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IMPACT ON PENFIELD

This section willl review the impact of the
recommendatlions of this Task Force on
various publlec services in the Town. Certailn
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
Penfleld.

Sanitary Sewers

In contrast the sanitary sewer situation is
too complicated to be dealt with effectively
within the scope of the activitles of this
Task Force. At present there 1s insuffic-
ient capacity to handle 2000 additional
dwelling units in Penfield, regardless of
their location or cost. In fact, certailn
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
Penfleld'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 1less
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



513
EXHIBIT A

charter buses from Penfield to Kodak.

R.T.S. 1is 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
exlists.

School System - Capacity

In discussions with Penfileld 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 facllities. 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 adminlistrators
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 1n the areas of the Town of
Penfield which it covers.

School System - Tax Impact

It 1s 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 1s
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 astual 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 compliled and the computations prepared
by the Center for Governmental Research

Inc. (See Appendix M on page U8 for detailed
computations.)
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Assumptlons

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

High Density

Low Density

Development Development
37 acres 37 acres
9.5 1.75
350 65
$ 18,400.00 $ 37.500.00
.5 1.75
175 115
$ 1,308.16 $ 1,308.16
$228,928.00 $ 150,438.40
$ 22.98 $ 22.98
62.112 $ 62.112
$2,382,800.00 $ 901,875.00
$147,872.00 $ 55,980.00



High density Low Density

Effect on School Property Tax Rate Development Development
Full Value Tax Rate +.21 +,43
1 year old development +,21 +.43
2 year old development -.06 +.15
3 year old (& subsequent years) ~202 -,01
<1
o\ E Assessed Value Tax Rate
o\
HH
w A 1 year old development +.594 +1.17
55 2 year old development -.162 +.,405
[ 3 year o0ld (& subsequent years) ~.054 -.0297
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The conclusions from the above are:

1.

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

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

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

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 distinect factors: 1) types of
construction (e.g. single family, duplex,
multiplex, etec.) 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 Penfleld.

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, publiec

utilities, water supply.

The Penflield Master Plan.

Penfleld'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, Penfileld 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 Recommendatlons

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 followlng net annual
income 1limits 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.) 1limits, 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 Penfleld Resildent,

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 Penfleld
resident would be greatly appreclated.

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 Penfleld and
to recommend the types and quantity that
should be built." A fundamental require-
ment was that the Task Force actively
involve as many Penfleld Residents as
possible.

You are one of approximately 2,300
persons randomly selected from the Town's
voter registration lists to participate 1n
the survey. Results of the survey will be
made public as part of the Housling 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 1t to the Town Hall in the envelope
provided. Tabulation of replies will
begin shortly.
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IMPORTANT

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 Bailley 1912 Salt Road

Wendy Bickmore 1849 Blossom Road
Alan Bernsteiln 129 Shirewood

Plerre Costs 107 Woodhaven Drive
Roy Everson 2467 Penfield Road
Joseph Prate 38 Hitchcock Lane
Thomas Hammond 108 Henderson Drive

J .Donald Hare 52 Farmbrook

Clarence Heininger 2048 Five Mile Line Road
Max Holtzberg 50 0ld Barn Circle
Thomas Johnston 29 Royal View

Evelyn Landon 56 Hilltop Drive
David O'Brien 2 Greenwood Cliff
Cornelia Patten 143 Brentwood Drive
Robert Peterson 152 Willow Bend Drive
Barbara Ruben 140 Holley Brook
George Shaw 1700 Jackson Road
Edith Wilcox 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 lncome 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 thils type of housing.

The 1970 Census shows 1,242 owner occupied
housing units below $25,000 and 825 renter
occupied ynits 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 bullt 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 facllities 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 1s 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.)
TABULATETD

QUESTIONNAI

R E

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.

Number of replies

Percent of replies

>
—

> &
U (o)
Zl W £
o § o o
o R [o]
3| © )
2o E e
Qz. 0] )] 0, B0
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13 [176]350]110] 47 |15 [Ne
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5. Housing is an
economic issue-racial

discrimination and 13{i52{301] 37 {229

civil rights are not -
part of the problem.2 9] 37] 5|28

10

6. I would be more
favorable toward an
apartment house or

town house project in

100

{ai ;
my neighborhood if I 16 gi ¥H~93 207
knew the new residents Qlll 10 | 27

had the same economic
educational, and
occupational back-
ground as my nelgh-
borhood now has.

7. I would be more
favorable toward an

14 INo

Yo

apartment house or - .
town house project in !e[28]329]23 |20

34

my neighborhood if I 21 47| 3| lo

No

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 17 hool291] 1y 1140

136

help alleviate the

1

shortage of moderate 2['2{ 37| 9]23
income housing 1in
Monroe County.

O/O
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9. The 1dea of 1living
in a town house or

condominium 1is 7133 19 93 [367]172
appealing to me,. Pyl o Tus] o) &
10. The idea of 1living
in a town house or
condominium would 19 |55 |251] 130 243 {412 Mo
appeal to me when my i ) %
family has grown up. 2| ]3] 16] 3040
11, I approve of the
federal government
assisting a moderate . » .
income family in the 15 ]50(l68143 1715 261 [No
purchase of a home by 3| | 21| §| 3y4{32|%
paying part of the
Interest cost of the
mortgage.

" 0] -85 |60 [-35 [-10 [+15 [+20 [+65 Jvd0
‘QEN"E'QE A 1-q0 b5 |-40|-15 {410 ]+36 | +60 |485 |4
INDEX : no
Gomse) |1 fuo 146 |50 [103 {19 [wo |205 | 4o |21
(percen) O [ 6 1% [0 ]| 3]s {1u {25 | 0 E
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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.

Not Answering

3

11

35

>
—
&)
> =)
— O
ap &
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O < [9p]
& (6]
+ o O ()
[9p] < () ()
o & 1)
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& & 0 0
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< <1 = [} (]
18|210]{ 18 | 239 | 1's [No
ol 33{0f 29| 4 |%
26 | 13| 30 | 259 [ 29[Me
31610 32 (33 |%
i34 |30 | i | 5o ]aa o
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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 nelghbor-
hood appearance and
property values.

16. I would not
object to the pres-
ence of moderate
income dwelllngs

Not Answering

33

Agree Strongly

Agree

No Opinion

Disagree

Disagree Strongly

65

00

123

356

25

44

32

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

03

21

51

239

34

29

35

61

336

3

91

withing 1/2 mile from H

where I now live
(would pass by them
frequently)

4|

24
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Not Answering

18. I would not

object to the pres- 13
ence of moderate

income dwellings

within 1 mile fron 4
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 bulld 350 low and
moderate income
apartments and town
houses near Penfield
Road and Nine Mile k
Point Road 1s a step

in the right direction.

36

)

—

&0

> o

— O
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21. There is no
shortage of moderate 37 331 (1691307 124 N
income housing in 5 [4 {17 20| 3g |15 [®
Penfield.
22. I approve of
tax abatement of
local property 17 11331386 | 54 |40 {g] No
taxes to prov1de 2lwefas| 1117 |io
moderate income
housing in Penfield
for the elderly.
23. The shortage
of moderate income
housing for factory 4“0
workers 1s one of
the reasons some NoT TABULATED  [%

corporations have
left the Rochester
area.

24. The only way
moderate income
housing could be
bullt in Penfield is
to modify the zoning NoT TARVLUATH
ordinance to permit
a greater number of
dwelling units per
acre.
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25. The Planning

Disagree Strongly

and Zoning Boards .
are obliged to 1L [265]350( 53] 1038

Qo

[
W
e

enforce strict .
zoning laws in P3N

%

W

order to protect
the property
values of the
exlsting property
owners.

26. It would be
a good idea for the
town to formulate

plans and take R
actions which would 27| ™1 [4%]59|{gs

provide moderate P
income housing of 31 1% | 4| 1|10

the type and 1n 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?

Not answering

23

>
—
80
-
O -
g o
e -
93] -
-
o] o g
o] o O
N
8 O
<] < =

Disagree
Disagree Strongly

No

No' TPiB VLRTEID

%o

12121 207|267

23

1 26} 26| 33

26

2? 189} U2 j244)210

26

NoT TABULATED
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CIRCLE THE SELECTED ANSWER

Answering

Not

31. How long have you lived in Penfield?
26/3 a) Less than 1 year 20/3 b) 1-5
years 205/25 ¢) more than 5
years 557/69

32. How long do you expect to live in
Penfield?
59/7 a) Less than 1 year 28/3 b)1-5
years 109/13 <c¢) More than 5
years 615/76

33. What 1s your sex?
54/7 a) Male 390/49 b)Female 360/45

34, How o0ld are you?
34/4 a) 18-25 62/8 b) 26-35 148/18
¢) 36-45 218/27 d) L46-55 205/25
e) 56-65 93/11 f) 66 or glder
50/

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-%13,000 27/3
f) $7,000-$10,000 156/19



36.
28/3

37.
30/4

38.
32/4

39.
111/1k4

ho,

107/13
148/18
177/22
142,18
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What type of dwelling to you and
your family reside in ?

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

Does your family own or rent
present dwelling?

a) Own (includes mortgaged homes)
731/90 b) Rent or Lease MU47/6

How many members of your lmmedilate
family are under age 18°?

a) 0 279/34 b) 1-2 293/36
e¢) 3-4 167/21 d) 5 or more
ho/s

Where does the principle wage
earner in your family work?

a) Penfield 63/8 b) Webster
104/13 ¢) Other town in

Monroe County 95/12 d) City

of Rochester 422/52 e) Outside
Monroe County 16/2

Do you feel that more housing

should be avallable in the Town

of Penfield for:

Senior Citizens? a) yes 607/75
b) no 95/12

Young Families? a) yes 523/64
b) no 140/17

Minority Groups? a) yes 345/.43
b) no 289/37

Moderate income

industrial and

public service a) yes 513/63

workers b) no 156/19



41,

57/7
42,
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Do you feel that you understand
the main issues related to housing
in the Town of Penfield?

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

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,
these earning $11,000 per year or less
for a family of four.

Housling 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..Thus,
the 817,500 used in this exercise is

quite reasonable.

Take 1970 population 711,917
Subtract inmates in

institutions 7,345
Subtract persons in

group quarters 12,231
Remainder is persons

in housing units 692,341
Divide by 1970 occupled

housing units 220,554

Result is persons per
occupied housing unit -
1970 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
occuplied housing unit figure accordingly.
Thus, in 1980, the population per occupied
housing unit is estimated at 2.91.

Take projected 1980 population 817,500

Assume 1.03% are inmates 8,420
Assume 1.71% live in group

guarters 13,979
Remainder 1is projected

persons in housing units 795,101
Divide by 2.91 persons per

occupied housing unit 2.91

Result is number of occupied
housing units by 1980 273,230



546

EXHIBIT A

Require a 3.5% vacancy rate for

market flexibility 9,560
Total housing units needed

in 1980 282,790
Total housing units existing

in 1970 228,554
Needed additional housing

units for growth 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

IT.013

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 dolng 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 unigss should be directed at that
market.
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APPENDIX E

Excerpts From

The 1970 Census of Population and
Housing

Penfield population: 23,782
Housing Units: 7,039

Age of population: Under 5 - 2076
5 - 14 - 5770
15 - 24 - 3113
25 - 34 - 3096
35 - W4 - 3477
s - 54 - 3038
55 - 64 - 1788

65 + - 1364
Population by race: White - 23625
Negro - 60
Oriental- 71
Indian - 16
Other - 10
Housing Units:
Owner occupied: 5681
Renter occupied: 1190
Vacant: 168
Housing Units:
One unit structures: 5123
Two + unit structures: 1110

Mobile homes: 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 1is 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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AbPbrinze., oy

Cost of Extra Icatures

Valuc Ratio Curve

Daliar Deltar
Amovot Amownt
Fratures Relow Addcd Te Features Above Subrracred From
Standard Sales Price Standand Salgs Price
Conrrets Dnvewsy Asphalt Dnvewsy  $100 NA NA
Froni Liwn o No Lawn or 5150 Back Lawn or $150
Landcapng Landscaping Lendicaping
Front Speankiers No Sptinklers 3150 Back Spnnklers 5180
FPartal Carpeing | No Carpeung $400 Complete Carpeting 32150
One Firvplacel No Fueeplace 5650 Two or More $630 each
Home Fszeplaces
Woad Shake ot Comporiton Roof  $750 Tile Rool $500
Shmglc Rovl
Dishwisher NoDushwasher  $200 NA. NA
Two-Cat Carage One-Car Carare 800 Three or Mare $800 cach
Two Cat Carport $30 Car Carage
Onc-Car Carport. $1.600
6,000 Square Foot  Less than 6,000 0784 More than 6,000 3075/
Lot Size Square toot Lot Square Squace Foot Squate
Suze Foot Lot Size Foot
2 Rstha of Home 1% of Fewer $450/% Rath 2% ot More $3501% Rath
Less Than 2000 Baths $800/Full Bath  Baths $800/Full Bath
Squate fuct .
3 Baths il Home 2% or Fewer $450/% Bath 3% or More $4301% Bath
3,000 or Muore Baths $800/Full Bath  Baths $800/Full Bath
Squaie feet
No An Conditioning N.A. NA. AirCondivorung 51,100
Evapotanve Cooling
No Duajxs N.A. NA. Pertial Drarcs %0
Complete Drapes  $300
Singhe Oven N.A. NA Douhie Oven $200
No Sell-Cleaning N.A. NA. Self-Cleaning $100
Oven Oven
No Pauo NA. N.A Patic $200
No Wet Bar NA. NA. Wee Bar $400
No Fenting N.A. NA. Fencing $450
Ne Tonus Ares Unfinshed Bonus
Ares $2,000 NA. NA.
Pactially Finished
} Boaus Ares $500 N.A—Not Apphicable, None
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Eistriet

Restdential
A Dirtriet

Pasident sal
A District

Aparirents
or zultiple
dwsllirge

Towvn Houses

Trailer Parks

UYses

1 fawily dvelling, churches,
wcrools, parzs, playsrounds,
bosrders ¥ lodpers (not to
exceed 2), custemery s7rde
culiural eperaticns, publle
1ibrary, runicipal duildinga

811 uses pernitted a3 in AA
District except boarders &
lodgers not to exceed U

wparnent houses, multiple
duellinze

Tovn Houses

ALl uses permitted a3 in
residential A District,
sublect to all the con-
ditiors and uses peraitted
in such A Dlstrict

Penfield Zoning Ordinance, Housing

private garage,
prefessional offies,
{vhen pxrt of the
peracnal rcaidence)

asme a3 AA Distries

private rarares, group
swirmirg pools, parks,
playrrounds % play

areas incly struetural
facilities incldcmisl
10 recrration arca,

malntenance bulldinga

such cormercial uses
83 ray be accessory to
the operation of &
traller park; must be
approved by the Zonirg
Board of Appeals

APPENDIX X

Area
of
Structures

ot less thane

sq It (1 stery)
1L00 sa f1 (1% story)
1500 sq ft (2 story)

not less thant

160 sq 7 ([T atery)
1200 aq ft (1% story)
1)00 80 ft (2 M.ur;s

500 sq ft {stuile)
60D 8q £t (1 bedroom)
800 3q L {2 badroom
950 3q 1t {) brdrooms
Density not to execcd 12,4
living units per acre

Density not to exceed §
dwslltrg unity per acre,
Buildirss cen occupy no
more than 27% of prosa
acreage. Fach unit must
contaln at leaat 3200 eq £0
of habitadle ares.

Section Summary

Hinieum
Size
lots

at leasts

TG T widen

200 [t dapt™
20,000 5q [,
exccpt corner lots
Note (1)

at leasts

00 T wsden

150 rt derth
15,000 aq ft,
except corner lota
Kote (3}

3500 sq [t for each apt
Ilving unit structure
not to excecd 25% of
the sres of the lot

nusy have st least
20 ft frontage

Ko addition to any tratler park shall be corstructed
rosidentisl dlstriet

within 250 ft of the line of
of which arca & SO L otrlp
sald reeidoniisl district sh
landscaped buffer area,

Yarde

front yards {eee
Nove 2) interior
side and rear lot
lincs no 1l¢ss then
10 re

eans as AA Distries

no nearer to street

then reirht of dldg.,
no nesrer than 80 4
in sny caae, Note (L)

™1 no resrep
L Lo crnler
1tre on prisate stroet
on which It frentt, no
ncarer tran O ft to
ceeter line on rabiic

ruad cn which (T 7-onts,
}

sice yords Ko%s (5

rrediately adjolnd
811 be malntained a3 &

1% spaees per
Urirr wnit,

1 of wihien ruat
be i

2 s;aces per
duelling ualt, 1
of vhicn must be
encicsed &k covered

ts

oo
g &Y
H e

rot to ex:ced
2y stovtes or
I n

v
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APPENDIX I
(contd.)
NOTES
1. Corner lots (AA): Width - 125 ft

Depth - 200 ft
Area - 25,000
sq.ft.

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)

Corner lots (A): width - 125 ft.
Depth - 150 ft.

Area -~ 18,750

sq.ft.

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 reapr lot line.
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APPENDIX I
{contd.)

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
Teast 30 ft. setback from any other
structure or external boundary 1line.




District

Planned Unit Development

558
EXHIBIT A

& Average density not to exceed L dvelling units per scre.

Uses

Variety of reatdential types
ard non-residential uses.
Contairs both individual
bullding siics and cormon
preperty which are planned
and develcned a3 A unit.

{a planned reighborhood)

APPENDTX Y
~ {cont.T

Ares of Structures

Minimum Area:r 100 acres of contigucus land

Residential Uses: May be of any type.

Must be & varisty as follavs:r

Peguirement e Rinimun Scuere Feet
¥inimun « 102 bty acreage single fanily detached 1 story 1300
1% atory 1L00
2 etery 1500
Minimum = X by mcreage single family detached 1 story 1000-1300
I 14 stery 12¢0-20.00
2 story 1302130
Minirum = T £ by acreage sinple family detached or 1 stery [{ g SEan) sirale
doudble hores ® 1% stery 100D-13(0 fasily
2 stery 11502200 detacie
deuble §C0
Maximum = 0% by acresge single fanily detached =e 1 atory EcC-1000
1Y story 1055-1700
2 atory 3350-1300
Maxirun » 272 Ay contain multipls dwellings
Miniwum = 102 must be set anide for recrestional use
Maximum = 28 accessory cormercisl and ssrvice usage
I— (see Note 1)

®s Average censity not to exceed } dwelling units per acro. No structure nearer than 8 £% o interior side or rear lot lime.

SIE KOTES FOR ACDITIOML PUD REQUIREMENTS
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APPENDIX I
(contd)

NOTES - PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD)

a)

b)

c)

d)

e)

Horlzontal Structures - 1including
garages shall not occupy more than
20% of the land allocated to the
multiple dwelling portion of the
PUD.

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

Average Denslty - 9 dwellings per
acre for town
houses,

12 dwellings per
acre for apart-
ments.

Distance between multiple unit
bulldings - not less than helght of
tallest bullding.

Front Set Back -~

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

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

Totally internal streets - 30 ft.
from street 1ine




f)

g)
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APPENDIX I
(cont.)

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).

Customary Accessory or Assoclated
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 thelr 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 Cost
80 Elderly Rent $43.00 mo.
(sub.)
44 Town houses Sale low 20s
48 Town houses Rent ??
12 Garden Apts.
(1 B.R.) Rent $160-$200
mo.
121 Garden Apts.
(2+B.R.) Rent $200-$300
mo.
134 Duplexes Sale mid 20s
12 O Lot line Sale mid 20s
17 Single-A Sale $27,000-
$35,000
50 Single-B-C Sale $25,000-
$30,000
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APPENDIX J (cont.)

BEACON HILLS - J.Audino

97 acres 3.13 units per acre 313 units

161 Singles 16% A

134 above $25,000 %10% AA
¥ 27 -~ $22,130~-
$24,900 T%

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

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

#79 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 $2u,900 home
would now cost $189.85 a month (including

$50 taxes) with a conventional mortgage.
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APPENDIX J (contd)

ROCK LAKE - J. Odenbach

168 acres 4.68 units per acre. 784 units

Open hearing of the Planning Board -
March 22, 1971

AA-2 per acre - 37

A -3 per acre - 76

B -3 per acre - 106

C -4 per acre - 90

Town houses - 136 (2-3 B.R.)

Apartments - 336 (1-2 B.R.)
781

No speeific costs were mentioned. Homes
would range from the low 20s to the high
4os with "an effort to keep the mix toward
the lower end”,

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 posltion to estimate
costs of housing. Also the sewer problems
would limlt any ground breaking in the
area till at least 1974.
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FHA - Sections 235, 236 Summary

INTEREST SUPPLEMENTS ON HOME MORTGAGES

A program to enable lower-income families to buy a home or 2 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
morigage limits are established for cligibility in each locality. Assistance
may be provided for new or substantially rchabilitated homes and, in a
limited number of cases, for existing homes without rehabititation,

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 arca 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 Sccretary for Housing Aid development and
Procuction and Mortgage Credit— construction

FHA Commissioner

Assistant Secretary for Hous- Management and loan servicing
ina Manraamannt far mulsifamily arnicrte



INTEREST SUPPLEMENTS ON RENTAL AND
COOPERATIVE HOUSING MORTGAGES

A program to seduce costs on certain rental and cooperative housing
projects designed for occupancy by low-income familics

Nature of Program

HUD -inakirs monthly payments to mortgagees, on behalf of mortgagors, of
a part of the interest on market-rate mortgages finuncing rental or
coopetitive housing projects for lower-incorme families. Inierestreducton
paymeats may aiso he made on sental or cooperative housing proiects
owned by private nonprofit, limited dividend, or cooperative entities which
are financed under a State or ltocal program providing ac.istance through
loans, luan insurance, or tax abatement,

lnterest recluction payments cannot exceed the difference between the
amount requited for principal, interest, and rnortgage insurance premium
on a market-rate mortgage and “the amount required for principal o=
interest on a mortgoge at 1 percent interest. The purpose of the payments
is to bring the monthly rental charges down to a level that low-inzome
families can alford to pay with at least 25 percent of their adjusted
monihly income.

Applicant Eligibility
Applicants for mortgages insured by the Federal Housing Adminisiration
and for inteiest-reduction payments may be nonprofit, limited-dividand,

and coopeiative entities,

Applications for insured mortgages are made to lending institutions ap-
proved hy FHA as mortgagecs.

Applications for interest-recduction payments where no FHA insurance is
involve:d are 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 acded by the
Housing and Urban Development Act of 1968 (Public Law 90-448),

Administering Office Function
Assistant Sccretary for Housing Aid deveclopment and
Prouuction and Mortgage Credit— construction

FHA Commissioner

Assistant Secreiary for Hous- Management and loan servicing
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APPENDIX L

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 l1life of property.

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

Eligible Properties

1. New or substantially rehabllitated
single family dwelllings approved by
HUD prior to construction or rehablili-
tation.

2. Rehabilitated two-famlily 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.

¢) A family with 5 or more minor
persons living in the househdld.

5. Existing dwelling without regard to 1
through 4 above, limited to the
avallability 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).



3.

563

EXHIBIT A
APPENDIX L (Cont'd)

Single person 62 years or age or older.

Mortgage Income Limits

1.

Regular adjusted family lncome - See
Schedule B.

AdjJjusted family income 1s calculated as
follows:

(Gross income of all working members of
the family exeluding temporary over-
time ), less 5% (altowance for Social
Security, withholding, etc.) and less
$300 for each minor child 1living in

the household.)

Asset Limitations

1‘

2.

Mortgagor UNDER Age 62% -~ $2,000,
Mortgagor OVER Age 62% - $5,000,

%% PLUS $500 for each dependent child,

plus applicant's share of mortzage
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.,

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

2-Family

BUFFALO - Base City $21,000%
includes City of
Buffalo, Grand
Island, Counties
of Erie, Wyoming,
Orleans, Alleg-
hany, Nlagara and
Genesee.

ROCHESTER - Base City $21,000%
includes City of
Rochester, Counties
of monroe, Wayne,
Livingston,
Ontario, Seneca and
Yates.,

ELMIRA ~ Key Area $21,000%
includes Cities of
Corning, Elmira
and Counties of
Stueben, Schuyler
and Chemung.

JAMESTOWN - Base City $19,500
includes City of
Jamestown, Counties
of Chautaugqua and
Cattaraugus.

$30,000

$30,000

$30,000

$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.
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ADJUSTED FAMILY INCOME LIMITS

SCHEDULE B

COUNTY OR
LOCALITY

1

Alleghany 5,265
Cattraugus5,670
Seneca

Nation 4, 320
Chautauqual, ’860
Chemung 5,400
Elmira 5. 350
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
6,885
7,290

5,400
6,480
6,885
6,535
7,290
6,210

7,
7

6,
7,
75

6

4

290
695

010
020
290
,835

8
8
T,
s
8,
7
9,
7
8
8
9,
8
8
8,
8.

6

,100
»505

155
900
100
130
545
290
51715
775
180
,910
,910
5175
»235

7

,505
,910

»305
»505
7, J425

8
8
7,695
8
8

8

8,910

8
8,

9
9,315 9
8

» 305
,775 8

8 ,910 9

7.

725 7,

725 7,725

9, 54510 22510,49510,735
7,830 7,830 7,830
9,585 9,585 9,585
9,585 9,85510,125
9,99010,12510,395
9,800 9,99010, 1260
9,720 9,990 10,260

7.560
9,180
9180
9,855
9,450
9,315
9,180
8,640

9,
9,

,585 9,
045 9,

85510,125
315 9,585



2

<
5
H

5
B

Seneca 6,075 6,885
Steuben 5,130 5,940
Addison

Campbell

Corning

Erwin

Horby

Lindly
Wayne 5,940 6,750

& Newark 5,130 6,750

3]

Yates 5,400 6,210
Wyoming 5,345 6,345

7,695 8,100 8,505 8,910
6,750 7,155 7,560 7,965 8,370

7,560 7,965 8,370 8,775 9,180
7,290 7,695 8,100 8,505 8,010
7,020 7,425 7,830 8,235 8,640
7,155 7,560 7,965 8,370 8,775

Dated March, 1972

9,585
9,315
9,045
9,180

9
9

010,260
59,315

“w

o\
=\0

9,85510,125
9,315 9,315
9,315 9,585
9,450 9,720
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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 determlne 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 1f 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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APPENDIX M (Cont'd)

operating expenses eligible for aid. 1In
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 1ts
enrollment has been included in the distrib-
ution formula for the Monroe County Sales
Tax.

The calculations on the following pages
demonstrate in detall 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.

(oM e o 2V}

(]

g.

65 times $37,500 = $ 2,437,500.00
—_ times § = $

Sub total $

Minus present Full

Value of site $ 30,810.81
Net increase in Full

Valuation $ 2,406,689.19

Present Full Valu-
ation of school
district $197,375,244.00

New Full Valuation %199,731,933.00

Computation of per pupil costs multiplier

a.

Total 1971-72

appropriations/

pupil $ 1,647.79
Minus principal

and interest on

debt service/pupil $ - 202,07
Minus Operation and

Malntenance of

plant/pupil $ 132.06
Minus board of

education expense/

pupil $ 5.50
Minus other/pupil §$

Net cost per

additional pupil $ 1,308.16

Additional cost for 115
new pupils $ 150,438.40
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2. Computation of the Tax Base for a High
Density (9.5 units/acre) Project

a. times $ = $
b. 350 times $18,500 = ¥ 6,400.000.00
c.Sub total $
d. Minus present Full

Value of site $ 30,810.81
e. Net increase in

Full Valuation $ 6,409,189.19

f. Present Full
Valuation of
school district $ 197,325,244,00

g. New Full Valuation § 203,73%4,833.00

Computation of per pupll costs multiplier.

a., Total 1971-72

appropriations/

pupil $ 1,647.79
b. Minus principal and

Interest of debt

service/pupil $ 202.07
¢. Minus Operation and

Maintenance of

plant/pupil $ 132.06
d. Minus board of

education expense/

pupil $ 5.50
e. Minus other/pupil $
f. Net cost per

additional pupil $ 1,308.16

Additional cost for 175 new
pupils $ ,328,928.00
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3. a. Average Full Value
Tax Rate/1000 $ 22.98
b. Equalization Rate §$ .37
c. Assessed Value
Tax Rate/1000
Assessed $ 62.112

Tax Impact in 1971-72 1f project had been
completed by first quarter of 1971-72.

Low Density High Density

Project Project
1. Growth Aid
a. Actual 1971-% -0- $ -0~
72
b. New $ 8,913.25 $ 38,624.10

c¢. Increase $ 8,913.25 $ 38,0624.10

2, 1971-72 Tax

Impact
a. Gross add.

cost $150,438.40 $228,928.00
b. Growth aid

iner. $ 8,913.25 $ 38,624.10

¢. Net cost
increase $141,525.15 $190,303.90
d. Net change
in Full
Value Tax
Rate +.43 If on T1-72
rolls +.,21

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

. Operating

Expense
Aild

a. WADA for $ 6,050. 35

0.571

$ 6,050.35

ald
present
b. WADA for

aid new $ 6,165.35

$ 6,225.35

¢. Operating
exp.aid

present $2,971,084.87

$2,971.084,87

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

$3,057.028.37

e, Ald increase
$ 56,471.90

$ 85,935.50

Bullding Aid. No change

No change

Transport-
ation Aid
a. Present $§ 289,881.99 $ 289,881.99
b. New $ 295,391.82 $ 298,266.52
¢. Aid

increase$ 5,509.83 $ 8,384.53
High Tax
Rate Aild $ A
a. Present 22,135.79 22,335.79
b. New 20 Ebl 52 § 22,135.79

c. Increase$ 2,52 5. 3 3

—0-
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6. 1971-72
Tax Impact
a. Gross
Addit.
cost $

150, 438,40

228,928.00

-Op.aid
inecr. $

56,471.90

85,935.50

~-Tr.aid
iner. $

5,509.83

8,384.53

-High tax
rate aid
inecr. $

2,525.73

-0-

b. Net
cost
increase $

85,930.94

134,607.97

c.Net
change 1in
full Value
d.Net change
in Assess-
ed Value
Tax Rate/

1000 Assess-

ed Value

+.15

+.405

-.06

-.162

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

1. Aid ratio
a. Present
b. New

Low Density

0.571

High Density

0.571
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. Op.Expense

a
b

c.

Aid,.

a. Present

b. New

c. Aid
increase

Building Aid
. Present

. New

Aid
increase

. Transporta-

tion Aid

a. Present

b. New

c. Aid
increase

. High Tax

Rate Aid
a.Present
b .New
c.Aid
increase

Additional
Sales Tax
allocation

1971-72 Tax

Impact.

a. Gross
Addit.
cost

-Op.aid

incr.

Low Density

$2,971,084.87

$3.038,161.17

High Density

$2,971,084.87

§3,010,958.97

$ 67,076.30

$ 69,874.10

$ 513,883.51

$ 513,883.51

3 515,0683.05 § 511.183.50
$ 1,799.94 -2,699.91

$ 289,881.99

$ 295,391.82

$ 289,881.99

$ 5,509.83

$ 22,135.79

§ 30,787.86

$ 12,652.07

ET_§§Bf§BET§§
$ 8,384.53
$ 22,135.79
$“‘I7f6§7?2§
$ -4,478.56

$ 9,048.20

$ 13,769.00

$ 150,438.40

$ 228,928.00

$ 67,076.30

$ 69,874.10
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Low Density High Density

aid incr. 1,799.94
-Trans.aid

¥ -2,699.91
incr. $ 5,509.83

$

$

-4,478.56
13,769.00

-High tax
rate aid
~Sales tax

incr.
b.Net incr-

ease (sur-

plus) $ 54,352.05 $ 144,078.84
c.Net change

in Full

Value -.01 -.02
d.Net change

in Assessed

Value

Tax Rate/

1000 Assessed

Value -.029 -.054

12,652.07

& | & |

9,048.20

Summary
1971-72 Full Value Tax Rate Impacts

Low Density High Density

Project Project
lst Year Project +.43 +.21
2nd Year +.15 ~-.06

3rd and Subsequent
years -.01 -.02
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FUNCT IoN

55§

550
ALL

U.S. GOVEZNMLLT OuTLAYS ToR VARwLS FUNCTIONS
BY TiscAL VYeaR
(MiLLions  oF DoLLARS )

1901 19L2
ISS \lo
191 589

M,115 100,813

ESTIMATED

MOTES ALl

sSo

558 =

962 Vb4 1965 19bbL

\ag N 81 39

-880 -85 288 2 P
M3

1907 1968
418 948
2ui6 o070

V969 19970 1971 \‘1'72* 1‘1'13'k
87 V280 1,203 LG 20L06
1,961 z%s 3'357 4039 4844—

ns saé naé3o \34 L52 158 254 118,833 \84- sbg 195 'sea 2, 425 236,10 24(9257

= ToTAL TFTEDERAL OUTLAYS TFoR ALL PURPOSES

: ToTAL FEDERAL OUTLAYS TFoR CoMMunITY DEVELOPMENT & HouSING

(HJCL.UDLS HLD 5 OEO) NMEGATIWE NUMBLRS INDICATE INFLUENCE OF

PrcelPTs Tidom "

‘MAINT EMANCE OF HOLSING MORTGAGE MARKET (55b)”

AND DEDUCTIONS ToP OFFSETTING OTHER RECEIPTS.

ToT AL TeEDERAL OUTLAYS Folk Low AND MeDERATE INCOME HOUSING

A1DS ( INCLUDES SUBSIDIZED  HOLSING PAYMENTS, SPECIAL ASSISTANCE,
£ PEMABILITATION LoANS).

ToTAL SuESIDIRLD

Y NEW & RLMAP, UNITS
1959 191, Goo
1310 334, 8ob
191 §30,000
1972 bis, 000

¢ MSED
GoAL

198 600
310, 000
Sosl 000
(oSO‘ 6060

SOURCE-"THIRD ANNUAL RE -
PoRT oM HOULSING GoALS”,
Jone 29, 1971, WS, GoVERNMENT
PRINTING OFFICE

V. VINKEY

Aloal
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Population
Monroe County, City
1960,1964, 1970
Total Pop.

Monroe County 586,387
City of Roch. 318,611
Balance of

County 267,776
Brighton 27,849
Chili 11,237
Clarkson 2,339
Gates 13,755
Greece 48,670
Hamlin 2,755
Henrietta 11,598
Irondequoit 55,337
Mendon 3 Py 902
Ogden 7,262
Parma 6,277
Penfield 12,601
Perinton 16,314
Pittsford 15,156

Riga 2,800

by Race
and Towns

White

561,321
294,383

266,938
27,762
11,195

2,297
13,738
48,616

2,704
11,574
55,277

3,894

7,247

6,227
12,572
16,299
15,134

2,781




E.-(HIBII‘5§ 4

Rush
Sweden
Webster
Wheatland

Total Pop.

2,555
7,224
16,434
3,711

1960 (cont'd.)
White

2,439
7,186
16,406
3,590

Negro

105
37
10

111

Other
11

18
10



Monroe County
City of Roch.
Balance of
County
Brighton
Chille
Clarkson
Gates
Greece
Hamlin
Henrietta
Irondequoit
Mendon
Ogden
Parma
Penfield
Perinton
Pittsford
Riga
Rush
Sweden

1964
Total Pop.

625,128
305,849

319,279
29,898
13,068

2,807
16,405
59,059

3,152
17,821
60,704

4,177

9,399

8,350
17,337
20,416
18,962
$3,209

2,840

8,377

White

591,634
273,509

318,125
29,759
13,016

2,744
16,385
58,995

3,077
17,751
60,711

4,175

9,379

8,294
17,288
20,393
18,922

3,191

2,703

8,289

Negro

32,561
31,751

810
59
42
60
12
24
57
51
53

43
22

16
18
130
82

Other

933
589

344
80
10

4o
18
19
4o

13
13
27
14
24
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Webster
Wheatland

1964 (cont'd.)

Total Pop.

19,284
b,014

White

19,050
3,903

Negro

27

Other

15
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Monroe County
City of Roch
Balance of
County
Brighton
Chili
Clarkson
Gates
Greece
Hamlin
Henrietta
Irondequoit
Mendon
Ogden
Parma
Penfield
Perinton
Pittsford
Riga
Rush

1970

Total Pop.

711,917
296,233

415,684
35,065
19,609

3,642
26,444
75,136

4,167
33,017
63,675

4,541
11,736
10,748
23,782
31,568
25,058

3,746

3,287

White

655,821
o4%,118

411,703
34,453
19,417

3,575
26,280
4,704

4,093
32,259
63,355

4,534
11,656
10,652
23,625
31,446
24,879

3,697

3,137

Negro

52,218
49,67

2,571
370
138

104
227

594
170

54
81
60

102

33
142

Other

3,878
2,468

1,410
242
54

58
205

164
150

26
15

84

77
16
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Sweden
Webster
Wheatland

1970 (cont'd.)

Total Pop. White
11,461 11,256
24,739 24,549

4,265 b, 136

Negro

124
88
123

Other

81
102



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

Taxable and partially exempt propertiles

Qo
o]

EXHIBIT D

Category No of Accts assessed value
Residences 5143 $47,484,450
Farms 322 3,312,900
Vacant Land 692 1,996,900
Trailer Parks 5 1,852,400
Shopping Centers 8 2,643,500
Commercial Bldgs. 116 3,428,800
Industries 13 911,400
Gas Stations 19 493,200
Apartments 15 4,597,600
Country Club &

Recreational

properties 2 165, 300
Utilities 12 2,498,288
Special Franchise 4 2,268,605
Railroad 1 10,700

Total 6352 $71,664,0U43
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Taxable and partially exempt properties (Cont'd)

assessed value

given by Veteran exemptlions on above $ 1,270,900
vet.bunr, Aged exemptions on above 262,250
(1500 ea) Ministers!' exemptions on above 4,500

Fully Exempt properties

Churches 13 $ 1,1“1,600
Parsonages 12 107,000
School s 12 4,521,200
School land vacant 7 38,100
Church land vacant 4 8,500
Miscellaneous vacant land 16 87,600
Exempt properties _26 977,500

Total 90 $ 6,881,500
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Re-Capitulation of the 1970-71 tax roll

by Categories

Taxable and partially exempt properties

Category No of Accts
Residences 4ogol
Farms 322
Vacant land 731
Trailer Parks 5
Shopping Centers 6
Commercial Bldgs. 116
Industries 13
Gas Stations 21
Apartments 14
Country Club 1
Utilities 12
Special Franchise y
Raillroad 1
Total 6170

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

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
140672

$69,165,424

1,237,900
117, 300
3,000
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AR TATIHLIPULVALWVILIID il avuvyve

Ministers' exemptions on above

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

Total

Fully exempt properties

12
12
12
6
5
15
2>

87

(£ ,UUU
3,000

$ 756,000
107,000
3,897,000
74,600
8,500
111,700
943,700

$5,898,500



593
EXHIBIT D

Category

Residences

Farms

Vacant land
Trailer Parks
Shopping Centers

Commercial Bldgs.

Industries
Gas Stations
Apartments
Country Club
Utilities

Speclal Franchise

Railroad

Total

Re- Capitulation of the 1969-70 tax roll

by Categories

Taxable and partially exempt properties

No

of Accts

4801
326
752

5

5
101
13
23
13
1
13
I

1

6058

Veterans exemptions on above

Aged exemptions on above

Ministers' exemptions on above

Assessed value

$29,981,200
2,055,100
819 300
1,128,300
1, 303 500
2 076 100
653 800
234,900

2 647 700
4y 100
1,235, 900
1 297 960
11 696

$43,489,556

1,110,900
72,000
3,000
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Ministers'

exemptions on above

Fully exempt properties

Churches

Parsonages

Schools

School land

Church land

Miscellaneous vacant land

Exempt propertles

(Town, County parks,
cemeteries, etc.)

Total

12
11
12
6
4
14

23

82

3,000

$ 459,200
62,400
2,890,700
13,500
3,500
32,300
614,700

$4,076,300
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Re-Capitulation of the 1968-69 tax roll

by Categories

Taxable and partlally exempt properties
No of Accts

4669
301
771

Category

Residences

Farms

Vacant land
Traller Parks
Shopping Centers
Commercial Bldgs.
Industries

Gas Stations
Apartments
Country Club
Utilities

Speclal Franchise
Railroad

Total

5
5
93
13
21
12
1
13
1
1

5909

Veterans exemptions on above
Aged exemptions on above

Ministers'

exemptions on above

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

$40,708,553

970,200

73,750
3,000
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Fully exempt properties

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

12
10
12

6
3
_31

T4

$ 459,200
52,400
2,810,300
13,500
2,700
625,100

$3,963,200
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PROPERTY VALUES

The relationship which assessed value of a
municipality bears to its full value 1is
determined annually by the state 1n 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 Penfleld 1s shown for past years

in Table. It is strongly
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TABLE B

ASSESSED VALUE OF EXEMPT AND TAXABLE PROPERTY REAL & FRANCHISE,
RATES, 1950 - 1965

S

A

COUNTY EQUALIZATI

Town of Penfield, New vork (Current Dollars)

Tax

Taxable
Real

Year Propert
1966“25?88671%5

1965
1964
1963
1962
1961
1960
1959
1958
1957
1956
1955
1954
1953
1952
1951
1950

28,619,595
26 ,079,021
24, 248 420
22, 418 >960
20,125, 660
14, 916 860
13,033,460
12,032,660
10, 780 960
9,333,140
8 249 660
Ts ,822 ,560
7,117, 652
6,368,570
5,755,130
5,196,188

Taxable
Franchise

Progerty

1,065,933
97“ 996
875,284
806,475
686 185
733 892
713,817
632,872
54k 292
h69,326
496,215
417,600
335,120
310,760
284,360
267,100

Total
Taxable

Propert§
] ] 2

29,685,528
27,054,017
25,123,704
23,225,435
20,811,845
15, 655 752
13,747,277
12,665,532
11,325,252
9, 802 ,U66
8,745, 875
8,2uo,160
7,452,772
6,679,330
6,039,490
5, 463 588

Wholly
Exempt

Property County State

2,282,700
2,168,800
1,963,800
1,225,700
>9148, 400
857,700
761, 400
447900
hey, 724
294 hoo
294,400
294, 400
294,400
29421400

Equalization
Rate (%)
28 28
29 28
30 29
34 30
37 34
39 30
38 38
38 38
35 38
b9 b9
49 kg
90 90
80 80
80 80
80 80
80 80



Source:
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EXHIBIT D
TABLE B (Cont'd)

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.
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United States of America
State of New York
County of Monroe
(Civic Center)
County of Monroe & City
of Rochester

City of Rochester

City of Rochester - Iand
only

City of Rochester - Land
& Buildings

Subway

Public Schools

Educational

Libraries

EXEMPT PROPERTY TOTALS

as of July 1st,

1962 - 1963

3,970,770
26.186.551

5,071,286

1,180,943
31,736,315

994,877

317,890
6,693,76U
28,103,502
22,018,480
1,420,644

Character Building Agencies 4,039,330

Clubs and Associations
Charitable
Cemete ries

3,219,690
11,063,042
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
32,1L0,652
23,124,510
1,338,044
4,049,950
3,215,010
10,663,810
1,302,910

1964 - 1965

3,970,770
18,631,500

7,110,393

1,190,943
30,862,761

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
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1962 - 1963 1963 - 1964 1964 ~ 1965
Religious Communities 978,820 978,820 950,190
Churches 20,665,240 21,774,200 21,349,680
Parsonages 1,193,230 1,272,610 1,325,730
Clergymen,Residences 151,500 102,000 154,500
Paraplegic Pensioners 26,740 26,740 21,940
Fall Out Shelter 3,090 6,390
Housing Projects 0 0 0

170,345,524 170,138,331 168,795,635
Pensioners 13,841,330 13,917,555 13,800,715
Grand Total 184,186,854 184,055,886 182,596,350
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EXEMPT PROPERTY TOTALS

United States of America
State of New York

County Of(%ggfgeCenter)

County of Monroe & City
of Rochester
City of Rochester

as of July 1st,

1965 - 1966

3,970,770
18,713,379
8,169,287

174,660
31,678,950

City of Rochester-Land only 1,046,257

City of Rochester-Land
& Buildings

Subway

Public Schools

Educational

Libraries

267,470
6,690,274
28,605,512
26,601, 850
1,420,644

Character Building Agencies 4,059,140

Clubs and Associlations
Charitable
Cemeteries

3,369,980
13,500, 340
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
h,752,361

1,954,516
6,709,614
30253.572
28,588,290
1,420,644
3,960,420
3,077,030
15,246,710
1,326,810
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Religious Communities
Churches

Parsonages

Clergymen, Residences
Paraplegic Pensioners
Fall Out Shelter
Housing Projects

Pensioners

Grand Total

1965 - 1966 1967 - 1968 1968 - 1969
951,390 912,830 920,190
21,605,180 21,867,360 21,788,920
1,355,550 1,390,740 1,383,680
148,500 139,500 138,000
21,940 35,940 35,940
6,390 3,640 3,6L0

0 6,055,919 7,335,179
173,684,273 184,849,684 190,150,211
13,963,525 13,797,045 13,481,745
187,647,798 198,646,729 203,631,956
Aged Exemptions 5,646,590

Grand Total

209,278,546
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EXEMPT PROPERTY TOTALS
as of July 1lst,

United States of America
State of New York
County of Monroe
(Civiec Center)
County of Monroe & City
of Rochester
City of Rochester

1969-70

4,518,230
14,0 34187
12,892,785

174,660
30,597,774

City of Rochester Land Only 3,348,275

City of Rochester Land
& Bldgs.

Urban Renewal Land & Bldgs.

Subways

Public Schools

Urban Renewal Agencies
Educational

Libraries

928,136

6,709,614
32,245,572

31,969,080
1,999,670

Character Building Agencies 3,880,350

Clubs & Assoclations
Charitable

Cemete ries

Religious Communities

3,086,930
15,827,370
1,326,810
366,950

1970-71

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

1971-72

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

1,111,000
35,163,220
2,281,85L

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
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Churches

Parsonages

£}

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

EPensioners

H
jus)
P4
ea]

Aged Exemptions

Grand Total

1969-70 1970-71 1971-72
21,811,940 21,945,160 21,663,130
1,466,260 1,438,160 1,664,010
112,500 106,500 94,500
35,940 35,940 35,940
1,225,000
3,640 3,640 3,640
7,646,774 11,194,226 11,463,716
$194,983,447 214,600,505 $219,113,269
13,144,980 12,785,570 12,595,170
$208,128,427 227,386,075 231,708,439
4,493,460 4,903,110 5,214,530
$212,621,887 $232,289,185 $236,922,969
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City Tax Base



CITY OF ROCHESTER TAX RATES

Figures in $ per $1000 assessed valuation
Services not included

¥ City School City Monroe County Total

Year Rate Rate Totals for Clty residents Rate
1959 24,50 17.56 42,06 14,12 56.18

60 24,30 21.09 45,39 14,23 59,62

61 24,30 23.22 47,52 14,14 61.66

T 62 24,30 24,10 48, 40 14,55 62.95
Degyr 63 24,30 24,27 48,57 14,18 62.75
S 64 24,30 24,27 48.57 15.78 64,35
‘pg 65 26.68 26.87 53.55 19.24 72.79
i 66 27.59 27.87 55.46 19.63 75.09

R 67 2,08 28.87 57.95 18.55 76.50
68 29,08 29,47 58.55 18.12 76.67

69 31.66 32.36 64,02 24,77 88.79

1970 31.66 36.25 67.91 22.56 90,47

71 33.68 42,68 76.36 27.16 103.52

72 33.68 47,27 80.95 28.06 109.01

¥ City & School rates are for Fiscal year -
July to July ending in Year listed

HEB 4/72
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The City’s Money Woes Grov

Taxes Will Rise,
Mayor Confirms

By TOM MINNERY 1 moott that the estimated
f defick
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Moderate Income

Housing Favored

The Penfield Housing Task Faroe, appointed by the Town Board

to study housing nseds in the town, has finished one of its tasks,
AU alents’ Atfitudes toward moderate income

housing inPentiedd, and has published the results.

an Oplalom

Pierre Casts of Woothaven
Drive, chairman of the Housing
Task Force sadd results indi-
ostethat *‘a majerity of the pecple
o .P!nﬂ.l~

d mad-
oAl  Income nm-u the
tomm”

Coste added: ‘‘Actually the

Opimion Survey was oms part of
the thres month Task Force ef-
fort. We studied housing needs
in the County, Penfleld’s '‘fair
share®” o these needs, styhc o
construction for te in-

3¢ per cent were in the segative
range and 48 percent ‘were in

Peterson
difference
is statistically significant and not
ragdom chance.

Plerre Coste, Housing Task
Forcs Chairman, said: ‘I be-
liove the Burvey accurately re-
flscts the eunm- of PentieM=:
ors In gemeral, We sent queation=
neires to every fifth personinthe
voter registration lists and the
81l rmru,duon to be npn-

come housing, Penfield’s Zoning
Onunnco. and government hous -

ng programs, At this Monday’s
(Juu Sth) Penfield Town Board
meeting the Housing Task Farce
will preseat its report which in-
oludes some specific rec-
ommendations for action by the
Town Beard, 1 hope we'll bave
s good turnout et the meeting
50 that questions cun be raised

b’

‘"We received 811
refaras from the 2319 question-
maires mailed, We were very
pleased with this 38% retura.’”’
The questionaive copiaimed 29
statements to 'ur.h Ponf'lnlbn
were asked they ‘‘Agree
Strongly,” ”A(rn" to hold no

opinion, lnnn" or “Dis-
agres Btrouly" phis demog-
raphic questions. Peterson in-

dicated that responses to eight
o the statements were scared
to form an Opinion Index. An-
unu showed that 15 percent of

the respondenis bad an Opinion
jodex i the neutral range whils

the people of
Pentield, For exampls, $8f~of
the -Tespendenis live in & private
bome; 80% have lived in Ben-
fie)d-over five ysars ami 03%

Questions of cpinion in which
respanses were 80% above or be-
low the neutral range were sum-
marized as follows:

81% would be more favor-
able to an apartment house
or town house if it was known
that residents were paying
their ‘“fair share” o town
services.

meded for semior cltisens.
%

66% do not presently find
the idea of living in a con-
diminjum appealing. This re-
duces to 4% if the family is
grown up (quest. No. 10).

66% do not approve o fed-
eral mortgage assistance for
moderete {ncome families.

65% feel a shortage of mod-
erate income housing exists
in Monroe County.

i 65% do mot approve of tax
abatement of local property
taxes to provide moderate in~
come housing in Penfield (in
general)

64% approve of tax abate-
ment o local property taxes
to provide moderate income
housing in Penfield for the elder-
1y (specifically).

64% feel more housing is
meeded for young families.

63% would not object to liv-
ing within one mile of mod~
erate income dwellings. This
reduces to 43% jf the distance
is reduced to 1/4 mile (quest.
No. 16).

63% feel more housing is
peeded for moderate Income
ipdustrial and public service
workers.

Amoog Personal Data Ques-

90% own their present dwell-
ing.
88% reside tna private home,

76% expect to live in Pen-
field for more than five years.

69% have lved in PenfieMd
for more than five years.

69% feel they understand the
main 155ues.

Apalysis is contimuing to sum=-
marise written-in comments, to
establish the significance of the
fact sheet, and to further comn=
dense the cross tabulated ques-
tion pairs. These results will be
included in a follow up report.
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Moderate Income Housing
Said Needed in Penfield

MY BRAD KNICKERBOCKER
Jenfield will have to allow
difstruction of at least 2,000
mederate income housing
units by 4008p mestite-“fuir
share’ of-the county's need
for such howsimg, Town Board
members were told last night.
The Penfield Housing Task
Ferce, appointed three

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

¢ Permit and cncourage
the construction of a variety
of bmusieg stxles, types of
conatruction aod housr and

lot sizes.
® Adopt .chango_s {o

mended. ;
. M%la‘lge a prefer-
ence fer eon.d.rnct?on of

moderate income housing by

privaiv ande-try, but consider
governmen: subsidized pro-
Pposals as well.

* Encourage such housing
in areas of the town in addi-
tion to the Penfield Road-
W -Fairport Road area.

L : and update the
task force's recommendations
every two years.

Task force chairman Pierre
Coste said the group did not
recommend specific changes
in the town's 2zoning ordi-
nance, but cautioned that,
“higher densitics per acre
then those allowed by the pres-
ent ordinamte may be re-
quired.”

He said the group could not

such contain np

agree oo a r
concerning the town's planned
unit develSpment ordinance.
The ordinance originally
called for a maximum density
of 5.2 units per acre, but was
reduced last year to 4.0 unils
per acre.

_The Monroe County Pl
ning Counctl ds that

density requirement and Pen-
field Supervisor Irepe L. Gos-
sin said Jast April, “The con-
cept of the planne unit devel-
opment is flexible and if you
restrict it, it tends to increase
costs snd make it inflexible,”

-task -fores found that moder-
ale iocome housing would
cost taxpayers less than high
h houning.

“The residents in the mod-
erate intome development.”
the

income development.”




Pellsters in Penfield soy
mare residents favor mader-
ate-lecoroe housing the:: than
oppess it
.Penfield  Housing  Task
Fores memoers and town offi-
cials said they were “sun
prised’” and encouraged by
the results of the task-force

o the

they overwhelmmg:y dissp-
proved of property-tat abato>-
ments and federal govern
went mortgage assistance 1o
provide meot ate-1ncome

i

_ realestste  tax
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Penfield Homes Poll 'Surprise’

Eighty-age per cent agreed
they “‘would be more favers-
ble toward an saparimest-
house or lewmn-house rohet
io my neighbormeoa if 1 kmew
the residents would be eos-
tributing their ‘fair shase’ to
finapce such town services &s
schools, sawers, roads ete.”

“] ean't say it's an ower.
whelmirLg macdatr the way
read " sadd Wakter W,
Peter, town cousciings.

“Thiag that clouds it s that
peopls are s i favor of
mbsidie

They're not in favor ¥ it af
foets their tazes.”

Dr. J. Dopald Hare, town
councilman asd co-cosirman
of the tash force, sald. "By
and large #'s surprising and
encoursging that there's a
stronger positive feeling than
pegative,

“In geperal. (the task force
members) fee. ha: :he fown
shouid joia the owwr com-
munities ia Monroe County in
helping to provide houmng.™

Irepe L.. Gossia, Penfield
supervisor, said, “I'm vers
agreesbly surprised that the

16B

ROCMESTER DEMOCRAT

- opit.
J/L;NE ‘1‘/ /4”.

AND CHRONICLE
[ -

Sunday,

lowr seems to be respomsive
to responsible modarate-in-
enme housisg *'

Pierrre Coste. task force

chaurmar. sa2id the group's
recommendations to the town
board, won't be made public
until tomorrow pighl's town
board meeting, but be hinted
it may recommend cnanges o
the town's goning ani dessity

T
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Teachers Picket

These are some of the Penfleld schonl teachers who
protested yesterday ut school district offices against
the proposed budget and their dissatisfaction with
what they call lack of progress on contract negotia-
tons. Some teachers demonstrated again today and
say they will continue until the June 13 nnual meet-
ing. Distrlct has been at an impasse in contract talks
sinee May 25.

THE TAXPAYER

Housing plan opponent
Says, ‘I can’t afford it!’

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 Lask force report recom-
mended, among other things,
that the town build no less
than 2,000 additional moder-
ate-incose  housing units by
1880,

Millar lives at 27 Hillary
-ane in a $40,000 home. He is
a conuultant for Explosives
Eagineering Services. He has
four childron, three of whom
are in Penfield schools, He
43 be pays $200 a month in

And Moy t not want o
see 2,000 more moderate-in-
come housing units in Pen-
lield by 1980,

“‘Who i going to pey for
the maoderate-lncome housing?
Who Is going to pay the taxes
for seweww, services, roads
and, worst of all, sclools?
The cstabliahed residests -are
gotng (o pev, thete-wiil”

melslﬂ.llc'lﬁ”
- cern — that more ne

income housing will push his
tax rate ugher,

He takes issue vot only with
the task force’s recommenda-
tions.

“1 would take lssue even
with forming a task force lo
look nto housing needs,” he
says 1 don't see why Per-

field should be picked as a

for moderate-income

, In five or 10 years
any moderate-income housing
project will be a hlight, a
great, big 100-acre blight.
Multl-family units are bullt
out of tissuo paper.”

Miller says he will be at the
next town board meeting to
check on whether the task
force's recommendations are
accepted

“{ don’t want Penfield to
become a low-cost develop-
ment community. If 1 wanied
that, I could move 1o the cen-
ter city,” he says “The task
loree is going to have to mo-
dify either its statistics or its
values.”

Penfield Supervisor Irene
Gossin says that some modifi-
catlons may be made in the
recommendations but not nec-
essarily at the next town
board meeting

“We'll be mulling this thing
over pretty hard {hrough ihe
whale summer,” she says. '
don't koow If we'll act.on the
whols report. We may want fo
Ut sowe particular recom-

It appears that people
don't want to spend all their
money on housing and that
they're not sdverse to living
pext  lo  moderate-income
units,” she aays. ““The report
also showed that moderate-in-
come housing in general is
apparently a lesser burden on
schools than high-incime hous-
ing. I would like to know
more sbout that.”

The recommendations of the
17-member task force, headed
by Pierre Coste, were:

~That no less than 2,000
more moderate-income dwell-
ing units be built in the town
by 1960. (Moderate-income
housing Ja defived as any unit
ihat can be purchased for less
than $30,000 or rented for less
than $150 per month.)

~That the town hoard per-
mit and encourage the con-
struction of a variely of hous~
ing siyles, types of construc-
tion, house and lot sizes in

would permit
mendations out and sct on the construction of such a va-

them. At any rate, before we
take any action, we'l hold
public hearings.*

Mrs. Gossin, who with the
rest of the town board, com-
missiooed the housing Laak
force March 6, says the re-
porl claritied several things

knowiedge a preference for
the construction of moderate-
income houmng hy private en-
terpfise but consider govern-
melrlu submidized proposals as
we!

moderate-income
housing be encouraged in
areas ol the town in addition
to the Penfield Road - Webs-
ter Fairport Road ares.
(There are currently 678 such
units proposed for this area,
including a project planned by
tbe Urban Development Cor-
poration.)
—That the recommenda-
tions of the iask force be re-
viewsd and updasted in two

years.

The task force found that 19
per cent of the housing in
Pentield is in the moderate-in-
come range. Of the suburban
towns, only Brighton, Plis-
ford, Henrielta and
have lower perceniages.

Coote says that single-fam-
ily houses selling for $20.000
or less would be “very diffi-
cult” o huild. Consequently,
the task force recommends
the construction of town
houses and multiplex units in
this price .

He says that although the
group did not ask for any spe-
cific changes in the town zo0-



