes is inconsistent with those protected in the public
housing ACOP, which also include basis of familial or marital status and
sexual orientation. Also, the Admin Plan list has not been updated to reflect
recent HUD program regulation requiring that HUD fund recipients cannot
discriminate on the basis of sexual orientation, gender identity or marital
status.

Observation
To achieve compliance with March 2012 changes to HUD program
regulation, NRMHA must update the ACOP to add gender identity as a
protected class, and it must update the Section 8 Admin Plan to add sexual
orientation, gender identity and marital status.
Public housing authorities, like all HUD funding recipients, may no longer
discriminate on these grounds.

The reasonable accommodation/modification policy written in the ACOP is
described as applying to both the public housing and Housing Choice
Voucher programs. Nonetheless, the Admin Plan includes a different, but
not markedly inconsistent, description of policy. The policy described in both
documents is reasonable from a fair housing perspective.

City of New Rochelle

A PHA’s decision to deny or terminate the assistance of a family that
includes a person with disabilities is subject to consideration of reasonable
accommodation [24 CFR 982.552 (2)(iv)].
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When applicants with disabilities are denied assistance, the notice of denial
must inform them of the NRMHA’s informal review process and their right to
request a hearing. In addition, the notice must inform applicants with
disabilities of their right to request reasonable accommodations to participate
in the informal hearing process. When a participant family’s assistance is
terminated, the notice of termination must inform them of the authority’s
informal hearing process and their right to request a hearing and reasonable
accommodation.
The LEP policy contained in the Admin Plan is much more detailed than the
one explained in the ACOP, which provided only that NRMHA would connect
those in need to Spanish-speaking translators. In the Admin Plan, NRMHA
outlines LEP guidance, including the four-factor analysis procedure
published in the Federal Register. According to the plan, “if it is determine
that the PHA serves very few LEP persons and the PHA has very limited
resources, the PHA will not develop a written LEP plan, but will consider
alternative ways to articulate in a reasonable manner a plan for providing
meaningful access.” It is assumed that this is the case, though there is no
indication that a stand-alone plan is in place. However, NRMHA is still within

HUD’s “safe harbor” threshold and is not compelled to translate vital
documents at this point, according to the analysis of 2010 data explained
elsewhere in the AI.
For the purposes of the voucher program, NRMHA’s definition of a “family”
includes two or more unrelated individuals who can either a) demonstrate
that they have lived together previously, or b) certify that each individual’s
income and other resources will be available to meet the needs of the family.
This flexibility is appropriate from a fair housing perspective, as it allows nontraditional living arrangements, many of which occur for economic reasons.
NRMHA closes its waiting list for vouchers when the estimated waiting
period for housing assistance reaches 24 months for the most current
applicants. Where the PHA has particular preferences or funding criteria that
require a specific category of family, it may elect to continue to accept
applications from these applicants while closing the waiting list to others.
When the list is re-opened, NRMHA evaluates the need for affirmative
marketing based on any particular population being underserved.



Residents of New Rochelle (8 points)



Families receiving no federal housing assistance (4 points)



Families whose head of household or spouse is either elderly or
disabled (2 points)

The primary reason for the local residency preference is the proximity of
many underserved voucher applicants in New York City, where the public
housing authority opens its waiting list only once every 10 to 15 years. The
number of applications from New York City residents is triple the number of
applicants from New Rochelle residents, so NRMHA maintains the residency
preference to ensure that the City’s residents are being served.
According to a survey specific to the Section 8 program completed by
NRMHA, its voucher holders reside predominantly in the City’s south, west
and east ends, with only four voucher holders living in the north end.
Voucher households are concentrated in impacted areas of the City. The
authority does not participate in any voucher mobility programs, including the
Enhanced Section 8 Outreach Program (ESOP) that operates out of
downtown Yonkers. ESOP is a special housing mobility office that assists
voucher holders to secure quality housing in economically and racially mixed
neighborhoods of Westchester County.

Observation
Housing Choice Voucher holders have limited housing options within New
Rochelle outside of impacted areas.
Only four voucher households live in the north end of the City. In order to
broaden opportunity, NRMHA should develop a relationship with the Enhanced
Section 8 Outreach Program that would allow the agency’s voucher holders to
take advantage of the mobility services it provides.

Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice

Families are selected from the waiting list based on the targeted funding or
selection preference(s) for which they qualify, and in accordance with the
hierarchy of local preferences. NRMHA has adopted three for its voucher
program:
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In generally, NRMHA reports that voucher holders with disabilities do not
experience trouble finding accessible units. Very few participants, less than
5%, return their vouchers because they cannot find a unit. All voucher
holders are given 120 days to locate housing, and those with disabilities are
granted additional extensions.
Additionally, as a reasonable
accommodation, NRMHA will approve increases to its general payment
standard of 108% fair market rent if such an increase is necessary for a
person with a disability to find a suitable unit.
The fair market rent in New Rochelle is currently $1,650 for a two-bedroom
unit. NRMHA’s decision to pay up to 108% of FMR reflects the high cost of
rental housing locally. While a higher payment standard means that the
authority’s limited budget can provide fewer vouchers overall, choosing an
appropriate standard is important to maximizing housing choice for lowerincome households receiving rental assistance, which in New Rochelle are
most commonly minority households.

City of New Rochelle
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Administration of the City’s Housing Choice Voucher Program
In addition to the housing voucher program administered by NRMHA, the
City of New Rochelle operates its own Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher
program, with policies and payment standards separate from those of
NRMHA. The City is currently in the process of rewriting its Administrative
Plan and intends to incorporate all of the necessary changes in law and
program regulation that have occurred since the plan was last updated. This
includes changes to HUD rules against discrimination on the basis of gender
identity, marital status and sexual orientation. Currently, the City’s maximum
rent payment is $1,219 for a studio apartment, $1,454 for a one-bedroom,
$1,691 for a two-bedroom, $2,038 for a three-bedroom and $2,513 for a
four-bedroom. This is equivalent to 108% of the HUD-determined fair
market rent for the area, a reflection of the high price of the rental market.
The City’s Section 8 Family Self-Sufficiency program has 18 families
currently enrolled, with a potential two to three additional families to add
within the next few months. The City allocates an annual fee to NRMHA in
exchange for the Housing Authority administering this program for City
tenants. NRMHA receives funding from other sources to assist with the
costs for families receiving rental assistance from its public housing and
Section 8 programs.
The City maintains a Housing Choice Voucher Administrative Plan (Admin
Plan) separate from the policy and procedure manual that governs NRMHA’s
voucher program. Similarly, the Admin Plan includes policies that describe
the selection and admission of applicants from the PHA waiting list, the
issuance and denial of vouchers, occupancy policies, landlord participation,
subsidy standards, informal review/hearing procedures, payment standards,
the Housing Quality Standard (HQS) inspection process, and reasonable
rents, to name a few. The City’s Admin Plan was reviewed from a fair
housing perspective to ensure that members of the protected classes are
afforded adequate housing choices. Specifically, the Plan was reviewed to
determine whether policies were in compliance with the Fair Housing Act,
according to the criteria listed on Page 75.
The current Admin Plan, adopted in 2006, states that the City will not deny
any family or individual the equal opportunity to apply for or receive

assistance under the voucher program on the basis of race, color, sex,
religion, creed, national or ethnic origin, age, familial or marital status,
disability or sexual orientation. Those who feel they have been subject to
unlawful discrimination are directed to notify the City’s Section 8 Office orally
or in writing. The City will attempt to remedy complaints and will provide the
complainant direction on how to file the complaint with HUD FHEO.

Observation

The City makes reasonable accommodations to its generally applicable
policies and programs in order to ensure that people with disabilities may
fully access and use the voucher program and related services. Reasonable
accommodation information is available on applications and other forms and
letters. Among the accommodations possible is an extension of search time
allowed for families with disabled persons to locate an appropriate,
accessible housing unit. Generally, the initial term of a voucher is 60 days.
Additionally, the City may use a higher payment standard, either within the
acceptable range or with HUD approval of a higher range, if the City
determines that such action is necessary to enable a person with disabilities
to obtain a suitable unit.
Requests for accommodation are assessed on a case-by-case basis, taking
into account factors such as the cost of the requested accommodation, the
financial resources of the program, the benefits that would be provided to
the family and the availability of alternatives that would effectively meet the
family’s disability-related needs. In the event that the City denies a request
because it is deemed to be unreasonable, the City will discuss with the
family whether an alternative accommodation could effectively address the
family’s needs.
The Admin Plan includes a section on improving access to services for
persons with limited English proficiency. According to policy, the City will
take affirmative steps to communicate with people who need services or
information in a language other than English. In determining whether the
translation of written documents is feasible, the City considers the number of
LEP applicants in language groups, the estimated cost of translation and the
availability of local organizations or City staff to provide translation, as well
as the availability of a family member or friend to act as interpreter.
To be eligible for assistance, an applicant must qualify as a family. The
definition includes a single person or group of persons, a family with a child
or children, two or more elderly or disabled persons living together, and one
or more elderly or disabled persons with one or more live-in aides. To
qualify as a family not related by blood, marriage or adoption, applicants
must demonstrate whether an emotional commitment and financial
interdependence exists.

Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice

To achieve compliance with March 2012 changes to HUD program
regulation, the City must update its Housing Choice Voucher Administrative
Plan to add gender identity as a protected class.
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The City has adopted three local preferences for selecting applicant families
from the waiting list. Families who can prove legal residency in New
Rochelle are awarded 100 points. This preference exists to ensure that New
Rochelle’s voucher program addresses the needs of residents and is not
overwhelmed by unmet demand from nearby New York City. Families that
do not receive any other federal source of housing assistance are awarded
50 points, and families whose head of household or spouse is elderly or
disabled are awarded 25 points. The preference for households with a
disabled member is an important way to address the difficulty that lowerincome persons with disabilities face in locating accessible, affordable units
among New Rochelle’s aging housing stock.
Fair housing choice is advanced in the briefing packet that each family
receives at the time a voucher is issued. The packet includes an
explanation of portability procedures and, for families living in high-poverty
census tracts, an explanation of the advantages of moving to areas outside
of high-poverty concentrations. Additionally, the packet includes a map of
areas with housing opportunities outside areas of poverty or minority
concentration.
Chapters 10 and 13 of the Admin Plan, which were not available for review,
provide policy on portability and the recruiting and retention of landlords.
Other sections of the Plan note the City’s intention to manage the
participation of landlords who own and operate units outside of high-poverty
and minority areas. Additionally, AI interviews confirmed that this policy is in
practice, as voucher mobility is an important component of the program’s
operation.

City of New Rochelle

The geographic distribution of voucher holders in NRMHA’s and the City’s Section
8 programs is displayed in the following maps. Despite conscious efforts to
promote voucher mobility beyond racially and ethnically concentrated areas of
poverty, voucher households are primarily concentrated in such areas of New
Rochelle, due primarily to the prevalence of much more expensive housing in the
City’s northern half.
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Map 8: New Rochelle City Housing Choice Voucher Locations
and Impacted Areas of both Minority and LMI Residents, 2010
Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice, New Rochelle, NY
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Map 9: New Rochelle Municipal Housing
Authority (NRMHA) Housing Choice Voucher Locations
and Impacted Areas of both Minority and LMI Residents, 2010
Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice, New Rochelle, NY
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Taxes
Taxes impact housing affordability. While not an impediment to fair housing choice
in and of themselves, real estate taxes can impact the choice that households make
with regard to where to live. Tax increases can be burdensome to low-income
homeowners, and increases are usually passed on to renters through rent
increases. Tax rates for specific districts and the assessed value of all properties
are the two major calculations used to determine revenues collected by a
jurisdiction. Determining a jurisdiction’s relative housing affordability, in part, can be
accomplished using tax rates.
However, a straight comparison of tax rates to determine whether a property is
affordable or unaffordable gives an incomplete and unrealistic picture of property
taxes. Local governments with higher property tax rates, for example, may have
higher rates because the assessed values of properties in the community are low,
resulting in a fairly low tax bill for any given property.
In Westchester County, comparing rates alone among communities is largely
irrelevant, as each municipality is responsible for conducting its own property
assessments and setting the percentage of market value that is taxable. The
percentage of total value that is taxed by each community ranges from 1.5% to
100%. Therefore, even the County property tax is set at wide-ranging rates for
each jurisdiction, from $18.60 to $222.21 per $1,000 in assessed value in 2011.
The State Office of Real Property Services assigns each municipality an annual
equalization rate that represents the overall ratio of a municipality’s total assessed
value to the municipality’s total market value. This is done to apportion property
taxes equitably among municipal segments of school districts and counties, so that
the total levy for each County or school district is divided according to the total
market value of each municipality.
Overall, property tax rates in Westchester County are widely regarded as extremely
high. In February 2010, Forbes magazine reported that the County had the highest
property taxes in the entire country, judged as a percentage of the national
average. In 2010, according to American Community Survey data, the median
home value in the County was $581,900, while the median household income was
$80,297. The median property tax amount was $8,404 per year, or $700 per
month. Forbes reported that this was 612% of the national average.
In New Rochelle, residents were subject to a City rate of $175.01 per $1,000 in
assessed value in 2011, in addition to a County rate of $127.43 per $1,000, a
school rate of $659.10 per $1,000 and sewer/disposal rates between $12.39 and
$33.35 per $1,000. In total, the property tax burden for a New Rochelle household
was about $1,000 per $1,000 assessed value in 2011 – but only a fraction of a
home’s actual, market value is counted as assessed value. The property taxes on
a $600,000 home, for instance, come in around $20,000 per year, or more than
$1,600 per month.
The reasons for heavy reliance on property taxes in Westchester County are largely
historical. Many of the 25 cities and towns in the County developed as bedroom
communities of New York City with active local governments. Westchester County
is known as one of the country’s first true suburbs, settled in the late 19th century as
a cluster of affluent communities. These communities set a precedent early for
depending on property taxes to run local government.
Westchester County, like others in the Northeast, is comprised of small local
governments that do not rely on state revenues to fund basic services. While this
independence has afforded each municipality a large degree of autonomy in
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determining the tax burden of its residents, heavy reliance on property tax as a
primary income source has some potentially negative effects.
Further
diversification remains a desirable aim in restructuring the funding systems of local
governments and school districts.
Much has been written about the structurally regressive nature of property taxes,
which are not adjusted to reflect a taxpayer’s ability to pay. The generally accepted
policy effects of heavy reliance on property taxes in a system of fragmented local
governments are:


Fiscal zoning, as some jurisdictions, often rural, selectively develop
expensive properties with low service needs for the purpose of attracting
affluent residents and businesses. A pool of high assessed values allows
these jurisdictions to keep taxes low, but excludes affordable housing and
the low-income people who buy it;



Incentivizing sprawl, as wealthier residents and businesses are often
attracted to the lower property tax rates in such communities and move,
leaving behind urban core areas with greater social needs (which, given
the resulting population loss, must raise tax rates to achieve the same
revenue, thus becoming even less competitive); and



Slower rates of local housing production in areas with comparatively high
rates, as developers are less likely to invest in less attractive tax
environments, especially if taxes are less burdensome in neighboring
communities.

New Rochelle, as an older, more densely developed area within Westchester
County and the larger Hudson Valley, exists in an environment of regional
competition in which these principles apply. As a jurisdiction’s tax climate affects its
competitive position within the region and larger, systemic reliance on property
taxes ensures that the above factors are in play across the metropolitan region, tax
policy becomes an important part of locational decision making.
The significance of higher property taxes on residential properties is that the
amount of taxes must be factored into the question of affordability. If a property
owner is considering the purchase of a home, estimating the monthly mortgage
payment must include the mortgage principal and interest, property taxes and
homeowner’s insurance.

City of New Rochelle

Observation
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Residents of Westchester County bear a heavier property tax burden than
those living anywhere else across the United States.
In New Rochelle, the owner of a house valued at $600,000 would be responsible
to pay about $1,600 per month in property taxes alone. The high cost of property
taxes is an important factor in housing affordability.

The City of New Rochelle has not conducted a comprehensive property
reassessment since 1956. The State of New York does not require periodic
reassessment (though it does establish a standard that assessments be fair at a

uniform percentage of market value). Therefore, the City performs only spot
reassessments when properties are significantly upgraded.
According to this policy, many homeowners in New Rochelle pay taxes according to
what their properties were worth more than half a century ago. This has resulted in
a local system rife with inequity, as assessed value has ignored all changes in
relative market value among neighborhoods. The assessed values of 1956
continue to apply to 1) neighborhoods that are in decline, resulting in over-taxation
on poorer residents, and 2) neighborhoods where values have increased, resulting
in under-taxation on those who are prospering. Rapid shifts in the local housing
market over the past decade, including sliding home values in the neighborhoods
hit hardest by foreclosure, have added even more room for inequity.

Observation
New Rochelle has not conducted a Citywide property reassessment since
1956.
This system creates property tax disparity that negatively impacts neighborhoods
in decline, where property values would be lower now, on a relative and inflatedadjusted basis, than they were when housing was new.



Basic STAR provides property tax rebates on primary residences for
homeowners, and



Enhanced STAR provides rebates for income-eligible senior citizens who
live in their residences.

Additionally, the state provides exemptions for disabled persons and veterans of
wartime, combat and disabled status. In 2008, the sum of these exemptions in
Westchester County was 40,832 with a combined value of $58,208,732, equivalent
to 23.7% of the County’s total valuation.

Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice

New York law provides property tax relief for targeted policy outcomes and specialneeds populations through a number of exemptions and credits. The School Tax
Relief (STAR) program for homeowners has two tiers:
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I.

Public Transit
Households without a vehicle, which in most cases are primarily low-moderate
income households, are at a disadvantage in accessing jobs and services,
particularly if public transit is inadequate or absent. Access to public transit is
critical to these households. Without convenient access, employment is potentially
at risk and the ability to remain housed is threatened. The linkages between
residential areas (of concentrations of minority and LMI persons) and employment
opportunities are key to expanding fair housing choice.
According to the 2010 American Community Survey, there were 6,586 households
without access to a vehicle in New Rochelle, comprising 19.3% of all households
with workers age 16 and over. About 62.6% of all car owners were also
homeowners.18

Figure 5-4
Means of Transportation to Work by Race/Ethnicity, 2010
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Worked at
home

%

34,050

18,822

55.3%

2,517

7.4%

6,586

19.3%

3,111

9.1%

863

2.5%

2,151

6.3%

22,047

13,052

59.2%

1,729

7.8%

3,917

17.8%

1,531

6.9%

358

1.6%

1,460

6.6%

6,576

3,528

53.6%

269

4.1%

1,537

23.4%

756

11.5%

117

1.8%

369

5.6%

8,000

3,338

41.7%

1,048

13.1%

1,251

15.6%

1,434

17.9%

454

5.7%

475

5.9%

Total
Total
White
Black
Hispanic

Source: American Community Survey 2006-10 (B0801, B08105A, B08105B, B08105I)

The vast majority of residents drove to work alone, as seen in Figure 5-4.
Hispanics were least likely to drive to work alone or take public transportation and
were the most likely to walk to work, take a taxicab or carpool. Blacks were the
most likely to take public transportation, but were the least likely to carpool.
Whites were the most likely to drive to work alone and were the least likely to walk
or take a taxicab.
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The Bee-Line Bus System is a primary source of public transportation for transitdependent Westchester County residents. Bee-Line, owned by Westchester
County’s Department of Public Works and Transit and operated by a private
company based in Yonkers, provides 367 fixed-route and 60 paratransit lines of
service throughout and beyond the County. This system is within walking distance
to 65% of the County’s total population. Bee-Line also prides itself on having costs
equivalent to the out-of-pocket cost of driving.19
Additionally, commuters in New Rochelle rely on an extensive rail system. The
routes of Metro North and Amtrak Northeast Regional through the City have
solidified its position as a major transportation node among the County’s Sound
Shore communities. The Intermodal Transportation Center is 16.6 miles from

18
19
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U.S. Census Bureau, ACS 2006-2010, B017
http://transportation.westchestergov.com

Grand Central Terminal in Manhattan, amounting to travel times of 26 to 36
minutes between New Rochelle and New York.
Private operators such as Greyhound, Short Lines and the Trailways
Transportation System continue to operate long-distance bus service to and
through New Rochelle at a stop on Main Street.

i.

Destination and Routes.
By virtue of its status as both a Countywide agency and its proximity to New
York City, Bee-Line connects Westchester County residents to points across
the County and to the Bronx, where riders can connect to the New York City
Subway System.
Maps of the bus system indicate that routes are
concentrated in the County’s most populated areas, generally in its southern
end, while routes are fewer and farther between in less dense rural areas to
the north. A transit hub (TransCenter) is located in White Plains, a point of
central convergence for many routes. While some rural areas receive only
rush-hour service, routes in New Rochelle run long hours on weekdays and
also include largely accommodating weekend runs. However, travel crossCounty is more difficult due to the need to transfer.

ii. Accessibility
Nearly all of Bee-Line’s fixed-route buses are wheelchair accessible and
equipped with lifts. Additionally, Bee-Line operates Paratransit service seven
days a week for persons whose disabilities qualify under the Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA).
Bee-Line has reduced-fare MetroCards available to those with qualifying
disabilities. A reduced fare on this MetroCard is $1.10, which includes one
transfer. Different varieties of cards are available to customers, including
those with disabilities. For those with disabilities interested in purchasing a
MetroCard, a MetroCard Van makes rounds through Westchester County to
ensure that everyone is able to purchase the card of his or her choice.20 A
new pilot program, the Bee-Line Taxi, will provide transportation to those
unable to use regular bus service due to disabilities and will run for one year.
Under the ADA, transit agencies like the Westchester County Department of
Transportation are required to provide curb-to-curb, demand-responsive
ParaTransit service that “mirrors” their fixed-route service in terms of service
times and areas. The service is a safety net only for those persons who do
not have the functional capability to ride fixed-route Bee-Line buses. This
service uses specially trained operators and smaller, lift-equipped buses.

20
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The Intermodal Center is along Metro-North railroad’s New Haven Line,
representing one of its busiest stops. The Center was built starting in 1994 to
address a demand for additional parking fueled by rising rail ridership.
According to New York Times data from 2006, ridership served by the New
Rochelle stop on the New Haven line averaged 4,020 commuters daily. The
New Haven line runs from New Haven, CT, southwest to Woodlawn, New
York, where it joins the Harlem Line and continues to Grand Central
Terminal.

Ibid.

85

The Westchester County Office for the Disabled (WCOD) is the primary
paratransit provider across the County, established prior to ADA in 1973.
WCOD provides service anywhere in the County and, when reasonable, will
provide service beyond the three-quarter-mile-from-bus-stop threshold
mandated by the ADA. Westchester is one of the few counties in the country
that provides this service.21

iii. Transportation Planning
The City has initiated a transit-oriented development study around the
Intermodal Transportation Center to follow up on decades of transit-oriented
investments that have resulted in the construction of nearly 1,500 housing
units in New Rochelle’s downtown central business district and the area
immediately surrounding the Center. The Center has more than 900 parking
spaces, a bus terminal, bicycle parking, taxi service and airport limousine
service. The intent of the study is to leverage federal investment in the
Intermodal Center to transform the surrounding area into a viable, transitoriented mixed-use zone that could serve as a catalyst for economic
development.
As Bee-Line considers itself to be a mature system, it has no plans for new
service. Additionally, the agency is not currently considering cuts to existing
routes and services, though falling revenues and increasing expenses forced
route reductions in 2010 that affected more than 2,600 riders. The
organization regularly examines ridership numbers to calibrate service.

City of New Rochelle

The Planning Division of Westchester County’s Department of Public Works
and Transportation coordinates with other transportation agencies on issues
of regional importance.
Partners include the New York Metropolitan
Transportation Council, the New York State Department of Transportation,
the Metropolitan Transportation Authority, the New York State Thruway
Authority, Rockland County Planning and Public Transportation, Putnam
County Planning Department, State of Connecticut Department of
Transportation, Port Authority of New York and New Jersey, the Tappan ZeeBridge I/287 project, and New York 511. One of the newest projects being
researched and developed is the Central Avenue Bus Rapid Transit Project.
This project would create a bus-only lane from White Plains to the Bronx for
the Bee-Line. Although the most recent published studies and projects do not
directly involve New Rochelle, the improvements for Bee-Line traffic can
improve the quality of service for daily commuters coming from New Rochelle
by increasing service efficiency.
Also, at least once a year, the Mobility Advisory Forum, the advisory steering
group to the Mid-Hudson South Transportation Coordinating Committee,
conducts planning events. At these meetings, passenger safety, efficiency,
and connectivity between various Mid-Hudson regions are discussed. It also
provides a regional forum for proactive public outreach. The latest meeting
was held in March of 2012 and another meeting will be held in the Fall of
2012.

21
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Ibid.

Observation
A robust and well-connected public transit system continues to be one of
New Rochelle’s most important community assets.
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City policy, including the new Comprehensive Plan, can capitalize on this asset by
expanding transit-oriented development provisions to connect housing of various
types and price points to jobs and other amenities.
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6. Private Sector Policies
A.

Mortgage Lending Practices
The Fair Housing Act prohibits lenders from discriminating against members of the
protected classes in granting mortgage loans, providing information on loans,
imposing the terms and conditions of loans (such as interest rates and fees),
conducting appraisals and considering whether to purchase loans. Unfettered
access to fair housing choice requires fair and equal access to the mortgage
lending market regardless of race, color, national origin, religion, sex, familial
status, disability or any other statutorily protected basis. Additionally, recent
changes to HUD program regulation prohibit housing providers that receive HUD
funding, those who have loans insured by the Federal Housing Administration
(FHA) and lenders insured by the FHA from discriminating on the basis of marital
status, perceived or actual sexual orientation or gender identity.
An analysis of mortgage applications and their outcomes can identify possible
discriminatory lending practices and patterns in a community. Home Mortgage
Disclosure Act (HMDA) data contains records for all residential loan activity,
reported by banks pursuant to the requirements of the Financial Institutions
Reform, Recovery and Enforcement Act of 1989. Any commercial lending
institution that makes five or more home mortgage loans annually must report all
residential loan activity to the Federal Reserve Bank, including information on
applications denied, withdrawn, or incomplete by race, sex, and income of the
applicant. This information is used to determine whether financial institutions are
serving the housing needs of their communities.

City of New Rochelle

The most recent HMDA data available for New Rochelle is for 2010. The data
included for this analysis is for three years, 2008 through 2010, and constitutes all
types of applications received by lenders by families: home purchase, refinancing
or home improvement mortgage applications for one- to four-family dwellings and
manufactured housing units across the entire City. The demographic and income
information provided pertains to the primary applicant only. Co-applicants were
not included in the analysis. Figure 6-1 summarizes three years of HMDA data by
race, ethnicity, and action taken on the applications, followed by detailed analysis.
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Figure 6-1
Cumulative Summary Report Based on Action Taken Mortgage Data, 2008-10

Loan Purpose
Home purchase
Refinancing
Home improvement
Loan Type
Conventional
FHA
VA
Property Type
One to four-family unit

Originated

Approved Not
Accepted

#

%

#

%

#

%

8,471
9,914
2,071

41.4%
48.5%
10.1%

4,252
3,930
490

50.2%
39.6%
23.7%

562
712
90

17,490
2,864
102

85.5%
14.0%
0.5%

7,612
1,025
35

43.5%
35.8%
34.3%

20,054

98.0%

8,461

42.2%

Withdraw n/
Incom plete

Denied
#

%

#

%

6.6%
7.2%
4.3%

1,318
2,752
821

15.6%
27.8%
39.6%

2,130
2,489
139

25.1%
25.1%
6.7%

1,267
95
2

7.2%
3.3%
2.0%

4,305
558
28

24.6%
19.5%
27.5%

3,610
1,115
33

20.6%
38.9%
32.4%

1,346

6.7%

4,862

24.2%

4,619

23.0%

Manufactured housing unit
15
0.1%
2
13.3%
1
6.7%
9
60.0%
2
13.3%
Applicant Race
Native American
72
0.4%
19
26.4%
3
4.2%
24
33.3%
23
31.9%
Asian
1,161
5.7%
533
45.9%
135
11.6%
265
22.8%
177
15.2%
Black
1,991
9.7%
679
34.1%
108
5.4%
790
39.7%
341
17.1%
Haw aiian
85
0.4%
35
41.2%
4
4.7%
30
35.3%
13
15.3%
White
11,522
56.3%
5,626
48.8%
818
7.1%
2,711
23.5%
1,944
16.9%
No information
3,762
18.4%
1,574
41.8%
276
7.3%
1,048
27.9%
647
17.2%
Not applicable
1,863
9.1%
206
11.1%
20
1.1%
23
1.2%
1,613
86.6%
Hispanic**
1,684
8.2%
755
44.8%
105
6.2%
500
29.7%
257
15.3%
Total
20,456
100.0%
8,672
42.4%
1,364
6.7%
4,891
23.9%
4,758
23.3%
Source: Federal Financial Institutions Examination Council, 2008 to 2010
Note: Percentages in the Originated, Approved Not Accepted, Denied, and Withdraw n/Incomplete categories are calculated for each line item
w ith the corresponding Total Applications figures. Percentages in the Total Applications categories are calculated from their respective total
* Total applications also include loans purchased by another institution.
** Hispanic ethnicity is counted independently of race.

i.

Applicant Characteristics
Across New Rochelle during the latest three years, lenders received 8,471
applications for home purchase mortgages, 9,914 applications for
mortgage refinancing and 2,071 home improvement equity loans. Of
these, home purchase loans were the most likely to be successful, as
50.2% were approved. About one-quarter of purchase applications were
withdrawn or left incomplete, and 15.6% were denied. By comparison,
39.6% of refinance loans were approved, with an equal proportion – 25.1%
– withdrawn or left incomplete and 27.8% denied. Home improvement
loans represent only a small share of all applications, with 10.1% of the
total, but carry a notably higher denial rate: 39.6% of applications of this
type were rejected, more than the 23.7% that were approved.
The vast majority of applications involved one- to four-family housing
structures, with only 15 applications (less than 1%) requesting financing for
manufactured units. The most commonly sought type of financing was
conventional loans, a category that represented 88.5% of all loan
applications. An additional 14% of applications were for loans insured by
the Federal Housing Administration (FHA), a type of federal assistance that
has historically benefited lower-income residents. Smaller percentages of
applications were for loans backed by the Department of Veterans Affairs
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Total
Applications*
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(VA) or Farm Services Administration or Rural Housing Service
(FSA/RHS).
The racial composition of loan applicants differs somewhat from the City’s
general demographic distribution. While 18.5% of all New Rochelle
households in 2010 were Hispanic, Hispanic households constitute only
11.4% of the loan applications for which racial/ethnic data were reported.22
Similarly, 19.1% of all households in the City were Black, while only 13.4%
of the loan applications for which race was reported were filed by Black
households. Asian and White households are overrepresented among
mortgage applicants, representing a share of applications exceeding their
share of all households Citywide (7.8% and 77.7% of applications,
respectively, compared to 3.6% and 67.9% of households). Lower
participation in the market for home mortgages by Black and Hispanic
households is likely a reflection of the lower median incomes among those
groups.
Grouping all three years of data into the analysis increases the likelihood
that differences among groups are statistically significant.
This is
especially important in view of the data on mortgage application denials,
which also suggests differences according to race and ethnicity.

ii.

Application Denials
During the years 2008 through 2010, a total of 4,891 mortgage loan
applications were denied across New Rochelle. The overall cumulative
denial rate was 23.9% with denials by race and ethnicity ranging from
23.5% for White households to 39.7% for Black households. In reporting
denials, lenders are required to list at least one primary reason for denial
and may list up to two secondary reasons. As Figure 6-2 demonstrates, a
substantial proportion of denials occurred for no given reason. The primary
basis for the rejection of 856 applications, or 17.5% of all denials, was left
blank. This was even more prevalent in the denials for Black households,
almost one-third of which (239 of 790) were rejected without a reported
reason. Other common reasons given for denial include lack of collateral,
debt-to-income ratio, and credit history.

Figure 6-2
Primary Reason for Mortgage Denial by Household Race/Ethnicity, 2008-10

City of New Rochelle

Total
White
Black
Asian
Debt-to-income ratio
20.1%
20.8%
17.3%
21.1%
Collateral
18.2%
20.3%
11.3%
24.1%
No reason reported
17.5%
15.8%
30.3%
8.3%
Incomplete application
16.0%
17.2%
8.7%
20.7%
Credit history
13.0%
10.1%
21.9%
7.1%
Other
9.2%
9.7%
6.2%
10.1%
Unverifiable information
3.3%
3.6%
2.3%
3.7%
Insufficient cash
1.7%
1.4%
1.6%
1.9%
Employment history
0.7%
0.8%
0.1%
2.2%
Insurance denied
0.3%
0.3%
0.3%
0.3%
* Hispanic ethnicity is counted independently of race.
Source: Federal Financial Institutions Examination Council, 2008 to 2010
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The total number of applications for which race/ethnicity was reported was 14,831.

Other Hispanic
16.7%
26.2%
16.7%
16.2%
18.5%
18.2%
3.7%
12.8%
29.6%
11.8%
7.4%
7.8%
3.7%
3.0%
0.0%
1.8%
0.0%
1.8%
3.7%
0.4%

No Info
20.3%
16.9%
14.3%
18.4%
14.3%
9.7%
3.1%
2.5%
0.3%
0.1%

Observation
With the exception of Asian applicants, mortgage loan denial rates among
racial and ethnic minority applicants were higher than the denial rate for
White applicants between 2008 and 2010.
Additionally, rejections for Black, Hispanic and Other Race applicants were less
likely to be accompanied by a reason for denial.

For this analysis, lower-income households include those with incomes between
0%-80% of MFI, while upper-income households include households with incomes
above 80% MFI. Applications made by lower-income households accounted for
25.6% of all denials between 2008 and 2010, though they accounted for only
17.5% of total applications for those three years.

While denial rates were generally lower for upper-income households, differences
persisted across racial and ethnic groups. The overall upper-income denial rate
was 23.4%, compared to 22.1%, 31.4%, 34.5% and 37.5% for upper-income
Asian, Hispanic, Other Race, and Black households, respectively. With the
exception of Asian households, lower-income White households were less likely to
experience denial than any of these four upper-income minority groups. This
pattern is a possible indicator of discrimination.
Figure 6-3
Denials by Race/Ethnicity and Income Level, 2008-10
Total

White

Black

Total Applications
3,578
2,004
805
Denials
1,250
599
362
% Denied
34.9%
29.9%
45.0%
Total Applications
14,676
8,987
1,062
Upper-Incom e
Denials
3,441
2,017
398
% Denied
23.4%
22.4%
37.5%
Total Applications
20,456
11,522
1,991
Total
Denials
4,891
2,711
790
% Denied
23.9%
23.5%
39.7%
Note: Total also includes 2,202 applications for w hich no income data w as reported.
* Hispanic ethnicity is counted independently of race.
Low er-Incom e

Source: Federal Financial Institutions Examination Council, 2008 to 2010

Asian

Other

No data

Hispanic*

115
38
33.0%
980
217
22.1%
1,161
265
22.8%

42
14
33.3%
110
38
34.5%
157
54
34.4%

612
237
38.7%
3,537
771
21.8%
5,625
1,071
19.0%

347
148
42.7%
1,092
343
31.4%
1,506
500
33.2%
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Figure 5-3 distributes the denials by income level among racial and ethnic groups.
Among lower-income households, denial rates were generally higher for minorities.
While the overall lower-income denial rate was 34.9%, the denial rates for lowerincome Blacks, households of Other Race (which in New Rochelle correlate highly
with Hispanic ethnicity), Hispanics, and Asians were 45%, 33.3% 42.7% and 33%,
respectively.
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Observation
Over the course of the three years studied, with the exception of Asian
households, upper-income minority households experienced denial rates
that were higher than those of lower-income White households.
Among upper-income Hispanic, Other Race and Black households, mortgage
denial rates were 31.4%, 34.5%, and 37.5%, respectively, compared to a denial
rate of 29.9% among lower-income Whites. While this fact alone does not imply
an impediment to fair housing choice, the pattern is a possible indicator of
discrimination.

Denial rates by census tract across New Rochelle are illustrated in the
following map. Of the 16 total tracts within the City, six report denial rates
exceeding 25% (Tracts 57.02, 58, 56, 62, 59.01, and 57.01). Of these
census tracts, five were also areas of minority and/or LMI concentration.

iii.

High-Cost Lending
The widespread housing finance market crisis of recent years has brought
a new level of public attention to lending practices that victimize vulnerable
populations. Subprime lending, designed for borrowers who are considered
a credit risk, has increased the availability of credit to low-income persons.
At the same time, subprime lending has often exploited borrowers, piling
on excessive fees, penalties and interest rates that make financial stability
difficult to achieve. Higher monthly mortgage payments make housing less
affordable, increasing the risk of mortgage delinquency and foreclosure
and the likelihood that properties will fall into disrepair.

City of New Rochelle

Some subprime borrowers have credit scores, income levels and down
payments high enough to qualify for conventional, prime loans, but are
nonetheless steered toward more expensive subprime mortgages. This is
especially true of minority groups, which tend to fall disproportionately into
the category of subprime borrowers. The practice of targeting minorities
for subprime lending qualifies as mortgage discrimination.
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Since 2005, HMDA data has included price information for loans priced
above reporting thresholds set by the Federal Reserve Board. This data is
provided by lenders via Loan Application Registers and can be aggregated
to complete an analysis of loans by lender or for a specified geographic
area. HMDA does not require lenders to report credit scores for applicants,
so the data does not indicate which loans are subprime. It does, however,
provide price information for loans considered “high-cost.”
A loan is considered high-cost if it meets one of the following criteria:


A first-lien loan with an interest rate at least three percentage
points higher than the prevailing U.S. Treasury standard at the
time the loan application was filed. The standard is equal to the
current price of comparable-maturity Treasury securities.

Map 10: Loan Denial Rates by Census Tract, 2010
Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice, New Rochelle, NY
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A second-lien loan with an interest rate at least five percentage
points higher than the standard.

Not all loans carrying high APRs are subprime, and not all subprime loans
carry high APRs. However, high-cost lending is a strong predictor of
subprime lending, and it can also indicate a loan that applies a heavy cost
burden on the borrower, increasing the risk of mortgage delinquency.
Between 2008 and 2010, there were 8,672 home purchase, refinance, or
home improvement loans made for single-family or manufactured units in
New Rochelle. Of this total, 8,152 disclosed the borrower’s household
income and 392 reported high-cost mortgages. Overall, upper-income
households were less likely to have high-cost mortgages as lower-income
households.
An analysis of loans in New Rochelle by race and ethnicity reveals that
minorities are overrepresented in high-cost lending. Among lower-income
minority households, 16.4% of mortgages obtained by Blacks and 8.2% of
those obtained by Hispanics were high-cost, compared to 9.3% of the
mortgages obtained by lower-income White households and only 4% of
those obtained by lower-income Asian households.

Figure 6-4
High-Cost Loans by Race/Ethnicity and Income Level, 2008-10
Total

White

Black

Asian

Other

No data

Hispanic*

Total Originations
1,408
936
274
High-Cost
146
87
45
% High-Cost
10.4%
9.3%
16.4%
Total Originations
6,744
4,490
370
Upper-Incom e
High-Cost
246
159
43
% High-Cost
3.6%
3.5%
11.6%
Total Originations
8,672
5,626
679
Total
High-Cost
433
267
96
% High-Cost
5.0%
4.7%
14.1%
Note: Total also includes 520 loans for w hich no income data w as reported.
* Hispanic ethnicity is counted independently of race.

50
2
4.0%
459
18
3.9%
533
23
4.3%

14
2
14.3%
38
2
5.3%
54
4
7.4%

134
10
7.5%
1,387
24
1.7%
1,780
38
2.1%

134
11
8.2%
424
15
3.5%
577
27
4.7%

Low er-Incom e

Source: Federal Financial Institutions Examination Council, 2008 to 2010
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More parity was apparent among upper-income households. White
households were the least likely to have high-cost mortgages (3.5%) while
Asian households experienced a high-cost rate of 3.9%. The high-cost
mortgage rate for upper-income Hispanic households was 3.5% while
Black households experienced a high-cost loan rate more than three times
the rate of Hispanics (11.6%). Details appear in Figure 6-4.
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Observation
Lower-income Black and Other Race households are more likely to receive
high-cost mortgage loans than lower-income White or Asian households. In
addition, upper-income Black households are more likely to receive highcost mortgage loans than upper-income White, Hispanic, or Asian
households.
This trend places minority homeowners at greater risk for eviction, foreclosure,
and bankruptcy. This trend is also a possible indicator of discrimination.

An analysis of the distribution of high-cost loans by census tract across
New Rochelle did not uncover any heavy concentration. However, the five
tracts (62, 64, 57.02, 60, and 58) where high-cost mortgages constituted
more than 2.5% of all mortgage loans are all areas of minority and/or LMI
concentration.

iv.

Annual Trends

City of New Rochelle

Studying mortgage application data on an annual basis allows insight into
the influence of housing market trends on the behavior of applicants and
banks. Figure 6-5 illustrates annual change.
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Figure 6-5
Mortgage Application Loan Results by Year, 2008-10
#
Total loans
Applied for
Black
White
Asian
Hispanic*
Other race
No information/NA
Originated
Black
White
Asian
Hispanic*
Other race
No information/NA
Originated - High Cost
Black
White
Asian
Hispanic*
Other race
No information/NA
Denied
Black
White
Asian
Hispanic*
Other race
No information/NA

7,273
940
3,936
386
617
65
1,946
2,874
285
1,798
164
211
22
605
275
68
159
18
20
3
27
1,898
402
991
100
236
22
383

2009
%
100.0%
12.9%
54.1%
5.3%
8.5%
0.9%
26.8%
39.5%
30.3%
45.7%
42.5%
34.2%
33.8%
31.1%
9.6%
23.9%
8.8%
11.0%
9.5%
13.6%
4.5%
26.1%
42.8%
25.2%
25.9%
38.2%
33.8%
19.7%

#
7,173
562
3,922
435
463
56
2,198
3,031
198
1,990
198
186
22
623
111
14
78
5
4
1
13
1,566
215
864
88
135
20
379

2010
%
100.0%
7.8%
54.7%
6.1%
6.5%
0.8%
30.6%
42.3%
35.2%
50.7%
45.5%
40.2%
39.3%
28.3%
3.7%
7.1%
3.9%
2.5%
2.2%
4.5%
2.1%
21.8%
38.3%
22.0%
20.2%
29.2%
35.7%
17.2%

#
6,010
489
3,664
340
426
36
1,481
2,768
197
1,838
171
180
10
552
47
14
30
3
3
1,427
173
856
77
129
12
309

%
100.0%
8.1%
61.0%
5.7%
7.1%
0.6%
24.6%
46.1%
40.3%
50.2%
50.3%
42.3%
27.8%
37.3%
1.7%
7.1%
1.6%
0.0%
1.7%
0.0%
0.5%
23.7%
35.4%
23.4%
22.6%
30.3%
33.3%
20.9%

Note: Data is for home purchase, refinance and improvement loans for ow ner-occupied one-to-four family
and manufactured units. Other application outcomes include approved but not accepted, w ithdraw n,
incomplete or purchase by another institution.
* Hispanic ethnicity is counted independently of race.
Source: Federal Financial Institutions Examination Council, 2008-10

Housing markets across the country have experienced steep declines in
sales volume and mortgage applications since 2008 as a result of buyer
reticence in an unstable market. Similar to national trends, the number
of, applications in New Rochelle has decreased from 7,273 in 2008 to
7,173 in 2009 to 6,010 in 2010.
Over the course of the three years studied, the percentage of applications
that resulted in loan originations increased, on the whole and across all
racial and ethnic groups. The number of loans that were high-cost
dropped substantially each year, likely as a direct result of increasing
statutory control over predatory lending practices. It is also possible that
education and outreach related to borrowing has contributed to the
decline in high-cost loans. Between 2008 and 2010, the proportion of
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applications resulting in denials declined from 26.1% to 23.7%.
change also occurred across all minority groups.

This

Observation
Between 2008 and 2010, high-cost lending rates dropped substantially, on
the whole and across all racial and ethnic groups.
This is likely a direct result of increased statutory control over predatory lending
practices, as well as increasing borrower awareness.

B.

Real Estate Practices
New Rochelle is served by the Westchester Putnam Association of Realtors
(WPAR), a professional organization for real estate professionals who sell real
property and businesses that work in or with the real estate industry. The
organization provides a variety of services to its members, including education,
insurance, affinity programs and legislative representation. WPAR provided
Multiple Listing Service sales data to the City of New Rochelle for the purposes of
the AI and also participated in a telephone interview to provide detailed information
about the organization, its programs and the local real estate landscape.
WPAR has about 9,300 members across the region, including about 5,800 in
Westchester County. The demographic distribution of members is unclear. A
WPAR attempt to survey members a few years ago to obtain this information was
unsuccessful, as many perceived it as an invasion of privacy. However, one staff
member interviewed felt that the number of racial and ethnic minority members was
increasing, in part due to new membership from Realtors from the Bronx.

City of New Rochelle

In New York, anyone who 1) negotiates the sale, exchange, or rental of real
property, 2) collects rent or 3) negotiates a commercial loan secured by a mortgage
on behalf of someone else and for a fee must be licensed as a real estate broker.
Real estate salespeople are representatives of real estate brokers. In order to
qualify for a real estate salesperson’s license, the applicant must complete a 74hour state-approved pre-license course. The applicant must then successfully
pass the state and national portions of the qualifying examination.
Salespeople must renew their licenses every two years. Prior to renewal, all
licensed salespeople are required to complete 22.5 hours of approved continuing
education, including at least three hours of instruction pertaining to fair housing
and/or discrimination in the sale or rental of real property or an interest of real
property. This requirement does not apply to attorneys admitted to the New York
State bar or practicing brokers who have been licensed for at least 15 consecutive
years prior to July 2008.
In order to meet this continuing education requirement, WPAR provides a directory
of online and live courses. A wide variety of course topics are available, including
multiple curricula focused on federal fair housing laws and ADA legislation.
WPAR is very oriented toward fair housing issues. The organization conducts at
least two fair housing training sessions monthly, and it worked with the New York
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Board of Realtors to establish a baseline requirement in the continuing education
cycle of at least three hours of fair housing training every two years. Additionally,
WPAR has a strong relationship with Westchester Residential Opportunities
(WRO), a local fair housing advocate. WPAR hired WRO to operate a hotline
providing fair housing information exclusively for WPAR Realtors. WRO teaches at
many of WPAR’s fair housing workshops. Finally, WRO has conducted testing for
discrimination among local Realtors. Results indicated no questionable behavior or
complaints against Realtors in Westchester County.

C.

Real Estate Advertising
Under federal law, no advertisement with respect to the sale or rental of a dwelling
may indicate any preference, limitation, or discrimination because of race, color,
religion, sex, handicap, familial status or national origin. In addition, New York law
extends protection to persons based on sexual orientation, age, military status and
marital status.

The classified sections of The Journal News for April 1 and April 8, 2012, both
Sunday editions, were reviewed for this analysis. Additionally, online ads posted
at LoHud.com for New Rochelle as of April 12 were reviewed. The newspaper has
a circulation that extends beyond the Lower Hudson Valley, due in part to its
website and specialty publications such as Rockland Magazine. While some of the
few advertisements noted to include questionable language (as described below)
may be for properties located outside the City of New Rochelle, the review of ads
was conducted to determine the newspaper’s compliance with fair housing laws
and its own publisher’s policy.
The real estate section of the two printed Sunday editions was limited to a corner
of a single page, containing ads for home sales as well as rental opportunities.
The publisher’s policy on accepting advertisements was prominently displayed and
easy to read, stating that the Journal News reserves the right to edit, refuse, reject
or cancel an ad at any time. However, the policy did not include any language
about equal housing opportunity or discrimination. Even in the brief section of
classified ads devoted to real estate, the Journal News should state that it will not
knowingly accept any advertising for real estate that is in violation of the Fair
Housing Act.

Observation
On pages where space is devoted to real estate advertisements, the Journal
News should indicate a policy of refusing any ads in violation of the Fair
Housing Act.
Making this policy clear would help reduce the potential for discriminatory
advertising.

Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice

Publishers and advertisers are responsible under federal law for making, printing,
or publishing advertisements that violate the Fair Housing Act on its face. Thus,
they should not publish or cause to be published an advertisement that expresses
a preference, limitation or discrimination on the basis of race, color, religion, sex,
handicap, familial status, or national origin. The law, as found in the Fair Housing
Amendments Act of 1988, describes the use of words, photographs, symbols or
other approaches that are considered discriminatory.
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One printed ad for a home for sale noted that it would be “good for retiree.”
Another ad indicated “mature male preferred,” but as the ad was for a single room
in a presumably owner-occupied home, it does not violate the Fair Housing Act. A
general rule of thumb when advertising residential real estate for rent or for sale is
to describe the property, not the people who may occupy it.
Online, 537 properties were listed for sale in New Rochelle, many of which were
condominium or co-op units. Some ads referred to “coveted” or “desirable”
neighborhoods, which could be read as a veiled reference to the City’s traditionally
White enclaves. Otherwise, no questionable language was noted. None of the 37
online listings for homes to rent, nor any of the 65 apartment rental listings,
contained questionable language.

City of New Rochelle

Craigslist.org, a widely used site where classified ads can be posted and reviewed
free of charge, is generally susceptible to discriminatory advertising because no
publisher filters content before it is published. However, a cursory review of
housing-related ads for New Rochelle did not indicate any in violation of the Fair
Housing Act.
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7. Evaluation of Current Fair Housing Profile
Fair Housing Policies and Actions since the Previous AI
New Rochelle’s latest Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice was
adopted in 2008. This section contains actions reported in the community’s 2011
Comprehensive Annual Performance and Evaluation Report (CAPER), the latest
available, to address each of the impediments identified. While the reporting
period for this information was only one fiscal year, the reported actions provide a
representative picture of the City’s approach to mitigating fair housing problems.
Impediment 1:

Impediment 2:

Based on the experience of the City’s Section 8 Office and
NRMHA, there is some incidence of reluctance among landlords
and large, privately owned apartment complexes to rent to
Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher tenants


Staff contacts landlords who have declined to rent to voucher
holders to dispel misconceptions about Section 8 program
requirements and regulations.



Staff worked with local real estate agents to encourage
participation of landlords who have buildings in low-poverty
census tracts.



Staff distributed voucher program fact sheets to landlords
and tenants inquiring about the program.



Staff consistently posted information on the City’s website to
keep landlords informed of any regulatory changes.

Inadequate supply of affordable housing in New Rochelle


Impediment 3:

The City has approved $1.6 million in HOME funds from
2008 to 2011 to build a 39-unit complex for low-income
seniors.
Construction began in September 2011, and
marketing for the units is expected to begin in June 2012.

Lack of vacant land available to build affordable housing projects


The City conducted a needs assessment of the West End
neighborhood, which, among other things, identified vacant
land available for the development of new affordable housing
units.



The City has initiated the process of updating its
Comprehensive Plan as part of a regional HUD planning
grant to identify sites for transit-oriented market-rate and
affordable housing sites.



The Westchester County Buildout Analysis completed in
October 2010 indicates that the City is not 100% built out to
capacity.
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Impediment 4:

Lack of accessible housing units for the disabled


Impediment 5:

Presence of lead-based paint in the City’s aging housing stock as
a limitation of housing choice for families with small children


Impediment 6:

City of New Rochelle
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The City received information from Westchester Residential
Opportunities addressing these issues and could develop a
program to disseminate this information to the public.

Limited awareness of fair housing rights and predatory lending
banking practices


B.

The City relies on the efforts of Westchester County as the
lead agency for lead-based paint removal, referring any
owners with lead-based paint problems to the County’s
“Lead-Safe Westchester” program.

Discriminatory practices of co-op boards in approving potential
purchasers


Impediment 7:

The City approved an application for $1.6 million in HOME
funds for the Shiloh Senior Housing complex to build 39
affordable senior rental units that will be fully accessible by
ADA standards.

The City posted flyers about several workshops conducted
by Westchester Residential Opportunities and Community
Housing Innovations on its website and distributed the flyers
to CDBG subrecipients.

Current Fair Housing Activities
As reported in the Entitlement Spending section of the AI, the City of New Rochelle
no longer allocates CDBG funds for the provision of pure fair housing services,
such as the educational workshops previously provided by Westchester Residential
Opportunities (WRO). Low turnout and low interest in the workshops, given the
increasing pressure of continually diminished federal grant funding, led the City to
discontinue these efforts. Research for the current AI has demonstrated that there
is still a need in the community for educational and outreach efforts related to rights
and responsibilities under the Fair Housing Act and related state and local laws.
Particularly, in order for the City to uphold its certification to affirmatively further fair
housing choice, it must ensure that subrecipients of CDBG and HOME funds carry
out projects and programs in ways that meet this aim. More training on
accessibility requirements of new construction and substantial rehabilitation is
needed for design professionals and City staff who do related work. And finally,
testing results and local fair housing complaints indicate that additional education
and outreach is needed in the private market, especially for rental housing.
The work of City staff to promote widespread acceptance of Section 8 vouchers is
an appropriate strategy to address the continued concentration of voucher holders
in impacted areas of the City. Historic settlement patterns and the prevalence of
extremely expensive single-family housing in the City’s north end continue to

present barriers to the complete integration of voucher holders in the community,
as NRMHA’s payment standard of 108% of the area fair market rent is insufficient
to afford units in some neighborhoods. Currently, only four voucher households
live in the north end. In order to provide choice in a wider array of high-opportunity
areas, the City could consider partnership with a voucher mobility initiative, such as
the Enhanced Section 8 Outreach Program based in Yonkers, which works to
place voucher holders in traditionally White areas of Westchester County.
The City works within the increasingly tight constraints of its federal funding
sources to meet a variety of community needs. CDBG funds are devoted primarily
to public facilities/infrastructure and public service activities, while housing activities
are supported through the HOME program. The City’s HOME allocation was
slashed in half for FY 2012, a circumstance that threatens the City’s continued
ability to provide affordable housing opportunities.
The City’s continued implementation of the Affordable Housing Ordinance will
become increasingly important as the housing market rebounds from the crisis
state it entered shortly after the ordinance’s adoption in 2006. The ordinance
makes clear the City’s acknowledgement that housing opportunities for lowerincome residents are extremely limited by high housing costs, and it is written in a
way that will compel meaningful compliance. Other land use and zoning provisions
also help to affirmatively further fair housing in New Rochelle, including flexibility in
lot size and setback requirements, increasing density along major corridors and the
acceptance of group homes for persons with disabilities in all residential areas.

Advocacy Organizations
The New Rochelle Human Rights Commission is empowered to conduct
educational and outreach efforts in the City, including those related to fair housing.
According to interviews during the development of the AI, the Commission does not
deal with many fair housing issues. Limited by a lack of economic resources and
the authorities granted in local statute, the organization functions within research
and education, but cannot pursue people or groups accused of discrimination. The
Commission refers fair housing complaints it receives to the Westchester County
Human Rights Commission, which has a much greater degree of power (including
power to issue subpoenas and to issue fines). Additionally, the County’s Human
Rights Commission can provide protection to a greater number of protected
classes, by virtue of the County’s more comprehensive fair housing law.

Observation
The New Rochelle Human Rights Commission has as its primary purpose
education, outreach and mediation. It is not empowered to pursue
complaints or subpoena individuals. Housing discrimination complaints
are referred to the more powerful Westchester County Human Rights
Commission.
However, the education and outreach activities of the Commission are important
to broadening awareness of fair housing issues in New Rochelle.
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The City has a strong and capable partner in Westchester Residential
Opportunities (WRO), a non-profit fair housing advocacy organization that provides
a range of services, including education and outreach, discrimination testing,
training workshops, foreclosure counseling and senior counseling. WRO is the
lead agency on Access to Home, a community collaborative to reduce housing
barriers for low-income persons with disabilities. WRO works with property owners
to approve proposed accessibility work and contracts with local firms to make
substantial improvements such as widening doorways, lowering kitchen cabinets,
bathroom modifications, upgrading exterior ramps or installing lifts, usually without
cost to the consumer, homeowner or landlord. During the development of the AI,
New Rochelle’s Department of Development indicated that it would consider WRO
in this capacity as a potential partner for its housing rehabilitation program, should
that program continue.

Observation

City of New Rochelle

Westchester Residential Opportunities is a high-capacity fair housing
advocacy organization providing an array of services. To the extent that
funds allow, New Rochelle should engage WRO in providing training,
outreach and potential partnership to increase accessible housing
opportunities through its housing rehabilitation program, should that
program continue.
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8. General Fair Housing Observations
This section of the AI is a summary of general observations included in earlier sections of the
report. General observations include the results of primary and secondary research that define
the underlying conditions, trends, and context for fair housing planning in the City. These
observations in and of themselves do not necessarily constitute impediments to fair housing
choice. Rather, they establish a contextual framework for the impediments to fair housing choice
that are presented in the following section of the AI.

Demographic and Housing Market Observations
i.

Population growth in New Rochelle, spurred by a continuing increase of
foreign-born households, outpaces other areas of Westchester County.

ii.

The City’s non-White population has expanded substantially since 1990.
Hispanics have become the largest minority group, now representing
27.8% of all residents. Blacks represent 19.2%.

iii.

By the City’s definition, 12 of 16 tracts in New Rochelle qualify as areas of
racial or ethnic concentration.23 This includes eight Black AOCs, three
Asian AOCs and 10 Hispanic AOCs, many of which overlap. Black and
Hispanic AOCs are focused in the southern half of the City.

iv.

By national standards, New Rochelle is moderately well integrated.
However, 40.8% of Black households, 20.7% of Asian households and
48.5% of Hispanic households would need to move throughout the City for
the City to achieve perfect spatial integration.

v.

Blacks and Hispanics experienced poverty at much higher rates than
Whites and Asians in 2010. They also had the lowest median household
incomes among racial and ethnic groups.

vi.

Lower household incomes among Blacks and Hispanics are reflected in
lower home ownership rates when compared to Whites and Asians.

vii.

Lower incomes for these minority groups also translate to a substantially
diminished range of home purchase options.

viii.

Black households are disproportionately represented among those on the
waiting lists for public housing and Housing Choice Vouchers, indicating a
disproportionate need among this protected class for affordable housing.

ix.

All but three of the low- and moderate-income block groups within New
Rochelle are located within racially or ethnically concentrated tracts.
These impacted areas are located exclusively in the City’s southern half.

x.

Persons with disabilities were much more likely to live in poverty than
persons without disabilities.

xi.

Female-headed households with children account for more than half of all
families living below the level of poverty in New Rochelle.

xii.

Blacks and Hispanics were more likely than Whites to be unemployed in
New Rochelle in 2010.

xiii.

The greatest gain in housing units since 2000 has occurred in the City’s
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New Rochelle’s 2008-2012 Consolidated Plan defines areas of racial or minority concentration as those where
the percentage of minority residents exceeds the countywide average.
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southern areas, including impacted block groups.
xiv.
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New Rochelle has a relatively expansive share of multi-family rental units
of various types. However, the geographic distribution across the City is
uneven, with multi-family units representing less than 5% of the housing
stock in northern areas and more than 75% of the stock in southern areas.

Other Observations
i.

Because there is little space within the City’s borders for development,
meeting the City’s changing housing needs will require creative
approaches, such as building “up,” allowing for higher densities in the
downtown core and around transit nodes, and finding ways to deliver
smaller, affordable and accessible units for seniors who are unable to
maintain larger, older homes.

ii.

Between 2008 and 2010, high-cost lending rates dropped substantially, on
the whole and across all racial and ethnic groups. This is likely a direct
result of increased statutory control over predatory lending practices, as
well as increasing borrower awareness.

iii.

New Rochelle’s Affordable Housing Ordinance is a strongly written policy
that addresses the community’s continuing need to create housing
opportunities for lower-income populations.

iv.

Group homes of any size are permitted to locate in any residential district
of New Rochelle. This policy allows for maximum housing choice for
persons with disabilities, which is critical, given the limited availability of
accessible units in the City.

v.

A robust and well-connected public transit system continues to be one of
New Rochelle’s most important community assets.

9. Impediments to Fair Housing Choice
Public Sector
i.

The real estate market in New Rochelle remains prohibitively
expensive.
Less than 4% of the homes sold in 2011 were priced at levels affordable to
households making the median income for Whites ($70,705). Even fewer
would have been affordable to households making the much lower median
incomes for Blacks and Hispanics. The price of real estate in New Rochelle
and the lack of lots available and suited for new housing make the
development of new affordable housing structures extremely difficult.
Costs are steep for renters as well. Between 1990 and 2010, the median
gross rent in New Rochelle increased 27.9%, while real household
decreased 14.6%, after adjusting for inflation. The result of this gap is that
housing costs have become relatively more expensive. The City has lost
60% of its units that were renting for less than $700 in 2000, due to removal
from the inventory or price increase.
By comparison, there was a
substantial increase in the number of units renting for more than $1,000.
The loss of units renting for less than $700 in the City restricts housing
choice for minorities, who have significantly lower incomes than Whites, and
who are more likely to be renters. Additionally, the balance of Westchester
County has lost lower-priced apartments at an even greater rate, which
suggests that the City now holds a greater share of the region’s affordably
priced rental housing.
Minimum-wage and single-income households generally cannot afford a twobedroom housing unit renting for the HUD fair market rent. Persons with
disabilities receiving a monthly SSI check for $228 as their sole source of
income cannot afford a one-bedroom unit renting at the fair market rate of
$1,342 in Westchester County.
Finally, the tax burden in Westchester County factors considerably into
housing costs. In New Rochelle, the owner of a house valued at $600,000
would be responsible to pay about $1,600 per month in property taxes alone.
Action Step:

The City should continue to support and advance
initiatives to promote the creation of affordable
housing opportunities, such as its Affordable
Housing Ordinance.

Action Step:

The City should collaborate with affordable
housing developers to identify suitable properties
in non-impacted areas and be prepared to act
quickly when an acquisition opportunity arises.
The City should seek out ways to promote
deconcentration by providing appropriate
financial or other assistance to facilitate new
units in areas of opportunity.

Action Step:

The City should identify and support creative
approaches
to
expanding
fair
housing
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opportunity, such as mixed-finance development
initiatives with private-sector and/or mixed-use
developers.

ii.

Continued cutbacks in federal funding threaten the continued ability of
the City to provide affordable housing opportunities.
Federal budget cuts in recent years, particularly in formula grant allocations
for 2012, have severely reduced the funds available to New Rochelle for
housing and community development undertakings.
Between 2011 and 2012, the amount of HOME funds available to the City
dropped 50.4%. Additionally, due to the terms of its fair housing settlement,
Westchester County is less likely to finance affordable housing
developments in higher-minority areas such as New Rochelle.

City of New Rochelle
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Action Step:

The Affordable Housing Fund represents one
innovative method of bolstering the resources
available to expand the availability of decent,
affordable housing in the City. The City should
strive to maintain its current housing activity level
by exploring other revenue sources.

Action Step:

In planning for the allocation of future diminished
budgets, the City should prioritize projects that
will most effectively and reliably advance the aim
of creating affordable housing opportunities in
non-impacted areas.

Additional education and outreach is needed regarding rights and
responsibilities under the Fair Housing Act, state, County and local
laws.
While testing results indicate that the Westchester-Putnam Association of
Realtors is well versed in fair housing issues, testing results elsewhere and
discrimination complaints in the private market indicate a need for better
awareness of fair housing rights and responsibilities. Particularly, CDBG
and HOME subrecipients must fully understand their requirements to
affirmatively further fair housing; design professionals and City staff would
benefit from additional education on accessibility requirements; co-op
boards should be aware that they are subject to fair housing laws; and
additional landlord outreach is needed to reduce instances of unlawful
discrimination.
Westchester Residential Opportunities continues to conduct testing in New
Rochelle and accept fair housing complaints originating in the City, but the
City no longer pays the organization to conduct fair housing trainings, due to
limited funds and previous low turnout at such events. However, allocating
even 1% within the public service category of the CDBG budget to some
form of pure fair housing activity would help to address the need for greater
awareness of fair housing rights and responsibilities. Perceived low interest
in voluntary fair housing training could be addressed by targeting education
to particular HOME projects on the basis of need.

Action Step:

iv.

The City should engage WRO to provide pure
fair housing services, but in a way that is tailored
specifically to New Rochelle’s needs.

The age and condition of housing stock in New Rochelle limit the
housing opportunities available to persons with disabilities.

v.

Action Step:

The City should engage WRO through its Access
to Home program to increase accessible housing
opportunities as a part of the City’s housing
rehabilitation program.

Action Step:

The City should arrange training workshops for
design professionals and City staff on the topic
of accessibility features and requirements for
new construction and substantial rehabilitation.
Achieving greater compliance with accessibility
requirements will expand the housing options
available to persons with disabilities.

Action Step:

NRMHA should update its Section 504 Needs
Assessment to evaluate the extent to which its
existing stock meets the needs of the City’s
lower-income disabled population and, expand
the number of accessible units available and add
a preference for those with disabilities.

Action Step:

The City should finance ADA accessibility
renovations as feasible, such as elevator
installations, to increase the extent to which older
housing structures are available to persons with
disabilities.

Some of the policy documents used by the City of New Rochelle and
the New Rochelle Municipal Housing Authority could be improved,
from a fair housing perspective.
Currently, the HOME project selection criteria do not consider the ability of
projects to further desegregate the City. New Rochelle’s certification to
affirmatively further fair housing requires the City to engage in proactive
efforts to expand housing opportunities beyond impacted areas. Adding this
criterion to the project selection process would be a relatively simple and
effective way to do so.
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Older multi-family structures are commonly considered exempt from the
accessibility standards that apply today, and the amount of public funding
available to support accessibility modifications of single-family housing has
been reduced. Additionally, disabled persons in need of reasonable
accommodation or modification commonly report the unlawful refusal of
those requests, which indicates that landlords may not fully understand their
responsibilities under the Fair Housing Act.
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To achieve guidance with March 2012 changes to HUD program regulation,
NRMHA must update the ACOP to add gender identity as a protected class,
and it must update the Section 8 Admin Plan to add sexual orientation,
gender identity and marital status. Public housing authorities, like all HUD
funding recipients, may no longer discriminate on these grounds.
While it is likely that NRMHA allows reasonable accommodation for animals
serving persons with disabilities, the pet policy contained in the ACOP does
not specifically make this exception. The authority should amend the ACOP
to exempt service animals for persons with disabilities from its pet policy as
appropriate.

vi.

Action Step:

In its evaluation of proposed HOME projects, the
City should give priority preference to proposals
that
would
provide
affordable
housing
opportunities in non-impacted areas.

Action Step:

NRMHA must update the protected classes in
both the ACOP and Section 8 Administrative
Plan to comply with new HUD program
regulations protecting the bases of sexual
orientation, gender identity and marital status.

Action Step:

NRMHA should amend its Section 8
Administrative Plan to allow exemption from the
pet policy for animals serving persons with
disabilities.

There is a lack of land within the City available and suitable for
housing development.

City of New Rochelle

With so little land available for development, the City should consider higherdensity housing along major commercial thoroughfares with existing public
transit service and around the Intermodal Transportation Center. One of
New Rochelle’s most important assets is its connections to strong public
transit systems. The City could leverage this asset by capitalizing on
opportunities to create higher-density housing, including affordable housing,
in areas well served by transit.
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Action Step:

City policy, including the new Comprehensive
Plan,
should
expand
transit-oriented
development provisions to connect housing of
various types and price points to jobs and other
amenities.

Action Step:

The City should continue to encourage creative
approaches to zoning and land use, such as
allowing for residential uses above street level in
appropriate areas and higher-density housing
along major corridors.

vii.

Housing Choice Voucher holders have limited housing options outside
of impacted areas.
HUD imposes a fair market rent level that can be paid for Housing Choice
Voucher units, allowing housing authorities to set their payment standards
between 90% and 110% of that threshold. The New Rochelle Municipal
Housing Authority and the City’s voucher program both pay up to 108% of
the fair market rent. However, in some areas of the City, the HUD fair
market rent is still insufficient to afford a unit. Therefore, voucher holders
are concentrated in the southern end of the City, while only four voucher
holders live in the northern end.
The City should continue its proactive approach
to voucher mobility, contacting landlords directly
to dispel misconceptions about the program and
recruiting a broader base of landlord participants.

Action Step:

NRMHA and the City’s Section 8 Office should
partner with the Enhanced Section 8 Outreach
Program based in Yonkers, which works to place
voucher holders in traditionally low-poverty,
White neighborhoods of Westchester County.

Private Sector
i.

Mortgage lending data from 2008 to 2010 suggests that racial
minorities are more likely to experience mortgage application denial or
high-cost lending than White applicants.
Over the course of the three years studied, with the exception of Asian
households, upper-income minority households experienced denial rates
that were higher than those of lower-income White households. This pattern
could indicate discrimination. Additionally, rejections for minority applicants
were less likely to be accompanied by a reason for denial.
Lower-income Black and Other Race households are more likely to receive
high-cost mortgage loans than lower-income White or Asian households. In
addition, upper-income Black households are more likely to receive highcost mortgage loans than upper-income White, Hispanic, or Asian
households. This trend places minority homeowners at greater risk for
eviction, foreclosure, and bankruptcy.
Action Step:

The City should evaluate the extent to which
housing counseling is available to provide credit
repair advice to members of the protected
classes, to ensure to the extent possible that
they have access to means of improving their
ability to obtain and maintain decent, affordable
housing.
In the case that counseling is
unavailable, inadequate or not well advertised,
the City should work with its community partners
to increase its availability and use.

Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice

B.

Action Step:

109

10. Fair Housing Action Plan
Goals

Strategies to Meet Goals

Responsible
Entities

Benchmark

Year to be
Completed

Proposed
Investment

Impediment #1: The real estate market in New Rochelle remains very expensive.
Expand the array of
affordable rental and
ownership housing
opportunities available
in the city.

A. Support and advance initiatives to
promote the creation of affordable
housing opportunities.

Department of
Development

B. Collaborate with affordable housing
developers to identify suitable
properties in non-impacted areas. Be
prepared to act quickly when an
acquisition opportunity arises.

A. Continuation of
Affordable Housing
program, initiation of
any other related
efforts

A. Ongoing

B. Annually
B. Inventory of suitable
properties, strategy for
acquisition and
development

C. Seek out ways to promote
deconcentration by providing
appropriate financial or other
assistance to facilitate new units in
areas of opportunity.

C. Annually
C. Successful
projects in nonimpacted block groups
D. Annually
D. Identification of and
progress on such
projects

D. Identify and support creative
approaches to expanding housing
opportunity, such as mixed-finance
development initiatives with privatesector and/or mixed-use developers.

Impediment #2: Continued cutbacks in federal funding threaten the continued ability of the city to provide affordable housing opportunities.
A. Continue to make affordable
housing investments as resources
allow

Select and implement
projects that will most
effectively and reliably
advance fair housing
goals.

C. Annually review slate of projects to
determine how well desegregation
goals are being served, adjust
activities as appropriate

City of New Rochelle

Endeavor to maintain
existing housing activity
levels by securing
alternate funding
methods and/or
sources.
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B. Identify and support collaborative
approaches to project financing

Department of
Development

A. Creation of
A. Annually
affordable housing
opportunities (number
of units reported in
CAPER)
B. Ongoing
B. Successful project
implementation
C. Annually
C. Maps of investment

Date
Completed

Goals

Strategies to Meet Goals

Responsible
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Benchmark

Year to be
Completed

Proposed
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Date
Completed

Impediment #3: Additonal education and outreach is needed regarding rights and responsibilities under fair housing laws.
Ensure that specifically A. Re-engage WRO to provide targeted A. Department of
Development
workshop and training services to
targeted program
material is implemented particular populations
to broaden awareness
of city staff members,
landlords, design
professionals and grant
subrecipients, as well
as the general public.

A. Number of persons A. Starting in
trained
FY 2013
B. Number of
workshops provided

Impediment #4: The age and condition of housing stock in New Rochelle limit the housing opportunities available to persons with disabilities.

Promote a greater
degree of compliance
with laws governing
accessibility features of
newly constructed and
substantially
rehabilitated buildings.
Expand the number of
accessible, affordable
units available.

A. Engage WRO through its Access to A. Department of
Home program to increase accessible Development
housing opportunities as part of the
city's housing rehabilitation program,
should that program continue.

A. Number of units
completed

A. Annually

B. Arrange training workshops for
design professionals and city staff on
the topic of accessibility features.

B. Department of
Development

B. Number of persons B. Annually
trained

C. Update the Section 504 Needs
Assessment to evaluate the extent to
which existing public housing stock
serves the needs of the lower-income
disabled population.

C. NRMHA

C. Completion of
assessment,
transition plan (if
necessary)

D. Expand the number of accessible
public housing units.

D. NRMHA

E. Add a public housing admissions
preference for disabled persons.

E. NRMHA

D. 2017
D. Increase in the
number of accessible
E. 2013
units

C. 2013

E. Policy amendment
F. Ongoing

F. Provide support to install or improve F. Department of
accessibility features in older housing Development
F. Completion of
projects

Impediment #5: Some of the policy documents used by the city and NRMHA could be improved, from a fair housing perspective.
Ensure that all public
policy documents are
consistent with the aim
of affirmatively furthering
fair housing.

A. Add priority in the HOME project
selection process for projects that
would provide affordable housing
opportunities in non-impacted areas

A. Department of
Development

B. Update the protected classes in the B. NRMHA, City
Section 8 Office
ACOP and Section 8 Admin Plan to
comply with new HUD program
regulations protecting the bases of
marital status, sexual orientation and
gender identity
C. Amend the Section 8 Admin Plan to C. NRMHA, City
allow exemption from the pet policy for Section 8 Office
animals serving persons with
disabilities

Amended documents

Starting in
2013
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Remove barriers to
accessibility in the city's
rental and owner
housing stock to the
extent that resources
allow.
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Impediment #6: There is a lack of land within the city available and suitable for housing development.
Strategically leverage
A. Include in the new Comprehensive
existing opportunities to Plan an overarching statement of
create affordable
intention to affirmatively further fair
housing.
housing and policy to expand transitoriented development provisions to
Create new
connect housing of various types and
opportunities for
price points to jobs and other
housing development by amenities
employing innovative,
flexible approaches.
B. Continue to encourage innovative
approaches to zoning and land use,
such as allowing for residential uses
above street level in appropriate areas
and higher densities along major
corridors

A. Department of
Development

A. Completed
Comprehensive Plan

A. 2013

B. Department of
Development

B. Expansion of
B. Ongoing
housing development
opportunities and
updated zoning
ordinance

Impediment #7: Housing Choice Voucher holders have limited housing options outside of impacted areas.
Enhance the mobility of
voucher holders.

A. Continue a proactive approach to
A. NRMHA, City
voucher mobility, contacting landlords Section 8 Office
directly to dispel misconceptions about
the program and recruiting a broader
base of landlord participants

A. Distribution of
voucher holders

A. Ongoing

B. Investigate the Enhanced Section 8 B. NRMHA, City
Outreach Program based in Yonkers to Section 8 Office
determine feasibility of partnership in
placing voucher holders in traditionally
low-poverty, White neighborhoods of
the County.

B. Determination on
feasibility, potential
collaboration

B. 2013

Impediment #8: Mortgage lending data suggests that minorities are more likely to experience denials and high-cost lending.
Empower minority
borrowers.

City of New Rochelle

Promote equal
treatment in the local
lending market.
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A. Evaluate the extent to which housing A. Department of
and credit counseling is available,
Development
especially to members of the protected
classes. In the case that counseling is
unavailable, inadequate or not well
advertised, work with community
partners to increase its availability and
use

A. Improvements in
A. Ongoing
parity indicated by
future Home Mortgage
Disclosure Act data

11. Signature Page for the City
By my signature I certify that the Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice for the
City of New Rochelle is in compliance with the intent and directives of the regulations of
the Community Development Block Grant, HOME Investment Partnerships Program and
other programs.

__________________________________________________________
Charles B. Strome, III., City Manager
___________________________
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Appendix A

City of New Rochelle

Chart of Stakeholders Consulted
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