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IMPACT ON PENFIELD

This section will review the impact of the
recommendations of this Task Force on
various public services in the Town. Certain
services can be handled with relative ease.
For example, in telephone conversations
officials at Rochester Gas and Electric
Company, Rochester Telephone Company and the
Monroe County Water Authority assured the
Task Force that the gas, electric, telephone
and water services will be readily extended
to all housing developments in the Town of
Penfield.

Sanitary Sewers

In contrast the sanitary sewer situation is
too complicated to be dealt with effectively
within the scope of the activities of this
Task Force. At present there is insuffic-
ient capacity to handle 2000 additional
dwelling units in Penfield, regardless of
their location or cost. In fact, certain
approved developments cannot start
construction until portions of the sanitary
sewer problem are resolved. The Town Board
is aware of these problems and is evaluating
solutions. This Task Force assumes that
satisfactory solutions will be identified
and that the appropriate action will be
taken to permit the normal growth of Pen-
field as well as the construction of the
recommended moderate income housing.

Roads, Traffic and Shopping

The Penfield Conservation Board has as one
of its responsibilities the evaluation of
Penfield's road network and traffic
patterns. As specific proposals for
moderate income housing are presented to
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the Planning Board and Town Board, this
Task Force asks that the Conservation
Board analyze the anticipated impact of
each development on the traffic load and
patterns. Properly located housing and
properly planned roads will present no
major problems.

Our concern regarding shopping is less
with quantity than with quality. It is
reasonably certain that proposals for
shopping centers and commercial services
will be forthcoming as housing, either
moderate or high income, expands. The
Town Board and Planning Board must be
careful that only well designed, attract-
ive shopping areas, such as Browncroft
Corners, be approved. A repeat of the
Panorama Plaza situation must be
avoided.

Public Transportation

At the present time a moderate amount of
public transportation to and from the
town of Penfield exists.

Trailways has approximately 17 buses/day
from downtown Rochester to Penfield. They
travel along Penfield Road to Fairport/
Webster Road, to Whalen Road, to Five
Mile Line Road. The first bus leaves
Rochester at 6:40 A.M. and the last at
9:30 P.M. The fare from Rochester to
Penfield is $.50. This service has
some variation on weekends.

The R.T.S. route to Webster crosses
Penfield on Browncroft Blvd. and Creek
Street. Also, R.T.S. has a number of
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charter buses from Penfield to Kodak.

R.T.S. is looking into "Park and Ride"
service from Panorama Plaza to Rochester
and from Fairport along State Route 250
to Xerox in Webster. Both Park and Ride
projects are in the planning stages and
will be put into service if the need
exists.

School System - Capacity

In discussions with Penfield School
Board members and Administrators it was
concluded that public school age children
from the moderate income housing develop-
ments already proposed could be handled
within present facilities. They were
aware that the bulk of the increase from
present proposals would be in the area
now served by Harris Hill School.

They indicated that the increase in
school population from moderate income
housing would be gradual as not all the
homes would be built at one time. This
would help assimilation. Also, they
indicated the proposed Middle School
reorganization plan would provide
increased capacity at Harris Hill.
Lastly, if in the future the increase could
not be handled by Harris Hill, the lines
within the School District could be
redrawn. This has occurred over the
years as the population has grown.

Both board members and administrators
asked that they be kept informed of
proposed housing developments as early as
possible, so that their plans for the
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school system can always reflect latest
information. The Webster School System
must also be advised of proposed
developments in the areas of the Town of
Penfield which it covers.

School System - Tax Impact

It is possible to measure the impact of a
moderate income development on school taxes,
and to compare this impact with that of a
"normal" development. Since, however, the
New York State School State Aid formula is
dependent on some factors that are three
years old, these impacts can accurately be
calculated by assuming the two developments
were constructed three years ago. Since
we know the actual district assessed
valuation and state aid in those years, the
changes caused by either a moderate income
(high density) development or a high
income (low density) development can be
calculated.

The data in the following comparison has
been compiled and the computations prepared
by the Center for Governmental Research
Inc. (See Appendix M on page 48 for detailed
computations.)



High Density
Assumptions Development

Low Density
Development

Area
Density per acre
Number of dwelling units
Selling Price/Unit

Public school-age children
per dwelling unit

Number of these children
Net Cost/pupil
Total additional cost

Average full value tax rate
Average assessed value tax rate
Assessed Valuation
Property Tax Paid

37 acres
9.5
350

$ 18,400.00

.5
175

$ 1,308.16
$228,928.00

$ 22.98
62.112

$2,382 3800.00
$147,872.00

37 acres
1.75
65

$ 37.500.00

1.75
115

$ 1,308.16
$ 150,438.40

$ 22.98
$ 62.112
$ 901,875.00
$ 55,980.00

-. q E-4
H
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Effect on School Property Tax Rate
High density Low Density
Development Development

Full Value Tax Rate

1 year old development
2 year old development
3 year old (& subsequent years)

Q -4 Assessed Value Tax Rate
C H

H3 ms 1 year old development
2 year old development

X 3 year old(& subsequent years)

+.21

+.21
-.06
-,02

+,43

.43
+.15
-.01

+1.17
+.405
-.0297

+.594
-.162
-.054
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The conclusions from the above are:

1. Both developments cause an increase
in the school property tax rate in
the Penfield School District in the
first year.

2. The increase caused by the high
income (low density) development is
twice as high as the increase caused
by the moderate income development
in the first year. ($1.17 per/1000
vs. .59 per/1000).

3. The moderate income development
(high density) causes a decrease in
the school property tax rate in the
second and subsequent years.

4. The residents in the moderate
income development are paying
their "fair share" - in fact,
better than the residents in the
high income development.
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APPENDIX A

PENFIELD HOUSING TASK FORCE "CHARTER"

Preamble

The Penfield Town Board recognizes that a
shortage of moderate income housing exists
in the County of Monroe, and that the Town
of Penfield has a responsibility to help
alleviate that shortage. We hereby create
the Penfield Housing Task Force and charge
it with the following purpose.

Purpose

To analyze the various presently existing
methods* by which moderate income housing
can be built in Penfield and to recommend
the types and quantity that should be built.
The recommendations of the Housing Task
Force may also include: 1) Identification
of general or specific locations for
moderate income housing in Penfield, and
2) changes, if any, needed in the Penfield
Zoning laws to permit the construction of
the recommended moderate income housing.

*The work "method" is intended to include
two distinct factors: 1) types of
construction (e.g. single family, duplex,
multiplex, etc.) and, 2) ways in which
moderate income housing can be authorized
and financed by private and governmental
institutions and organizations.

Scope

In preparing recommendations the Housing
Task Force should consider the following
subjects:
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APPENDIX A (Cont'd)

- The opinions and attitudes of the people
of Penfield.

- The probable impact the recommendations
of the Task Force will have on the
present residents of the Town.

- Penfield's present population, including:
age, income, location of employment,
mobility.

- Penfield's present housing, including:
age of housing, property values, cost
of construction, housing mix.

- Penfield's geography, including:
important, unique, topographical
features, drainage problem areas, etc.

- Penfield's public facilities, including:
sewer system (before and after Pure
Waters project, roads and highways,
school systems (Penfield, Webster,
parochial), shopping areas, parks,
public transportation, public
utilities, water supply.

- The Penfield Master Plan.

- Penfield's Zoning Ordinance, including
the P.U.D.Ordinance and the Proposed
Revised Zoning Ordinance prepared for
the Town by the Monroe County Planning
Council in 1966.

- All relevant information and data avail-
able from: Penfield Town Board, Penfield
Planning Board, Penfield Zoning Board
of Appeals, Penfield Conservation Board,
various public and private resource
centers (e.g.Rochester Center for
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APPENDIX A (Cont'd)

Governmental and Community Research,
Inc.), the previous Penfield Housing
Committee (Heininger Committee),
builders and builder's associations.

Composition

The Housing Task Force shall be comprised
of residents of the Town of Penfield. The
Chairman shall be Pierre Coste, 107
Woodhaven Drive. The Co-Chairman shall
be Dr. J.Donald Hare, 52 Farmbrook Drive.
Sub-committees of the Housing Task Force
may be established as needed.

Funding

The Town of Penfield will provide funding
in the amount of $500.00 to the Housing
Task Force. Funds will be released only
with the approval of the Town Board after
review of the specific purpose for which
the funds are required. The funding is
not intended as remuneration for Task
Force members services, but rather to
purchase such services as may be needed to
carry out the Task Force's objectives.

Completion of Recommendations

The goal of the Housing Task Force will
be to present its recommendations to the
Penfield Town Board at its June 5, 1972
meeting.
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- The Monroe County Planning Council
suggests that the Moderate Income
range is from $5,500 to $11,000,
depending on family size.

As contrasted to Moderate Income, "Low
Income" families are generally considered
to be families who could qualify for
public housing. The Rochester Housing
Authority has the following net annual
income limits for admission:

Low Income Limit

One Person - $4,200

Two Persons - $5,200

Four Persons - $5,900

Six Persons - $6,800

Eight Persons - $7,800

The F.H.A. (H.U.D.) limits, which are
often used as moderate income limits,
are set at 135% of the Public Housing
limits.
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APPENDIX C

OPINION SURVEY - TABULATED QUESTIONNAIRE

Dear Penfield Resident,

We invite your participation in an
opinion survey which will provide some basic
information about the views of town resi-
dents on the subject of moderate income
housing. Your honest opinions as a Penfield
resident would be greatly appreciated.

At the regular meeting of March 6, 1972
the Penfield Town Board created the Penfield
Housing Task Force. The task force was
given the responsibility "to analyze the
various existing methods by which moderate
income housing can be built in Penfield and
to recommend the types and quantity that
should be built." A fundamental require-
ment was that the Task Force actively
involve as many Penfield Residents as
possible.

You are one of approximately 2,300
persons randomly selected from the Town's
voter registration lists to participate in
the survey. Results of the survey will be
made public as part of the Housing Task
Force's report to be presented at the June
5, 1972 meeting of the Town Board (Penfield
Town Hall, 8:00 P.M.).

Please complete the enclosed question-
naire at your earliest convenience and
return it to the Town Hall in the envelope
provided. Tabulation of replies will
begin shortly.



529
EXHIBIT A

APPENDIX C (Cont'd)

IMPO R T A N T

All replies will remain completely
anonymous.
Your participation is very important
to the success of the survey.

Thank you for your interest.

Robert A. Peterson
Survey Coordinator
152 Willow Bend Drive
Penfield, New York 14526

Penfield Housing Task Force

Philip Bailey
Wendy Bickmore
Alan Bernstein
Pierre Costs
Roy Everson
Joseph Prate
Thomas Hammond
J.Donald Hare
Clarence Heininger
Max Holtzberg
Thomas Johnston
Evelyn Landon
David O'Brien
Cornelia Patten
Robert Peterson
Barbara Ruben
George Shaw
Edith Wilcox

1912 Salt Road
1849 Blossom Road
129 Shirewood
107 Woodhaven Drive
2167 Penfield Road
38 Hitchcock Lane
108 Henderson Drive
52 Farmbrook

2048 Five Mile Line Road
50 Old Barn Circle
29 Royal View
56 Hilltop Drive
2 Greenwood Cliff
143 Brentwood Drive
152 Willow Bend Drive
140 Holley Brook
1700 Jackson Road
1736 Jackson Road

YALE LAW LIBRARY
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APPENDIX C (Cont.)

SOME POINTS TO CONSIDER.

The Monroe County Planning Council fore-
casts a need for 80,000 additional housing
units by 1980 in the County. Of these,
about 35,000 will be required to house
families in the moderate income ranges.

The FHA defines moderate income as yearly
income approximately between $5,000 and
$10,000 (another definition used $6,000 to
$11,000).

Families in this income range can typically
afford housing costing:

$10,000 - $25,000 for an owned dwelling
$100/mo. - $200/mo.for a rented dwelling

Senior citizens, industrial and service
workers, school teachers-, policemen,
minority workers, young married couples
are the main users of this type of housing.

The 1970 Census shows 1,242 owner occupied
housing units below $25,000 and 825 renter
occupied units below $200/month and 800
mobil homes out of Penfield's total of
7,033 year-round housing units.

Present AA zoning (density and lot size
requirements) and construction costs leave
little chance that single family dwellings
can be built for the moderate income
range in Penfield.

Penfield was one of the first towns in this
area to incorporate a Planned Unit Develop-
ment (PUD) provision into its zoning
ordinance. A PUD provides for a mixture
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of single and multiple family dwellings and
accessory facilities in a setting which
attempts to preserve the natural features
of the land.

One of the three PUD's under development
in Penfield has encountered significant
neighborhood resistance.

Urban Development Corporation ( a state
corporation which is exempt from local
zoning ordinances and has the authority
to construct subsidized housing with tax
abatement in areas it selects) has recently
announced plans to construct a 350 unit
town house and apartment complex in the
vicinity of the intersection of Penfield
Road and Nine Mile Point Road.

A law suit has been brought against the
Town of Penfield claiming that the present
zoning ordinance is discriminatory and
unconstitutional.

Although racial bias may be a factor, much
of the concern over moderate income housing
centers around the economic issues of who
pays for schools, sewers, etc. and the
impact on property values.
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APPENDIX C
(Cont.)

TABULATED
Q U E S T I O N N A IRE

PLACE A CHECK MARK IN
THE BOX INDICATING
THE EXTENT TO WHICH
YOU AGREE OR DISAGREE
WITH THE STATEMENT

1. Decent housing is
the right of every
citizen.

2. All families
should have a choice
of housing regard-
less of their income
level.

3. A shortage of low
and moderate income
housing exists in
Monroe County.

4. Moderate income
housing is primarily
needed by minority
group families.

Lumber of replies I
ercent of replies
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5. Housing is an
economic issue-racial
discrimination and
civil rights are not
part of the problem.

6. I would be more
favorable toward an
apartment house or
town house project in
my neighborhood if I
knew the new residents
had the same economic
educational, and
occupational back-
ground as my neigh-
borhood now has.

7. I would be more
favorable toward an
apartment house or
town house project in
my neighborhood if I
knew the residents
would be contributing
their "fair share" to
finance such town ser-
vices as schools,
sewers, roads, etc.

8. Penfield has the
responsibility to
help alleviate the
shortage of moderate
income housing in
Monroe County.
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9. The idea of living
in a town house or
condominium is
appealing to me.

10. The idea of living
in a town house or
condominium would
appeal to me when my
family has grown up.

71 B
1

I

2111. I approve of the
federal government
assisting a moderate
income family in the
purchase of a home by
paying part of the
interest cost of the
mortgage.
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9 o 0
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12. It is desirable
to have communities
which are a residential
mix containing high,
moderate and low in-
come single family
dwellings and moderate
and low income multiple
dwellings.

13. I approve of tax
abatement of local
property taxes to
provide moderate
income housing in
Penfield.

14. Most people I
know feel that when
minority group families
move into a neighbor-
hood there follows
a downgrading of
neighborhood property
values.
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15. Most people I
know feel that when
moderate income
groups move into a
neighborhood there
follows a downgrad-
ing of neighbor-
hood appearance and
property values.

16. I would not
object to the pres-
ence of moderate
income dwellings
withing 1/4 mile from
where I now live
(visible from
present residence)

17. I would not
object to the pres-
ence of moderate
income dwellings
withing 1/2 mile from
where I now live
(would pass by them
frequently)
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18. I would not
object to the pres-
ence of moderate
income dwellings
within 1 mile from
where I now live
(would pass by them
occasionally).

19. Private builders
can economically
build and sell
moderate income hous-
ing without govern-
ment subsidy (money).

20. The recently
announced UDC plan
to build 350 low and
moderate income
apartments and town 3
houses near Penfield
Road and Nine Mile 4
Point Road is a step
in the right direction.
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21. There is no
shortage of moderate
income housing in
Penfield.

22. I approve of
tax abatement of
local property
taxes to provide
moderate income
housing in Penfield
for the elderly.
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23. The shortage
of moderate income
housing for factory
workers is one of
the reasons some
corporations have
left the Rochester
area.

24. The only way
moderate income
housing could be
built in Penfield is
to modify the zoning
ordinance to permit
a greater number of
dwelling units per
acre.
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25. The Planning
and Zoning Boards
are obliged to
enforce strict
zoning laws in
order to protect
the property
values of the
existing property
owners.

26. It would be
a good idea for the
town to formulate
plans and take
actions which would
provide moderate
income housing of
the type and in the
locations which best
serves the progress
of the town.
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27. Senior citizens
and young families
are usually found
in moderate income
brackets.

28. Most Penfield
residents I know
would oppose any
moderate income
housing projects.

29. Property taxes
are the best way to
finance schools,
roads, etc.

30. What alternative
to the property tax
would you suggest?
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CIRCLE THE

31. How long have
26/3 a) Less than 1

years 205/25
years 557/69

SELECTED ANSWER

you lived in Penfield?
year 20/3 b) 1-5
c) more than 5

32. How long do you expect to live in
Penfield?

59/7 a) Less than 1 year 28/3 b)l-5
years 109/13 c) More than 5
years 615/76

33. What is your sex'
54/7 a) Male 390/49

34.
34/4

How old are you?
a) 18-25 62/8
c) 36-45 218/27
e) 56-65 93/11

b)Female 360/45

b) 26-35 148/18
d) 46-55 205/25
f) 66 or older

50/6

35. The moderate income range lies
between ($/yr.):

81/10 a) 2,000-$7,000 25/3 b) $3,000-
$ 8,000 63/8 c) $5,000-$10,000
226/28 d) $7,000-$12,000 234/29
e) $3,000-t13,000 27/3
f) $7,000-$10,000 156/19
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36. What type of dwelling to you and
your family reside in ?

28/3 a) Apartment 30/4 b) Town House
7/1 c)Private Home 709/88
d) Mobile Home 34/4 e) Other
2/0

37. Does your family own or rent
present dwelling?

30/4 a) Own (includes mortgaged homes)
731/90 b) Rent or Lease 47/6

38. How many members of your immediate
family are under age 18?

32/4 a) 0 279/34 b) 1-2 293/36
c) 3-4 167/21 d) 5 or more
40/5

39. Where does the principle wage
earner in your family work?

111/14 a) Penfield 63/8 b) Webster
104/13 c) Other town in
Monroe County 95/12 d) City
of Rochester 422/52 e) Outside
Monroe County 16/2

40. Do you feel that more housing
should be available in the Town
of Penfield for:

107/13 Senior Citizens? a)
b)

148/18 Young Families? a)
b)

177/22 Minority Groups? a)
b)

142/18 Moderate income
industrial and
public service a)

yes 607/75
no 95/12
yes 523/64
no 140/17
yes 345/43
no 289/37

yes 513/63
no 156/19b)workers
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41. Do you feel that you understand
the main issues related to housing
in the Town of Penfield?

57/7 a) yes 556/69 b) no 197/24

42. Would you attend a public meeting
to obtain more information and
express your views?
a) Yes b) No
NOT TABULATED
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MONROE COUNTY PLANNING COUNCIL

TEN YEAR HOUSING TARGETS FOR MONROE COUNTY

Monroe County should construct
80,000 new housing units between now and
1980. Some 55,000 of these are necessary
to accommodate our growing population
while the additional 25,000 are needed to
replace existing housing which is either
substandard already or bound to become so
over the next 10 years. Of these 80,000
units, about 52,000 - 60,000 need to be for
low and moderate income households,
those earning $11,000 per year or less
for a family of four.

Housing Needed for Growth

There are currently 228,554 housing
units in Monroe County serving a population
of 711,917. The calculation for growth is
based upon finding the number of housing
units necessary for a 1980 projected
population of 817,500 after accounting for
persons living in group quarters and
institutions and changing household sizes.
The 1980 population estimate is that
derived for Monroe County by the State
Office of Planning Coordination in 1966
as part of a statewide effort. These
estimates were revised in 1969; but in
the opinion of the staff, the earlier
work was better. The 1969 estimate by
this state office was 807,300 so the higher
estimate at least ensures meeting the
lower as well. Both projections are well
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under our own figures developed in 1962
which projected a 1980 population of
867,800. For the past five years we have
been using instead the low estimates which
range between 810,000 and 820,000..Thusj
the 817,500 used in this exercise is
quite reasonable.

Take 1970 population
Subtract inmates in
institutions

Subtract persons in
group quarters

Remainder is persons
in housing units

Divide by 1970 occupied
housing units

Result is persons per
occupied housing unit -

1970

711,917

7,345

12,231

692,341

220,554

3.14

Since average household size is
expected to decline from 2.7 to 2.5 in the
next ten years, adjust the persons per
occupied housing unit figure accordingly.
Thus, in 1980, the population per occupied
housing unit is estimated at 2.91.

Take projected 1980 population
Assume 1.03% are inmates
Assume 1.71% live in group

quarters
Remainder is projected
persons in housing units

Divide by 2.91 persons per
occupied housing unit

Result is number of occupied
housing units by 1980

817,500
8,420

13,979

795,101

2.91

273,230
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Require a 3.5% vacancy rate for
market flexibility

Total housing units needed
in 1980

Total housing units existing
in 1970

Needed additional housing
units for growth

9,560

282,790

228 554

54,236

Housing Needed to Replace Existing Sub-
Standard Stock

In addition to building for growth,
we must also replace the existing housing
stock that is substandard. The report of
the Rochester Center for Governmental and
Community Research assumed that a reasonable
estimate could be made by adding together
all the dilapidated housing plus all the
deteriorating housing which also lacks
some plumbing facilities plus one-third
of the deteriorating housing which still
has all plumbing facilities. These
terms were defined and used by the 1960
census. The 1960 figures for Monroe
County were thus:

Dilapidated 3,833
Deteriorating and lacking

some plumbing 2,792
1/3 of Deteriorating with

all plumbing 4, 788
11,413

Unfortunately, the 1970 census does
not use these definitions of housing
quality. Instead, it measures various
indices of quality, such as presence or
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absence of various facilities, and leaves
it to the user to define the categories of
substandardness. The Research Center
simply assumed that the 1960 figure was
at least constant and used it as the 1968
estimate. Past history indicates that
the rate of deterioration is 0.26% annually.
Thus, between 1960 and 1970, 482 units per
year became substandard. Since this Just
about equals the demolition of existing
units in the County, housing is becoming
substandard at the same rate that sub-
standard housing is being demolished. As
a result, the assumption by the Research
Center seems quite reasonable as an assess-
ment of the amount of existing housing
stock which requires replacement.

To these 11,413 units should be
added another 1,000 units for the relief
of overcrowding. Again, the assumption
that overcrowding is as serious in 1970
as it was in 1960 is a reasonable one; the
1970 census states that there are 9,879
housing units in Monroe County with
greater than 1.01 persons per room,
while the 1960 census showed 9,966 such
units.

Housing Needed to Replace Existing Standard
Housing Which Will Either Become Substandard
or be Demolished over the Next 10 Years

As noted above, housing has been
deteriorating at the rate of 0.26% per year.
However, accelerated construction of a
public nature, urban renewal and highway
construction for instance, lead one to
believe that this figure should be increased
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somewhat. Another reason for doing this
would be the observation that the
housing stock is comparatively old.
Over 50% of the stock is over 40 years
old for instance. Thus, an ongoing
replacement rate of 0.5% annually would be
a decent estimate for this factor. This
would call for 12,800 such units over
the next 10 years.

Summation

In summary, the components of the
1980 housing targets are:

Units needed for growth 54,236
Units to replace existing

substandard units 11, 413
Units to relieve over-

crowding 1,000
Units to replace existing

units becoming sub-
standard or being demolished 12,800

Total need between 1970 and 1980 79,449

To round off, say 80,000 units
are needed; 55,000 for growth and 25,000
for replacement. If all of the replace-
ment units and between 50-65% of the growth
is required for low and moderate income
families, then 52,000 to 60,000 of these
80,000 units should be directed at that
market.
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APPENDIX E

Excerpts From

The 1970 Census of Population and
Housing

1. Penfield population: 23,782:

2. Housing Units: 7

3. Age of population:

,039

Under 5
5 - 14
15 - 24
25 - 34
35 - 44
45 - 54
55 - 64
65 +

2076
5770
3113
3096
3477
3038
1788
1364

4. Population by race: White -
Negro -
Oriental-
Indian -
Other -

23625
60
71
16
10

5. Housing Units:

Owner occupied:
Renter occupied:
Vacant:

56 81
1190

168

6. Housing Units:

One unit structures:
Two + unit structures:
Mobile homes:

5123
1110
800
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APPENDIX E (Cont'd)

7. Population Owner-Renter:
In owner occupied units: 20,653
In renter occupied units: 3,080

8. Value of owner occupied units:

Less than $5,000 - 8
$5,000-$9,999 - 34

$10,000-$14,999 - 71
$15,000-$19,999 - 272
$20,000-$24,999 - 857
$25,000-$34,999 - 1860
$35,000-$49,999 - 1199
$50,000 Or more - 261

Note: Total of above is 4562 units.
Mobile homes are not included;
nor are homes with business or
medical offices on the
property.

9. Cost of renter occupied units:

Cash Rent No. Units

$99./mo or less - 92
$100-$119/mo. - 65
$120-$149/mo. - 95
$150-199/mo. - 567
$200-299/mo. - 265
$300 & up - 12
No cash rent - (?) 43

Total: 1139
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APPENDIX I
(contd.)

NOTES

1. Corner lots (AA): Width - 125 ft
Depth - 200 ft
Area - 25,000

sq.ft.

2. No structure nearer than:

108 ft. from center line of highway
(certain main streets)

90 ft. - other main streets
83 ft. - all other streets (see

section 29-10 - zoning
ordinance)

3. Corner lots (A): Width - 125 ft.
Depth - 150 ft.
Area - 18,750

sq.ft.

4. Yards - Apartments or Multiple Dwell-
ings: No structure in excess of 3
stories shall be nearer than 20 ft.
to any interior side or rear lot line.

No structure from 4 to 6 stories
inclusive shall be nearer than 30 ft.
to any interior side or rear lot line.

No structure 7 stories or-more in
height shall be nearer than 40 ft.
to any interior side or rear lot line.
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APPENDIX I
(contd.)

5. Town Houses - Side Yards: Setback of
35 ft. required from center line of a
private road.

Setback of 60 ft. required from center
line of a public road.

Side yard setback of at least the
height of highest adjacent building
and no less than 20 ft. required
between building groups.

Town Houses - Rear Setback: At
least 30 ft. setback from any other
structure or external boundary line.
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District Uses

Plam d Utnt Deslopent Vrlety F reldential type
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APPENDIX I
(contd)

NOTES - PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD)

a) Horizontal Structures - including
garages shall not occupy more than
20% of the land allocated to the
multiple dwelling portion of the
PUD.

b) Parking - Each dwelling must have
(2) adequate parking spaces, (1)
of which shall be an enclosed
garage.

c) Average Density - 9 dwellings per
acre for town
houses,

12 dwellings per
acre for apart-
ments.

d) Distance between multiple unit
buildings - not less than height of
tallest building.

e) Front Set Back -

State, county, major town roads -
100 ft. from highway line

Internal subdivision feeder &
collector streets - 50 ft. from
street line

Totally internal streets - 30 ft.
from street line
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APPENDIX I
(cont.)

f) Accessory Commercial and Service
Uses - For those developments in
excess of 100 acres, commercial and
service uses of not over 2% of the
total acreage are permitted (where
such services are scaled primarily
to serve the needs of the PUD).

g) Customary Accessory or Associated
Uses - such as private garages, stor-
age spaces, recreational and commun-
ity activities, churches, and
schools shall be permitted or
required as appropriate to the PUD.
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APPENDIX J

ESTIMATE OF HOUSING COSTS IN PENFIELD'S
PROPOSED P.U.D. s

All builders interviewed emphasized the
point that none of their price quotations
were "carved in stone". Every day of
delay forces prices higher.

WILLOW POND PUD - Standco

104 acres 5 Units per acre. 518 Units

Low High Type Sale or rent

Elderly

44 Town houses
48 Town houses
12 Garden Apts.

(1 B.R.)

121 Garden Apts.
(2+B.R.)

134
12
17

Duplexes
O Lot line
Single-A

50 Single-B-C

Rent

Sale
Rent

Rent

Rent

Sale
Sale
Sale

Sale

$43.00 mo.
(sub.)

low 20s
??

$160-$200
mo.

$200-$300
mo.

mid 20s
mid 20s
$27,000-
$35,000
$25,000-
$30,000

80

Cost
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APPENDIX J (cont.)

BEACON HILLS - J.Audino

97 acres 3.13 units per acre 313 units

134 above $25,000 10% AA
161 ingles 6% A

27 - $22,130-
$24,900 7%

313 (840-1000
sq.ft.-
2-B.R.some
expandible)

152 Quadraplexes - rental only -
$200 mo. and up

*7% of 97=6.79 x 4 units per a. = 27 homes.
(These homes were originally planned for
around $19,800 - $22,000 when 378 units
were allowed. $172.90 a month would have
carried one of these. The $24,900 home
would now cost $189.85 a month (including
$50 taxes) with a conventional mortgage.



563
EXHIBIT A

APPENDIX J (contd)

ROCK LAKE - J. Odenbach

168 acres 4.68 units per acre. 784 units

Open hearing of

AA-2 per acre
A -3 per acre
B -3 per acre
C -4 per acre
Town houses
Apartments

the Planning Board -
March 22, 1971

- 37
- 76
- 106
- 90
- 136 (2-3 B.R.)
- 336 (1-2 B.R.)

781

No specific costs were mentioned. Homes
would range from the low 20s to the high
40s with "an effort to keep the mix toward
the lower endt',

Mr. Odenbach says that at the present
density they cannot build the type of
community they had planned, so they are
virtually giving up the idea for the
moment and are in no position to estimate
costs of housing. Also the sewer problems
would limit any ground breaking in the
area till at least 1974.
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FF - Sections 235, 236 Summary

INTEREST SUPPLEMENTS ON HOME MORTGAGES

A program to enable lower.income families to buy a home or a member-
ship in a cooperative housing project

Nature of Program

HUD makes monthly payments to the mortgagee to reduce interest costs to
as low as 1 percent on a home mortgage insured by the Federal Housing
Administration. The homeowner must pay at least 20 percent of his
adjusted monthly income on the mortgage. Amounts of subsidies vary
according to the income of the individual homeowner and the total amount
of the mortgage payment at the market rate of interest. Family income and
mortgage limits are established for eligibility in each locality. Assistance
may be provided for new or substantially rehabilitated homes and, in a
limited number of cases, for existing homes without rehabilitation.

Applicant Eligibility

The applicant may be anyone whose income qualifies him for the subsidy
aid.

Application is made to a lending institution approved by FHA as a
mortgagee.

Information Source

HUD area office or HUD-FHA Insuring office.

Legal Authority

Section 235, National Housing Act (Public Law 73-479), as added by the
Housing and Urban Development Act of.1968 (Public Law 90-448).

Administering Office Function

Assistant Secretary for Housing Aid development and
Production and Mortgage Credit- construction
FHA Commissioner

Assistant Secretary for Hous. Management and loan servicing
;nn fnarnnnt fnr mtllTf:milv nrn;trt?
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INTEREST SUPPLEMENTS ON RENTAL AND
COOPERATIVE HOUSING MORTGAGES

A ptlrlram to eluce costs on certain rental and cooperative housing
projects designIed for occupancy by low-incone families

Nature of Program

HUDn;kes monthly payments to morllagecs, on behalf ol mortgagors, of
a pait of tlhe intlerst on market-rate mortqa;is fin;,ncir.n rental or
coolpeitviv Ihousiuq projects for lower-income lamilies. Interest -rduc:;on
pa)yllrnlts nay also e made on rental or cooperative ousig ro;,.ct
owned by p ivale nonpolit l iit. limited (lividend. or cooperative ntitis V;.hch
are li.llcr.rl under a State or local program providing a is:ace thro2:h
loans, Iur iilsuralice, or tax af,.ltr lent.

Interest reduction payments cannot exceed the difference bet.cen the
amount requlired for principal. interest. and mortgage inslurance'premium
on a mark(et-rate mortapq e anid the amount required for pincipal d
interest on a norigatle at 1 percent interest. The purpose of the payrme-nts
is to brii(jg Ile momntlly rental charges down t a level that lo. in;or.e
families can afford to pay with at least 25 percent of their adjusted
monthly come.

Applicant Eligibility

Applicants for mortgages insured by the Federal Housing Adminis:ration
and for intecest-redluction payments may be nonprofit, limited-dividend,
and cooperative entities.

Applicatiolis for insured mortgages are made to lending institutions a-
proved by FHA as mortgagees.

Applications for interest-reduction payments where no FHA insurance is
involved ae made directly to the local FHA insuring office.

Information Source

HUD area office or HUD-FHA insuring office.

Legal Authority

Section 236. National Housing Act (Public Law 73-479). as added by the
Housing aid Urban Development Act of 1968 (Public Law 90-448).

Administering Office Function

Assistant Secretary for Housing Aid development and
Production and Mortgage Credit- construction
FHA Commissioner

Management and loan servicingAssistant S~cretary for Hous.
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DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT
BUFFALO AREA OFFICE

560 MAIN STREET
BUFFALO, NEW YORK 14202

SECTION 235 REGULATIONS

To assist lower income families in acquir-
ing homeownership through reduced interest
cost.

Minimum Interest - 1%
Maximum Interest - 7%

Maximum Term - 32 years (35 to 40 upon
special authorization).

Miminum Term - 25 years, or 75% of rem-
aining economic life of property.

Maximum Mortgage Amount - See Schedule A
for Mortgage Amounts in your locality.

Eligible Properties

1. New or substantially rehabilitated
single family dwellings approved by
HUD prior to construction or rehabili-
tation.

2. Rehabilitated two-family dwelling to
be owner-occupied, approved by HUD
prior to rehabilitation.

3. One-family unit in a condominium,
completed within past two years,
(project must have been HUD insured
if more than 11 units).
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4. An existing family dwelling or a

family unit in an existing condom-
inium which is to be occupied by a
mortgagor of one of the following
types:

a) A family displaced by Govern-
ment action or major disaster.

b) A family moving from low-rent
public housing.

c) A family with 5 or more minor
persons living in the household.

5. Existing dwelling without regard to 1
through 4 above, limited to the
availability of funds.

Refinancing transactions ineligible.

Sales price control - Property may not be
sold to the purchaser
for more than HUD
Estimate of Value
(including closing
costs)

Minimum Investment - $200.00 may be applied
to pre-payable expens-
es.

Eligible Mortgagors

1. Family of two or more persons related
by blood, marriage or operation of law
who occupy the same unit.

2. A handicapped person (physical impair-
ment which is expected to be of a long,
continued and indefinite duration).
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3. Single person 62 years or age or older.

Mortgage Income Limits

1. Regular adjusted family income - See
Schedule B.
Adjusted family income is calculated as
follows:

(Gross income of all working members of
the family excluding temporary over-
time ), less 5% (allowance for Social
Security, withholding, etc.) and less
$300 for each minor child living in
the household.)

Asset Limitations

1. Mortgagor UNDER Age 62* - $2,000.

2. Mortgagor OVER Age 62* - $5,000.

** PLUS $500 for each dependent child,
plus applicant's share of mortgage
payment. Auto and furniture not
considered.

Assistance Payment - Lesser of the two:

1. The difference between the total
monthly payment (mortgage insurance
premium, principal, interest 7%,
taxes, hazard insurance) and 20% of
the mortgagor's adjusted monthly in-
come.

2. The difference between the monthly
payment, principal, interest 7%, and
mortgage insurance premium under the
mortgage and the monthly payment to
the principal and interest that
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would require an interest rate of 1%,
excluding HUD premium.

Re-Certification of Income - Minimum
every two
years.

Application Fee - $40 Existing.
$50 Proposed.

How to Apply for Section 235 Mortgage
Insurance:

1. Outstanding Conditional Commitment
issued under Section 203(b) or
Section 221(d)(2) may be converted
to Section 235 Firm Commitments.

2. Approved mortgagees will submit
application, Form 2900, with the
usual exhibits and Form 3100,
Application for Home Ownership
Assistance under Section 235.

SPECIAL NOTE: Builders or sellers who
anticipate the sale of
homes under Section 235
may request the reserva-
tion of interest subsidy
funds from this Office.
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SCHEDULE A.

MORTGAGE LIMITS.

LOCALITY 1-Family

BUFFALO - Base City
includes City of
Buffalo, Grand
Island, Counties
of Erie, Wyoming,
Orleans, Alleg-
hany, Niagara and
Genesee.

$21,000*

2-Family

$30,000

ROCHESTER - Base City
includes City of
Rochester, Counties
of Monroe, Wayne,
Livingston,
Ontario, Seneca and
Yates.

ELMIRA - Key Area
includes Cities of
Corning, Elmira
and Counties of
Stueben, Schuyler
and Chemung.

JAMESTOWN - Base City
includes City of
Jamestown, Counties
of Chautauqua and
Cattaraugus.

$21,000* $30,000

$21,000* $30,000

$19,500 $27,000

**Single family limits can be increased
up to a maximum of an additional
$3,000 on an individual case basis for
homes of 4 or more bedrooms and five
or more persons.



SCHEDULE B
ADJUSTED FAMILY INCOME LIMITS

COUNTY OR
LOCALITY

1

Alleghany 5,265
Cattraugus5,670
Seneca

. < Nation 4,320
,.- E Chautauqua4,860

Q m Chemung 5,400
H Elmira 5,350
>4 Erie 5,995

Lackawanna5,130
Genesee 5,265
Livingston5,940
Monroe 5,670
Niagara 5,400
Ontario 6,075
Orleans 5,940
Schuyler 5,400

2

6,075
6,480

4,860
5,670
6,210
6,240
6,480
5,400
6,480
6,750
7,020
6,480
6,885
6,750
6,210

NUMBER OF PERSONS IN FAMILY

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

6,885 7,290 7,695 8,100 8,505 8,910 9,180 9,450
7,290 7,695 8,100 8,505 8,910 9,315 9,585 9,855

5,400
6,480
6,885
6,535
7,290
6,210
7,155
7,560
7,560
7,290
7,695
7,560
7,020

6,010
7,020
7,290
6,835
8,335
6,480
7,695
7,965
7,965
7,830
8,100
7,965
7,425

6,550
7,425
7,695
6,980
8,335
6,885
8,235
8,370
8,505
8,370
8,505
8,370
7,830

7,155
7,900
8,100
7,130
9,545
7,290
8,775
8,775
9,180
8,910
8,910
8,775
8,235

7,695 8,305 8,305 8,305
8,305 8,775 8,775 8,775
8,505 8,910 9,180 9,450
7,425 7,725 7,725 7,725
9,545 10,22510,49510,735
7,560 7,830 7,830 7,830
9,180 9,585 9,585 9,585
9,180 9,585 9,85510,125
9,855 9,99010,12510,395
9,450 9,800 9,99010,260
9,315 9,720 9,99010,260
9,180 9,585 9,85510,125
8,640 9,045 9,315 9,585



1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Seneca
Steuben
Addison
Campbell
Corning
Erwin

EHorby
H.- Lindly

Wayne
; Newark
X Yates

Wyoming

6,075 6,885 7,695 8,100 8,505 8,910 9,315 9,720 9,99010,260
5,130 5,940 6,750 7,155 7,560 7,965 8,370 8,775 9,045 9,315

5,940 6,750 7,560 7,965 8,370 8,775 9,180 9,585 9,85510,125
5,130 6,750 7,290 7,695 8,100 8,505 8,010 9,315 9,315 9,315
5,400 6,210 7,020 7,425 7,830 8,235 8,640 9,045 9,315 9,585
5,345 6,345 7,155 7,560 7,965 8,370 8,775 9,180 9,450 9,720

Dated March, 1972
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COMPARISON OF TAX RATE IMPACTS OF A

HIGH DENSITY DEVELOPMENT AND A

LOW DENSITY DEVELOPMENT ON A SCHOOL DISTRICT

To accurately determine the impact of a
future residential development of any kind
upon school taxes, one would require know-
ledge of all possible future changes in
educational state aid formulas which
largely determine the size of the local tax
burden. Such knowledge, of course, does
not exist. The only alternative available,
therefore, is to estimate present tax
impacts on the assumption that the residen-
tial development has already been built and
that its children are already attending
schools. In other words, what would this
year's tax rate be if both a high density
development, and an additional conventional
development, had been built in the recent
past?

The tax impact of any residential develop-
ment with school children varies for three
years until it reaches a point of stabili-
zation. This is due to the present state
aid formula system and the Monroe County
Sales Tax distribtuion method which fully
recognize additional full valuation and
enrollment only two years after they have
been added to a school district.

In the interim period the state aid formula
provides a transitional "growth aid" for
the first year and a similar amount for the
second year resulting from the application
of an adjusted aid ratio to increased
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operating expenses eligible for aid. In
the third year after the construction of a
residential project the tax impact will
stabilize because its full valuation then
has been incorporated into the computation
of the aid ratio for that year and its
enrollment has been included in the distrib-
ution formula for the Monroe County Sales
Tax.

The calculations on the following pages
demonstrate in detail the fiscal effects
of the addition of the two developments.
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1. Computation of the Tax Base for a Low
Density (1.75 unit/acre) Project.

a. 65 times $37 500 = $
b. _ times $ = $
c. Sub total $
d. Minus present Full

Value of site $
e. Net increase in Full

Valuation $
f. Present Full Valu-

ation of school
district $

g. New Full Valuation $

Computation of per pupil costs

a. Total 1971-72
appropriations/
pupil $

b. Minus principal
and interest on
debt service/pupil $

c. Minus Operation and
Maintenance of
plant/pupil $

d. Minus board of

e.
f.

education expense/
pupil
Minus other/pupil
Net cost per
additional pupil

$

$
Additional cost for 115
new pupils

2,437,500.00

30,810.81

2,406,689.19

197,375,244.00
1992731,93300

multiplier

1,647.79

202.07

132.06

5.50

1,308.16

150,438.40

II
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2. Computation of the Tax Base for a High
Density (9.5 units/acre) Project

a. times $
b. 35U times $18,400 =
c.S5 -total
d. Minus present Full

ValUe of site
e. Net increase in

Full Valuation
f. Present Full

Valuation of
school district

g. New Full Valuation

$
$ 6,440.000.00

$ 30,810.81

$ 6,409,189.19

$ 197,325,244.00
$ 203,734,433.00

Computation of per pupil costs multiplier.

a. Total 1971-72
appropriations/
pupil

b. Minus principal and
interest of debt
service/pupil

c. Minus Operation and
Maintenance of
plant/pupil

d. Minus board of
education expense/
pupil

e. Minus other/pupil
f. Net cost per

additional pupil

Additional cost for 175 new
pupils

$ 1,647.79

$ 202.07

$ 132.06

$ 5.50
$ :

$ 1,308.16

$ ,228,928.00
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3. a. Average Full Value
Tax Rate/1000 $

b. Equalization Rate 
c. Assessed Value

Tax Rate/1000
Assessed $

22.98
.37

62. 112

Tax Impact in 1971-72 if project had been
completed by first quarter of 1971-72.

Li

1. Growth Aid
a. Actual 1971-$

72
b. New $
c. Increase $

2. 1971-72 Tax
Impact
a. Gross add.

cost $:
b. Growth aid

incr. $
c. Net cost

increase $:
d. Net change

in Full
Value Tax
Rate

e. Net change in
assessed
value.
Tax rate/1000
assessed
value

ow Density
Project

-0-

8,913.25
8,913.25

150,438.40

8,913.25

141,525.15

High Density
Project

$ -0-

$ 38,624.10
$ 38,624.10

$228,928.00

$ 38,624.10

$190,303.90

+.43 If on 71-72
rolls +.21

+1.17 + .594
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Tax impact in 1971-72 if project had been
completed by first quarter of 1970-71.

1. Aid ratio
unchanged 0.571 0.571

2. Operating
Expense
Aid
a. WADA for $ 6,050.35

aid
present

b. WADA for
aid new $ 6,165.35

c. Operating
exp.aid
present $2,971,084.87

d. Operating
exp. aid
new $3,027,556.77

e. Aid increase
$ 56,471.90

$ 6,050.35

$ 6,225.35

$2,971. 084. 87

$3,057.028.37

$ 85,935.50

3. Building A:

4. Transport-
ation Aid
a. Present
b. New
c. Aid

increase

5. High Tax
Rate Aid
a. Present
b. New
c. Increase

id. No change

$ 289 881.99
$ 295,391.82

e$ 5,509.83

$ 22,135.79
$ 24 661.52
I$ 2,525.73

No change

$ 289 881.99
$ 29b,266.52

$ 8,384.53

$ 22 35.79
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6. 1971-72
Tax Impact
a. Gross

Addit.
cost $

-Op.aid
incr. $

-Tr.aid
incr. $

-High tax
rate aid
incr. $

b. Net
cost
increase $

c.Net
change in
full Value

d.Net change
in Assess-
ed Value
Tax Rate/
1000 Assess-
ed Value

150,438.40

56,471.90

5,509.83

2,525.73

85,930.94

+.15

+.405

$ 228,928.00

$ 85,935.50

$ 8,384.53

$ -o-

$ 134,607.97

-.06

-.162

Tax Impact in 1971-72 if project had been
completed by first quarter of 1969-70.

Low Density High Density

1. Aid ratio
a. Present
b. New

0.571
0.573

0.571
0.568
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2. Op.Expense
Aid.
a. Present
b. New
c. Aid

increase

3. Building Aid
a. Present
b. New
c. Aid

increase

4. Transporta-
tion Aid
a. Present
b. New
c. Aid

increase

5. High Tax
Rate Aid
a.Present
b.New
c.Aid

increase

6. Additional
Sales Tax
allocation

7. 1971-72 Tax
Impact.
a. Gross

Addit.
cost

-Op.aid
incr.

Low Density

$2,971,084.87
$3,03,b161.17

$ 67,076.30

$ 513 883 .51
$ 515, 63.45

$ 1,799.94

$ 289, 881.99
$ 295,391.82

$ 5,509.83

$ 22 ,135.79
$ 34,787. 6

$ 12,652.07

$ 9 048.20

$ 150,438.40

$ 67,076.30

High Density

$2 971 084.87
$3,040,958.97

$ 69 874.10

$ 513,883.51
$ 51,193.50

$ -2,699.91

$ 289 881.99
$ 298,266.52

$ 8,384.53

$ 22 135.79
$ 17,657.23

$ -4 478.56

$ 13,769.00

$ 228,928.00

$ 69,874.10
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-Build.
aid incr.
-Trans.aid
incr.

-High tax
rate aid
-Sales tax
incr.

b.Net incr-
ease (sur-
plus)

c.Net change
in Full
Value

d.Net change
in Assessed
Value
Tax Rate/
1000 Assess
Value

Low Density

$ 1,799.94

$ 5,509.83

$ 12,652.07

$ 9,048.20

$ 54,352.05

-. 01

-.029

High Density

$ -2,699.91

$ 8,384.53

$ -4,478.56

$ 13,769.00

$ 144,078.84

-. 02

-. 054

Summary
1971-72 Full Value Tax Rate Impacts

Low Density
Project

High Density
Project

1st Year Project
2nd Year
3rd and Subsequent
years

+.43
+.15

+.21
-.06

-.01 -.02
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Population by Race
Monroe County, City and Towns 1960

1960,1964, 1970
Total Pop. White Negro Other

Monroe County 586,387 561,321 23,184 882
City of Roch. 318,611 294,383 23,586 642
Balance of

County 267,776 266,938 598 240
Brighton 27,849 27,762 51 36
Chili 11,237 11,195 23 19
Clarkson 2,339 2,297 41 1

co H Gates 13,755 13,738 5 12
: m Greece 48,670 48,616 12 42
x Hamlin 2,755 2,704 40 11

Henrietta 11,598 11,574 11 13
Irondequoit 55,337 55,277 34 26
Mendon 3,902 3,894 5 3
Ogden 7,262 7,247 6 9
Parma 6,277 6,227 44 6
Penfield 12,601 12,572 23 6
Perinton 16,314 16,299 8 7
Pittsford 15,156 15,134 16 6
Riga 2,800 2,781 16 3



1960 (cont'd.)
Total Pop. White Negro Other

Rush 2,555 2,439 105 11
Sweden 7,224 7,186 37 1
Webster 16,434 16,406 10 18
Wheatland 3,711 3,590 111 10

oo

I:r-



1964
Total Pop. White Negro Other

Monroe County 625,128 591,634 32,561 933
City of Roch. 305,849 273,509 31,751 589
Balance of

County 319,279 318,125 810 344
Brighton 29,898 29,759 59 80
Chile 13,068 13,016 42 10
Clarkson 2,807 2,744 60 3
Gates 16,405 16,385 12 8

0 U Greece 59,059 58,995 24 40
Hamlin 3,152 3,077 57 18
Henrietta 17,821 17,751 51 19

m Irondequoit 60,704 60,711 53 40
xz Mendon 4,177 4,175 2 0
7rl' Ogden 9,399 9,379 7 13

Parma 8,350 8,294 43 13
Penfield 17,337 17,288 22 27
Perinton 20,416 20,393 9 14
Pittsford 18,962 18,922 16 24
Riga ,3,209 3,191 18 0
Rush 2,840 2,703 130 7
Sweden 8,377 8,289 82 6



1964 (cont'd.)

Total Pop. White Negro Other

Webster 19,284 19,050 27 7
Wheatland 4,014 3,903 96 15

00 
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1970

Total Pop. White Negro Other

Monroe County 711,917 655,821 52,218 3,878
City of Roch 296,233 244,118 49,647 2,468
Balance of

County 415,684 411,703 2,571 1,410
Brighton 35,065 34,453 370 242
Chili 19,609 19,417 138 54
Clarkson 3,642 3,575 60 7
Gates 26,444 26,280 104 58

00, Greece 75,136 74,704 227 205
Hamlin 4,167 4,093 58 16
Henrietta 33,017 32,259 594 164

H Irondequoit 63,675 63,355 170 150
Mendon 4,541 4,534 5 2

x Ogden 11,736 11,656 54 26
Parma 10,748 10,652 81 15
Penfield 23,782 23,625 60 97
Perinton 31,568 31,446 38 84
Pittsford 25,058 24,879 102 77
Riga 3,746 3,697 33 16
Rush 3,287 3,137 142 8



1970 (cont'd.)

Total Pop. White Negro Other

Sweden 11,461 11,256 124 81
Webster 24,739 24,549 88 102
Wheatland 4,265 4,136 123 6

oo P
in m



Re-Capitulation of the 1971-72 tax roll
by Categories

Taxable and partially exempt properties

Category

Residences
Farms
Vacant Land

oJ E Trailer Parks
a: m Shopping Centers

x Commercial Bldgs.
x Industries

Gas Stations
Apartments
Country Club &

Recreational
properties

Utilities
Special Franchise
Railroad

No of Accts

5143
322
692

5
8

116
13
19
15

2
12
4
1

assessed value

$47,484,450
3,312,900
1,996,900
1,852,400
2,643,500
3,428,800

911,400
493,200

4,597,600

165,300
2,498,288
2,268,605

10,700

Total 6352 $71,664,043



Taxable and partially exempt properties (Cont'd)

assessed value

given by
vet.bur,
(1500 ea)

Veteran exemptions on above
Aged exemptions on above
Ministers' exemptions on above

$ 1,270,900
262,250

4,500

Fully Exempt properties

Churches
Parsonages
School s
School land vacant
Church land vacant
Miscellaneous vacant land
Exempt properties

13
12
12

7
4
16
26

$ 1,141,600
107,000

4,521,200
38,100
8,500

87,600
977,500

Total 90 $ 6,881,500

O E
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Re-Capitulation of the 1970-71 tax roll
by Categories

Taxable and partially exempt properties

Category
Residences
Farms
Vacant land
Trailer Parks
Shopping Centers
Commercial Bldgs.
Industries
Gas Stations
Apartments
Country Club
Utilities
Special Franchise
Railroad

Total

No of Accts
4924
322
731

5
6

116
13
21
14
1
12
4
1

6170

Assessed Value

$45,568,800
3,235,500
2,274,200
1,811,900
2,147,200
3,680,000

917,800
540,100

4,520,700
70,400

2,387,700
1,996,452

14,672
$69,165,424

Veterans exemptions on above
Aged exemptions on above
Ministers' exemptions on above

1,237,900
117,300

3,000
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Ministers' exemptions on above

Fully exempt properties

Churches
Parsonages
Schools
School land vacant
Church land vacant
Miscellaneous vacant land
Exempt properties
(Town, County parks,
cemeteries, etc.)

Total

12
12
12
6
5

15
25

$ 756,000
107,000

3,897,000
74,600
8,500

111,700
943,700

87 $5,898,500

Q
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H
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Re-Capitulation of the 1969-70 tax roll
by Categories

Taxable and partially exempt properties

Category No of Accts Assessed value

o Residences
- E-n Farms
3H Vacant nd
u iH Trailer Parks

x Shopping Centers
w Commercial Bldgs.

Industries
Gas Stations
Apartments
Country Club
Utilities
Special Franchise
Railroad

4801
326
752

5
5

101
13
23
13
1
13
4
1

$29,981,200
2,055,100

819,300
1,128,300
1,303,500
2,076,100

653,800
234,900

2,647,700
44,100

1,235,900
1,297,960

11,696

6058

Veterans exemptions on above
Aged exemptions on above
Ministers' exemptions on above

$43 ,489,556

1,110,900
72,000
3,000

Total



Ministers' exemptions on above

Fully exempt properties

Churches
Parsonages
Schools
School land
Church land
Miscellaneous vacant land
Exempt properties
(Town, County parks,
cemeteries, etc.)

Total

12
11
12
6
4
14
23

$ 459, 200
62,400

2,890,700
13,500
3,500

32s300
614,700

82 $4,076,300

3,000

e E-4
=3 H

MUD H
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Re-Capitulation of the 1968-69 tax roll
by Categories

Taxable and partially exempt properties

Category

Residences
Farms
Vacant land
Trailer Parks
Shopping Centers
Commercial Bldgs.
Industries
Gas Stations
Apartments
Country Club
Utilities
Special Franchise
Railroad

Total

No of Accts

4669
301
771

5
5

93
13
21
12
1
13

4
1

Assessed value

$28,417,000
1,844,000

855,700
1,172,600
1,296,300
1,918,600

634,700
218,900

2,217,300
38,100

798,800
1,280,186

13,367

5909

Veterans exemptions on above
Aged exemptions on above
Ministers' exemptions on above

970,200
73,750

3,000



Fully exempt properties

Churches
Parsonages
Schools
School land

0 Church land
e Miscellaneous

rH (Town, County parks,
H cemeteries, etc.)
xr-4

12
10
12
6
3
31

Total

$ 459,200
52,400

2,810,300
13,500
2,700

625,100

$3,963,20074
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PROPERTY VALUES

The relationship which assessed value of a

municipality bears to its full value is

determined annually by the state in order

to insure the equitable distribution of

items which are levied or disbursed ad

valorem among the various municipalities.

This ratio of assessed to full value,

or "equalization rate," for the Town

of Penfield is shown for past years

in Table. It is strongly



TABLE B

ASSESSED VALUE OF EXEMPT AND TAXABLE PROPERTY REAL & FRANCHISE)
STATE AND COUNTY EQUALIZATION RATES, 1950 - 1965
Town of Penfield. New YorK current ollarsj

Taxable
Tax Real
Year Property

196b 29,896,195
o 1965 28,619,595

1964 26,079,021
H 1963 24 248,420
x 1962 22,418,960
X 1961 20,125,660

1960 14,916,860
1959 13,033,460
1958 12,032,660
1957 10,780,960
1956 9,333,140
1955 8,249,660
1954 7,822,560
1953 7,117,652
1952 6,368,570
1951 5,755,130
1950 5,196,188

Taxable Total
Franchise Taxable
Property Prope t

1,065,933 29,685,528
974,996 27,054,017
875,284 25,123,704
806,475 23,225,435
686,185 20,811,845
738,892 15,655,752
713,817 13,747,277
632,872 12,665,532
544,292 11,325,252
469,326 9,802,466
496,215 8,745,875
417,600 8,240,160
335,120 7,452,772
310,760 6,679,330
284,360 6,039,490
267,400 5,463,588

Wholly
Exempt
Property

2,282,700
2,168,800
1,963,800
1,225,700
948,400
857,700
764,400
447,900
464,724
294,400
294,400
294,400
294 400
294,400

Equalization
Rate (%)

County State
28
28 28
29 28
30 29
34 30
37 34
39 30
38 38
38 38
35 38
49 49
49 49
90 90
80 80
80 80
80 80
80 80

--
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TABLE B (Cont'd)

Source: Special Report of Municipal Affairs
by the State Comptroller, 1950-1963:
Proceedings of the Monroe County
Board of Supervisors, 1949-1965;
1964 & 1965 NYS equalization rates
supplied by the Monroe County
Department of Assessment and
Taxation.



EXEMPT PROPERTY TOTALS

as of July 1st,

United States of America
State of New York
County of Monroe

(Civic Center)
w County of Monroe & City
c E of Rochester

' City of Rochester
en H City of Rochester - Land

only
W City of Rochester - Land

1962 - 1963

3,970,770
26,186,551

5,071,286

1,180,943
31,736,315

994,877

& Buildings 317,890
Subway 6,693,764
Public Schools 28,103,502
Educational 22,018,480
Libraries 1,420,644
Character Building Agencies 4,039,330
Clubs and Associations 3,219,690
Charitable 11,063,042
Cemete ries 1,302,910

1963 - 1964

3,970,770
18,637,082

6,039,223

1,190,943
32,188,445

1,151,198

273,050
6,695,274

32,140,652
23,124,510
1,338,044
4,049,950
3,215,010

lO,663,810
1,302,910

1964 - 1965

3,970,770
18,631,500

7,110,393

1,190,943
30,862,764

1,394,405

363,250
6,695,274

28,539,892
25,514,100
1,338,144
4,049,950
3,353,580

10,669,330
1,302,910



1962 - 1963 1963 - 1964 1964 - 1965

Religious Communities
Churches
Parsonages
Clergymen, Residences
Paraplegic Pensioners
Fall Out Shelter
Housing Projects

,-. Pensioners
C H

H

x Grand Total
w

978,820
20,665,240
1,193,230

151,500
26,740

0
170,345,524

13,841,330

184,186,854

978,820
21,774,200
1,272,610

102,000
26,740

3,090
0

170,138,331

13,917,555

184,055,886

950,190
21,349,680

1,325,730
154,500
21,940
6,390

0
168,795,635

13,800,715

182,596,350



EXEMPT PROPERTY TOTALS

as of July 1st,

1965 - 1966

United States of America 3,970,770
State of New York 18,713,379
County o(Mnoe e 8,169,287

County of Monroe & City
of Rochester 174,660

City of Rochester 31,678,950
City of Rochester-Land only 1,046,257
City of Rochester-Land

& Buildings 267,470
Subway 6,690,274
Public Schools 28,605,512
Educational 26,601,850
Libraries 1,420,644
Character Building Agencies 4,059,140
Clubs and Associations 3,369,980
Charitable 13,500,340
Cemeteries 1,326,810

1967 - 1968

4,518,230
14,846,086
8,957,677

174,660
30,715,351
3,228,231

3,760,930
6,709,884

28,662,992
28,288,290
1,420,644
4,064,540
3,141,480

14,628,250
1,326,810

1968 - 1969

4,518,230
14,855,847
11,041,425

174,660
30,668,533
4,752,361

1,954,516
6,709,614

30 2 53.572
28,588,290
1,420,644
3,960,420
3,077,030

15,246,710
1,326,810



1965 - 1966 1967 - 1968 1968 - 1969

Religious Communities
Churches
Parsonages
Clergymen, Residences
Paraplegic Pensioners
Fall Out Shelter
Housing Projects

951,390
21,605,180
1,355,550

148,500
21,940
6,390

0

912,830
21,867,360
1,390,740
139,500
35,940
3,640

6,055,919

920,190
21,788,920
1,383,680

138,000
35,940
3,640

7,335,179

w Pensioners

eC m Grand Total
H

X
wIp

173,684,273

13,963,525

187,647,798

184,849,684

13,797,045

198,646,729

Aged Exemptions

Grand Total

190,150,211

13,481,745

203,631,956

5,646,590

209,278,546

w , ~



EXEMPT PROPERTY TOTALS
as of July 1st,

United States of America 4,518,230
State of New York 14,0 34,187
County of Monroe 12,892,785

(Civic Center)
County of Monroe & City

of Rochester 174,660
City of Rochester 30,597,774
City of Rochester Land Only 3,348,275
City of Rochester Land

& Bldgs. 928,136
Urban Renewal Land & Bldgs.
Subways 6,709,614
Public Schools 32,245,572
Urban Renewal Agencies
Educational 31,969,080
Libraries 1,999,670
Character Building Agencies 3,880,350
Clubs & Associations 3,086,930
Charitable 15,827,370
Cemetries 1,326,810
Religious Communities 366,950

4,518,230
12,848,792
23,250,975

1,111,000
35,470,310
3,589,200

1,926,836

6,709,614
32,273,092

29,809,970
1,987,670
3,880,350
3,563,530

17,273,570
1,326,810

336,930

4,518,230
14,956,298
23,096,465

1,111,000
35,163,220
2,281,854

1,002,700
4,645,168
6,745,006

32,643,562
457,730

30,476,290
2,014,970
3,075,580
2,609,430

16,296,510
1,321,730

547,590

1969-70 1970-71 1971-72



1969-70

Churches
Parsonages
Clergymen(Residence)
Paraplegic Pensioners
Pollution Control E.K.C.
Fall Out Shelters
Housing Projects

21,811,940
1,466,260

112,500
35,940

3,640
7,646,774

1970-71

21,945,160
1,438,160

106,500
35,940

3,640
11,194,226

1971-72

21,663,130
1,664,010

94,500
35,940

1,225,000
3,640

11,463,716

ri1

) HPensioners
H

X
Aged Exemptions

$194,983,447

13,144,980

$20 8,i28,427

4,493,460

214,600,505 $219,113,269

12,785,570
227,35b,075227,386,075

4,903,110

12,595,170

231,708,439

5,214,530

Grand Total $212,621,887 $232,289,185 $236,922,969
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City Tax Base
Is Declining

The t e ester city govw
mat M bav ksm Fr"
to tax t yrw and a
renewal is a major r s,
tb City Count was told It
night.

The city's tax base declined
by $6,355, to $760,4M8,09,
largely because the amount d
tax exempt property grew
City Manager Kermit E. 
reported.

Exempts ncreased by
more than $tO ml ion,
bringing total tax-exempt
property to almost S m$23 -
Lion.



CITY OF ROCHESTER TAX RATES

Figures in $ per $1000 assessed valuation
Services not included

* City School City Monroe County
Year Rate Rate Totals for City residents

1959
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69

1970
71
72

24.50
24.30
24.30
24.30
24.30
24.30
26.68
27.59
29.08
29.08
31.66
31.66
33.68
33.68

17.56
21.09
23.22
24.10
24.27
24.27
26.87
27.87
28.87
29.47
32.36
36.25
42.68
47.27

42.06
45.39
47.52
48.40
48.57
48.57
53.55
55.46
57.95
58.55
64.02
67.91
76.36
80.95

14.12
14.23
14.14
14.55
14.18
15.78
19.24
19.63
18.55
18.12
24.77
22.56
27.16
28.06

Total
Rate

56.18
59.62
61.66
62.95
62.75
64.35
72.79
75.09
76.50
76.67
88.79
90.47

103.52
109.01

* City & School rates are for Fiscal year -
July to July ending in Year listed HEB 4/72

=H
ro

C:

OH

X
W



603
EXHIBIT H

r\ Ralio.,.

E. T NLocal Fr o-Loca n t n B
_ttbturb .

Rorbear. N.., Werdnda Eriu Aprill 26, 19T2

The City's Money Woes Grov
Taxes Will Rise,
Mayor Conlfirms

By TOM MI\NIERI ., oL. tht te utiaLd
,;'e e be d d 

Ct Iad dhcl Us iD b n rerced to 4 mii
PRoIbrsi. z1 i$ l. Brede o -fe d l-
Ie ath m. ar At rnl.s .aldst e 
mS Jab . Iar $Smy 1r) r.sd UtU

Ie atd a tbY 7 ae,. Ue eomilm
ne la ra yAd .Ad- a a m m Ib

tii dls U. le.- r7?ed U d r.

aressd pelrtlu ete n i laba r ratie by
srb l un rie 7. sl e rtita( N t

City dlau4r K.. ill rd riM
aid yitr be i pr- W a r- city
fInmd th city e o had- a ezry caPlOete
in0 !hat e Y il b. and -11 be 1 l prf-
asilb ia Ihr a b471 ag a ie d. M l d
f.r salr tmrs rrcemln t. thae n_

C;y Id hre re are s red- aill be t I Jl i 1a
,ded to reret'r a , 'ar , Th I me dir t plp.]

rea J I TI Lr , r te Lbeh ed o uPr 
Clhb brgpairg ag. r p City C ly I A ai
Urmen. ant Lar II. erep mO b. approved by J L
rentlg otrr pe. re F.,lbbc 'rnni Pa d 1o
cateatly oegtill re ran- slaol ad it- Ihkg -1M
rars beifalfe Juh l. br hI bdorfr tbey -
Th Cy C.-I Republican ad D baw a ye

rna.rty aad earer e ammucd



609
E7 HIBIT I

. *s ~ D ~, PWwftild N.Y. Ju 4 10

zfl. PAm lN OM SIECWIa

Moderate Income
Housing Favored

The Penield Hasng T Fr, appointed by the Town Board
to study having nds in the town has finished ome o its tasks,
an OiId '.*altude*s toward moderate income
asing inPairl, atd i phileshed the results.

Pierre C th ct WodbWn
Dve, chairman dof t Hoalst
Tuk Force t rlbs di-
et bet " mPraytrfdtbepo

of .Penfld- blol--&swe
fhawsbb alttmd h rd mod-
set income haming- the
tmm"

Coet added: "Actauuy tb
Optdon Survey was a rt Or
tim three month Task Force et-
fort. We studied haousig ieds
In the County, Penfield's "fair
share" of these needs, styls 
contruction for modert In-
come hsing, Penfield's Zoning
Ordiaosce, ad goveromentboau-
trg prrtvms. At this mloody5
(June th) Penfield Tao Board
meeting the Housing Task Force
vim memt Its report which In-
obsLn e specifito rc-
cammdtiom for actiom by the
Town BSrd I hope wel hve

gd traut the etlg
so Ot qmetos can be raised

Irt ,NurvyCmrdin-
jat0d: 'We reivled 81

returns from the 19 "tiom-
re nmied. We re very

plnsed with this 35% return."
Tl qustiosae coatrd 9
statmens to which Petfledor
were as UIf they '4roe
Strsly,' "Agr' to wld no
opi.n. "Disagree" or Dis-
agree Strongly" PS dmng-
raphic questlos. Peterson tn-
dicated tu reepoe to eight
oa the ttent were scored
to form an Opinion Idu. An-
alysis shoed t 1 proent d
the rpon nts bd a Oio
Ioa I the nutrl range Whl

s pr centw Is the tl"s
rn a d 4 prefi Wrm In
the positive rane. Person
commeted that lhdiftereoe
is statistically c4nb ad nat
radom chune.

Pierre Costs, Hosing Task
Force Chairma, said: "I be-

Mve tb e survey aty ec y re-
ftis the atnims oa Penlt*-
era In entraL We setquestio-
nire toev*ry fifth personinthe
voter registration lits and the
811 return sem to be reO-
segalUhe p the atof at
Penftield. For ew 16-a
th-respodeas live in a pritas
bhor; 1 have lived 1&ln-
fi1-~re five Yte S 1%
weo betee nd 5 pam of
ag. 1 S i thbi raen ae

arthiuda Pedtseiredotns."
Questions et opinion in which

repWe were O above erbe-
low the neutral range were sum-
mari"d as following

81% would be mor favror-
abl to an ap·rtmeat bmse
or town boase U It as known
tht residents were paying
their "fair share" of town
services.

mpiw at rey ---
'6S feel the Plaming ld

Zoning Boards a sLd to
edforce strict cuaing laws to
protect existing praerty oam-

tfeel more using te
needed for *esor citels.

U% feel the Town Ihold
arise pna Sda tLake C-
L wch w ill rpaide mtd.
eoa leom hoslgwhich
hem aseves e progreea at
tbe To_.

66% do not presently find
the ideas living in a con-
diminium appe·lhg. This re-
duces to 44% the family is
grown up (quest. No. 10).

66 do not approve of fed-
eral mortgage asistnce for
moder t come families.

65% feel shortage at mod-
erate Income housing exists
in Monroe County.

65% do ot approve to tax
abatement of local property
tas to provide moderate n-
come husing in Penfteld (in
general).

64% approve of tax abe-
mont of local property tes
to provide moderate income
housing in Penfleld fortheeider-
ly (specifIcally).

64% reel mre hsing ts
needed for young families.

63% would not obect to liv-
hg wthn as mile at mod-
erate income dwlUings. This
reduces to 4% the distant
is reduced to 1/4 mile (est.
No. 16).

63% feel more hmsing s
needed for moderate Incom
Industrial ind public service
workers.
Among Personal Dats Ques-

Um:
90% m theirpresentdwell-

ing.
86% reside in private home.
76% expect to live in Pon-

field for more then ive yem.
69% have lived in Penfied

for mre tan five years.
69% feel they undertand the

main issues.
Anly is cmtinuing to smm-

marie writtn-in comments, to
*othtb the significance at the
ftat sheet and to further con-
dose the eross thbuluted que-
tli pirs. These results will be
included in a follow up report
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iBg RCCHESTER DEMOCRAT AND CHRONICLE Tuesday, June 6. ;197:

Moderate Income Housing
Said Needed in Penfield

&BRAD KNICKERBOCKEt
,lenfield will have to allw

cructio of at least 20
moderate income housing
units by e m_ m*s-4r
share" o- emssnt nd
for sch si.g, Town Board
members were told last night.
Zte Penfield Housing Task
force. appointed three

months ago by the board to
analyze the need for moder-
ate income housing and rec-
ommend the types and quan-
tity that should be built, also
advised the board to

· Permit and encourage
the construction of a variety
f bmiag styles, types of

destruction and hbous and

lot sizes.
· Adopt changes to the

preseat i -sidiOEe rec-
roary to pmib Lhe broad
YVIEY dLa"mis to od-
r.ae ain - recom-
mended.

* Aadege a prefer-
nce fr te onmstrctn of

DIDrab ncome hoping by

priva;, irdl-tr. but corider
government: subsidized pro-
posals as wet
* Encourage such housing

in areas of the town in addi-
tion to the Penfield Road-
WebJr-Fairport Road area.

view and update the
task ore's recommendations
every two years.

Task force chairman Pierre
Coste said the group did not
recommend specific changes
in the town's zoning ordi-
nance, but cautioned that,
"higher densities per acre
than these allowed by the pres-
ent ordinane may be re-
quired."

He said the group could not

agree on a recommendation
concerning the town's planned
unit deveidpment ordinance.
'be ordinance originally
called fr a maximum denity
of 5.2 units per acre, but was
redued last year to 4.0 units
per acre

Tie nmonroe County P
iqg Counil reom-ends that

such ordinances contain no
density requirement and Pen-
field Supervisor Irene L Go-
sin said last April, "The con-
cept of the planne unit devel-
opment is flexible and if you
restrict it, it tends to increase
costs iDd make it -M be."

Based on current f reb
state aid to local bhoolb. U

-sk ee found that moder-
ate ineeme housing would
coat tIspaers less than high

'Te residents in the mod-
erate income development."
the report concluded, are
prying tit r air share' bet-

r than t residents in the
high income development."
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Penfield Homes Poll 'Surprise
Pdel in Pefield lay r tiy per car d

mt residsets favor moder- tey "w*l be more fnav-
ataOkoMe bousint te e than ble toward san pIaimt-
oppese it houte or twn-hoe projectt

Penfield Roustng TeL ia my nghbo c i I ke
tor menmoer ad town offi- the residents would be ona-

cials said they were "M tribut thr fir irI to
prd" and encouraged by finae such own services Us
the reulbs of te task-force schools, ewers, roads te.. "
11111e 't 1 wasn't say It's an ver

Thbbt-ftin per cent of t heir w mirg met t wy I
s.33 mail questiomaires r e d k" s W r W.

meweted. Forty-mo pr et Pe tWn s
tf tbhow to anwered eid

"Psitive" epinlon of oodr. '1b" that clouds Is that
Vt - boung, s per eople e m in favor or
et m "negative and i rta tat suidie
par t re "neutral - -

T qustioa scored to d '
them paeta related to a

ow4.inm housng need a
Penfiid t town's role In
antuwring Monr Cotaty's
nrsd fr auch bousg,
Whither th pton who a*
sinerd objected to rmodorti-
teim bausmg neat his bmst
aid wboth the ton shld

I r * I J * nod rse o

ppm of te town."
JThaywo pr cat agrd
that ' t peepli know feel

at wm =odrat*' '1
mlel manmo a ne-hbor-

Peo e idmo ap
peiMe and pmrty vfi

t poratep Jumped toa er a when that ques-
Oia sW "kbd at m rir

d f moderate-mn-

O .ebj to _rdb l.
m hk" wie e.-

in b a e no when
to bei a s to be r oeo bi
ob awmy, ad M pr cent

wtb _ a m id way.
asdIs wrho awered

sp it r.y enyr a utether
ti state Urban iLvelopwnt
Cop ' plan to build 3S low-
S M derata-acome ubl-
bed partLmets and town

ums in P enfis i a "'tS
i tb rt dirUeen" But
they ovrh elmmlgy die.
proved of property bat-
mnets ad fedorl overn-
me t mortgage assstac to
pro v d most-nte-income
bom

TblWr not a favor It at-
lt Wr tm."

Dr. J. Donald iam, town
emasi ilman ad oCsttirmen
of de tr force, said. "By

nd hrp I's s rpring nd
eneorodiag that there's a
arooger positive feeling then
negative.
"'n geeral. (the task force

members) nfee: : :he town
hIbouild ot the our com-

lawitia I ionroe County i
belping to provide housing.

Irena L. CGoss. Pentield
supervisor, sad. "rm :,erv
agreably sunied that Ot

tow sme Itn be trplve
to respontble madot-n.
come housiute
'Pierrrre Cto ,,. to
chatrmar said the mp's
re-ommenditin to t toan
board, w't b mude pubc
urtil to torW ,gt's town
board meeting, but be hinted
.t r Ay reommend nnlaes to
the town's eating ni dialhy

. Q~t~g tllv~, t 7

Pen .i
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THE TAXPAYER
Housing plan opponent

Says, "I can't afford it!'

Gt

"iH
CT

sC

'I'rftechef s I'ir,ket
These re some o the Penfleld shllol it'licers who
protested yesterday at school district oflices against
the proposed budget and their dissatifaectlon wthb
what they call lack of progress on contract negotl-
Uon. Some teachers demonstrated again today and
say they will continue until the Jane 13 nual meet-
Ing District has been at an Impasbe n contract talks
sidne May 25.

By LINDA VAN KIRK
Emory W. Miller is one per-

son who was disturbed last
night by the report made by
the Penfield Housing Task
Force.

The tsk force report recom.
mended, mong other things
that the town build no less
than 2000 ddltionel moer-
arte-nrone housing units by

Millr lives t 27 Hillry
4m In a o0.O hore. He is
a comuultt tor Eploivs
Englmerinog Servies. He has

mr children. three of whom
re m Penfield schools. He

in pew as I month in

Aw Md LL il not wnt to
ae 2,000 more mderxt-ln
Come housing units in Pen-
feld by IN.

"Who i going to py or
Ih moderote-nome beOnit?
Who Is gong to pay the un
lor svm, s rvier , rods
and. worst d al. eob?
The entbhled rb are
gote7 to p.,. At L

lThl is Mtll~ls 'C
cern - hot mere ierolde
income hoping will pus his
10 re higher.

He takes iuoe not only will
the k lorce's reeommende-

I would take lsue even
with ormitng task force to
look to houinrg needs," he
says 'I dont ee hy Per-

field should be picked as 
p e or moderate-inoeome
hr. In five or 20 years
any moderate-income housing
proSect will he blight. n
great, big 10r-ocre bht.
Multi-family undlt ore built
out of tissu paper."

Miller says he wUill h a the
nest town board meeting to
check on whether the task
force's rcommendonsi a
accepted

"1 don't want Peneield to
become low-est develop-
ment community. I wanotd
that I could move to the cn-
ter city." he sys "The tsk
force is going to have to mo-
dfy either its statisics or its
values,"

Penfeld Supervisor Irene
Gosin sayr that some modifi-
catlons may be made in the
recommendations but not nee-
ensarily at the next town
board meeting

"We'U be mulling this thing
aver pretty hard though the

taWe summer " she says. "I
don't know U '11 ot. e tIe
whabnpost. We may want to
Ift some prtculbr recomn-
m datom out and ect on
them. At ny rate, before we
t any octon. iwe' bhld
public hearings"

Mr. Gossin, who with the
rest of Lhe town boerd,. ror
metimoned the houlig task
fore March 6. ay the re-
port clrilled everl things

It appears Ihat people
don't wnt to spend oil their
money on housing and tat
they're not adverse to Uving
Mt to moderate-incsm
unit." she says. "The report
also showed that moderate-in-
eme housing in general is

*ppaenUty a· lteer burden on
bchooe than hlbh-mclme house.
ing. I would like to know
more rbout tlt."

The recommendations of the
17-member task force. headed
by Pierre Csteo, were:
-That no lees than 2,000

more moderate-income dell-
ing units be built in the town
by IO .(Moderate-income
heuinlg Is defined as sny unit
that crn be purchased for lees
thean 1O or rented for le
than 150 per month. )

-That the town board per-
mit and encourage the cow
structton of a variety ol houa
inog yles, types olf construc-
tion, house and lot ines In
order to meet modertoe-a.
come housing needs.

-Tati the tow bed
adept ninges In the noedg
ordi tnan I i d pe mit
4he nwsaoetion of 'e a va-
riety of housing

-That the town board a
knowledge a preference br
the construction d moderot-
income bhusmng by private en-
terprloe but tronuktr over.
meant subldrtd proposts as
well

-That modrsale-income
housing be encourgd in
areas of the town i. ddition
to tbe Pefield Road - Webs.
ter Fairport Rod arw.
(There ae currently as seh
units proposed for tl area,
including a project ptlau d by
the Urban Development Cor

porauan )
-Tht the recommends-

ions of the task fore be re-
viewed d updated in two
yetrs.

The task force found that it
per ceat of the hosing in
Penfield is in.the moderate-n-
come range Of the suburban
louns, only Brighton PIUs.
ford, Henriett3 and Rush
have f wer pereetages.
Cte says that single-fam-

ily houses selling for 0.0o0
or less would be 'sery dUil-
cult' to hulb. Conreqntmly
the task forre recommends
the construction of town
hausoe and multiplex units in
thin prie reage.

He S)ys tha although the
group did not ask for ay spe
cific changes in the town e
lng ordsml e, "hilsr dimui-
ies Uuth prsnty aow
may be required "

And he says tti Peai
"de not have an eortn s

f ttb fair sham of ha e.
tW at ti tUse. We c mn
deopt a pllmoppy l'if I'm

alhai,. is pull p th
cap."

_. _


