Implementation Plan
for Sustainable Development
in the New York - Connecticut
Metropolitan Region

MAY 30, 2014

DRAFT: May 30, 2014 - 12:15
SCI Implementation Plan Draft 20140516_final.indd

NEW YORK & CONNECTICUT
SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES

1

About the New York-Connecticut
Sustainable Communities Consortium

NY-CT Sustainable Communities Consortium

The New York – Connecticut Sustainable Communities Consortium is supported by a U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD) Office of Sustainable Housing and Communities Regional Planning Grant. The Sustainable Communities
Regional Planning Grant program is a key initiative of the Partnership for Sustainable Communities, a federal partnership joining the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, U.S. Department of Transportation, and HUD with a shared mission to coordinate federal
housing, transportation, water, and other infrastructure investments to make neighborhoods more prosperous, allow people to live
closer to jobs, save households time and money, and reduce pollution .
Partners in the NY-CT Sustainable Communities Consortium
include cities, counties, metropolitan planning organizations,
and non-profit organizations across Long Island, New York City,
lower Hudson Valley, and coastal Connecticut:
Regional Plan Association, partner and fiduciary agent
Connecticut partners:
City of Bridgeport
City of Norwalk
City of Stamford
City of New Haven
South Central Regional Council of Governments
Greater Bridgeport Regional Council
South Western Regional Metropolitan Planning
Organization
New York partners:
City of Mount Vernon
City of New Rochelle
City of New York
City of White Plains
City of Yonkers
Nassau County
Suffolk County
Long Island Regional Planning Council
New York Metropolitan Transportation Council

An Advisory Board was formed to monitor the progress of
Consortium activities, provide recommendations, and review
and comment on Consortium work programs. Advisory
Board members include both governmental agencies and nongovernmental organizations in the tri-state New York/New
Jersey/Connecticut region.
Connecticut Department of Economic and Community
Development
Connecticut Department of Transportation
Connecticut Housing Finance Agency
Connecticut Environmental Justice Network
Connecticut Office of Policy and Management
Empire State Development Corporation
ICLEI – Local Governments for Sustainability
Local Initiatives Support Corporation
City of Newark
New York State Department of State
New York State Homes and Community Renewal
City of Jersey City
North Jersey Transportation Planning Authority
Urban Land Institute
WE ACT for Environmental Justice

The work that provided the basis for this publication was supported by funding under an award with the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development. The substance and findings of the work are dedicated to the public.
The author and publisher are solely responsible for the accuracy of the statements and interpretations contained in this
publication. Such interpretations do not necessarily reflect the views of the Government, including the individual member
agencies of the New York-Connecticut Sustainable Communities Consortium.

2 Implementation Plan for Sustainable Development | May 2014

Table of Contents

1. Executive Summary

6

a. Outcomes of Place-Based Projects
b. Findings and Actions to Improve the Regional Planning Process for Sustainable Development
c. Findings and Actions to Address Regional Equity and Opportunity
d. Findings and Actions to Improve Implementing Sustainable Transit-Oriented Development

10
11
12
13

2. A Vision for Sustainable Development in the New York-Connecticut Region

14

a. Goals of the New York-Connecticut Sustainable Communities Consortium
14
b. Place-Based Projects
17
i. Bridgeport Barnum Station Feasibility Study 								17
ii. I-287 Cross County: Repurposing office parks 							
18
iii. Nassau County Infill Redevelopment Study						 		
19
iv. New Haven Union Station Transit-Oriented Development Plan			 		
20
v. New Rochelle Smart Growth Study							 		20
vi. Stamford East Main Street								 		21
vii. Southern Westchester East West Corridor Issues Scan				 		
22
viii. New York City Climate Resilience							 		23
ix. Norwalk Transit-Oriented Development Study					 		
24
x. Suffolk Transfer of Development Rights 								25
xi. Long Island Regional Housing Study							
 		
25
xii. Sustainable Communities in the Bronx						 		
26
xiii. Sustainable East New York								 		26

3. Impediments to Realizing the Sustainable Development Vision

28

a. Gaps in the Regional Planning Process
28
i. Integrating Regional and Local Transportation Planning				 		
29
ii. Prioritizing Areas of Growth and Conservation					 		
31
iii. Integrating Transportation, Housing, and Economic Development with Transit-Oriented
Development										 	33
iv. Job Access and Economic Opportunity						 		
38
v. Regional Strategies for Energy Efficiency						 		
40
vi. Resiliency and Hazard Mitigation 									44
3 Implementation Plan for Sustainable Development | May 2014

b. Fair Housing and Equity Assessment
47
i. The Fair Housing and Equity Assessment (FHEA): What It Is and Why It Matters	 		
47
ii. Purpose and Approach  										49
iii. Summary of Findings  										51
iv. Major Conclusions and Recommendations from the Stakeholder Engagement Process 		
												
54
c. Barriers to Implementing Sustainable Transit-Oriented Development
58
i. Common Challenges 											58

4. Implementing the Regional Sustainable Development Vision

63

a. Proposed Approach and Desired Outcomes
63
b. Actions to Improve the Regional Planning Process for Sustainable Development
64
i. Establish a Regional Network 										64
ii. Establish a Regional Clearinghouse 									64
iii. Recommend Federal Regulatory Changes 								65
iv. Develop Multi-State Planning Mechanisms 								67
v. Undertake Spatially-Specific Approaches 								67
c. Actions to Address Regional Equity and Opportunity
69
i. Disseminating and Developing Strategies 								69
ii. Actions By Individual Consortium Members 							
70
d. Actions to Improve Implementing Equitable and Resilient Transit-Oriented Development
74
i. Information/Best Practices 										74
ii. Community Consensus and Ongoing Local Support 							
74
iii. Transportation Accessibility 										74
iv. Programmatic and Permitting Processes 								74
v. Funding 												75

Appendix A: Findings from the Fair Housing and Equity Assessment			

76

a. Economic, Demographic and Housing Trends 
76
i. Pre- and post-war development patterns in the New York region 					
76
ii. Economic and Demographic Trends Since 1990 							
77
iii. Regional Housing Needs 										79
iv. Housing Cost Burden
80
v. Housing Construction 										81
vi. Future Housing Needs 										82
b. Patterns of Segregation and Integration
84
i. Concentrations of Major Racial and Ethnic Groups 							
84
4 Implementation Plan for Sustainable Development | May 2014

ii. A “majority-minority” region with non-whites concentrated in the region’s cities 			
85
iii. Measures of Segregation and Integration 								90
c. Analysis of Areas of Need and Opportunity 
93
i. Racially/Ethnically Concentrated Areas of Poverty 							
93
ii. Neighborhood Typologies to Address Areas of Need and Opportunity				
98
iii. Access to Existing Areas of High Opportunity 						
103
iv. Conclusion 											
109
d. Identification and Assessment of Major Public Investments: Non-Housing Investments and Their
Relationship to Fair Housing and Access to Opportunity
110
i. New York City 											
110
ii. Long Island 											
113
iii. Lower Hudson Valley 									
115
iv. South-Central & Southwestern Connecticut: Norwalk, Bridgeport, Meriden & New Haven 		
												
117
e. Identification and Assessment of Fair Housing Issues, Services, and Activities 
119
i. Patterns of Discrimination  									
119
ii. Fair Housing Complaints 									
119
iii. Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) Data 						
123

Appendix B: New York-Connecticut Fair Housing and Equity Assessment (FHEA)
Advisory Committee Report & Strategy Recommendations
134
i. Executive Summary 										

134

Appendix C: Responses to Public Comments Received on the April 11, 2014 Draft
Implementation Plan for Sustainable Development					
167

5 Implementation Plan for Sustainable Development | May 2014

1. Executive Summary

T

he New York-Connecticut region, an area that
includes New York City, Long Island, the lower
Hudson Valley, and coastal Connecticut, is one of the
largest and most complex urban areas in the United
States. A part of the larger tri-state metropolitan area
surrounding New York City, it is home to 14 million
people and a productive, energy-efficient economy
built around the nation’s most robust transit network.
The region also includes some of the wealthiest and
poorest communities in the country, and is one of its
most racially and ethnically segregated regions. As a
coastal region, it is also increasingly vulnerable to sea
level rise and frequent and intense storms brought on
by climate change.
Three years of collaborative planning by the
New York-Connecticut Sustainable Communities
Consortium, a partnership of nine cities, two
counties and six regional planning organizations, has
resulted in an agenda to create more sustainable and
equitable economic growth. The components of this
agenda include plans to create more jobs and mixedincome housing in specific downtown locations
and low-income neighborhoods served by the MTA
Metro-North Railroad and the MTA Long Island Rail
Road. It also proposes improvements to the planning
processes that often fail to adequately connect
transportation, housing, economic development and
environmental planning and policies. And it includes
actions to promote fair access to good schools, job
opportunities and healthy communities.
The work of the Consortium was supported by a
Sustainable Communities Regional Planning Grant,
a key initiative of the Partnership for Sustainable
Communities, a federal partnership of the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development,
the U.S. Department of Transportation, and the
Environmental Protection Agency.
The Consortium’s planning program was built from
a shared vision of its members – derived from their
own planning efforts individually -- for sustainable
development in the New York-Connecticut planning
area. This shared vision for sustainable development
rests on the following key characteristics of the

Consortium’s planning area:
•

A globally competitive regional economy that will
require strategic investment in infrastructure,
business centers and neighborhoods to maintain
and expand prosperity and improve quality of
life.

•

A low per capita energy consumption and
greenhouse gas emissions, largely a result of safe
and reliable public transit service providing for
more compact and efficient land-use patterns.
These services not only dramatically reduce a
traveler’s carbon footprint, but also facilitate a
larger shift away from automobile use.

•

Transit systems with rich legacies and great
scalability that have received and will require
sustained investment.

•

A network of downtowns and neighborhoods
supported by the transit network with
underutilized potential to provide needed
housing and jobs.

Given these key characteristics, pursuit of the shared
vision through the Consortium’s planning program
has involved its members working together to foster
livable and sustainable communities and growth
centers around existing and planned transit services
in the New York-Connecticut planning area in order to
enhance affordable housing and continue to reduce
traffic congestion, improve the environment and
expand economic opportunities. Underlying this is
the understanding that transit oriented development
(TOD) is a foundation for sustainable and equitable
development. TOD, when correctly planned, designed
and implemented, provides economic benefits
(lower transportation costs, access to job centers),
social benefits (public space, mixed-income housing,
community resources), environmental benefits (lower
per capita energy consumption and greenhouse
gas emissions), health benefits (increased walking,
lower obesity) and greater convenience in using
transportation services. TOD planning is well
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established in the New York-Connecticut region, and
the planning initiative sought to both capitalize on
current and earlier efforts as well as to place TOD
planning in a more regional context.
Specifically, the Consortium pursued three objectives
to further progress toward this vision:
•

Integrating and enhancing existing regional and
local planning to the greatest extent practical
to fill in gaps and more closely align the
Consortium members’ planning work with the
six Livability Principles defined by the federal
Partnership for Sustainable Communities to 1)
provide more transportation choices, 2) promote
equitable, affordable housing, 3) enhance
economic competitiveness, 4) support existing
communities, 5) coordinate policies and leverage
investment, and 6) value communities and
neighborhoods.

•

Linking strategies on a regional scale to develop
mixed-income housing, employment and
infrastructure in locations connected by the two
major commuter rail networks in the planning
area – the MTA Metro-North Railroad and the
MTA Long Island Rail Road.

•

Supporting project planning at the local level
that reflects the overall Consortium vision
while engaging residents and stakeholders in
developing implementation strategies.

By pursuing these objectives, the Consortium
members sought to bring their individual regional
and local planning efforts into greater alignment
while also enhancing that planning to create a more
robust approach to regional sustainability. At the
same time, the shared regional vision was reflected
locally through place-based projects funded through
the Consortium planning program.
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New York - Connecticut Sustainable Communities Consortium Partners
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New York - Connecticut Sustainable Communities Consortium Regional and Place-Based Projects
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a. Outcomes of PlaceBased Projects

transit-oriented growth in the county’s downtowns.

A

primary goal of the planning initiative was
the development of sustainable, equitable
communities by creating a network of mixed-use,
mixed-income centers linked by the region’s extensive
commuter rail network. Doing so will build upon the
key strengths of the planning area, thus enhancing
efficiency in the face of future growth, as well as
mitigating environmental pollution, conserving land
and strengthening economic vitality.
The most tangible legacy of the initiative is the set of
project plans for specific locations that can provide a
new dimension of growth for the region’s economy
and models for other locations. Several of these
projects developed community plans for places
as diverse as the South Bronx and central Nassau
County. Some assessed the feasibility and potential
impacts of major infrastructure improvements.
Others addressed key sustainability and development
issues that affect several communities in a
jurisdiction. These projects are described in Section
2.b of this report and when implemented produce
would bring a wide range of benefits.
In Connecticut, new transit services, station
redevelopment and pedestrian improvements
would support comprehensive downtown and
neighborhood revitalization strategies in Stamford,
Norwalk, Bridgeport and New Haven.
In the lower Hudson Valley, downtown transitoriented development and transportation-land
use coordination along the Cross-County and I-287
corridors would build on exiting plans for the cities of
New Rochelle, Yonkers, Mt. Vernon and White Plains.
In New York City, community-based plans for East
New York and eight communities in the Bronx would
expand mixed-income housing and job opportunities
while improving livability, and waterfront
communities would more effectively adapt to the
risks of storms and rising sea levels.
On Long Island, new infill development and
pedestrian improvements in Valley Stream, Lynbrook
and Baldwin would support transit-supported growth
in Nassau, while improvements in Suffolk County’s 17
transfer-of-development rights programs would both
protect environmentally sensitive areas and support
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b. Findings and Actions
to Improve the Regional
Planning Process for
Sustainable Development

S

pecific gaps were identified between the
sustainability-related elements of existing planning
processes and requirements at various levels –
local, county/regional planning organization (RPO),
regional/metropolitan planning organization (MPO),
and state – that are distinct impediments to realizing
the Consortium’s shared sustainable development
vision. The assessment is based on an analysis of
regional, county and municipal plans that identified
commonalities, differences, overlaps and alignment
with the Livability Principles promulgated by the
federal Partnership for Sustainable Communities.
Gaps in the transportation planning process exist
primarily between planning and resource allocation
between the two states (as well as with New Jersey),
and between the planning at the regional and local
level in New York. Overall, these gaps are due to
the allocation processes, usually based on complex
formulas, which bring federal and state resources to
MPOs, local municipalities and local transit providers.
A fundamental tension pervades land use planning in
New York and Connecticut. Each town, village or city
has the authority to approve, disapprove or modify
land use planning and zoning, yet county, regional
and state planning departments are also required to
review and make recommendations on those projects
that could have inter-municipal impacts.
Housing, economic development and transportation
planning often takes place in isolation of each
other, making comprehensive transit-oriented
development planning difficult. The regional transit
network is a key part of the Consortium’s vision to
improve access to opportunity and an increase in
transportation options is a key objective identified
by the Consortium. The involvement of regional
transit providers during initial planning stages of
TOD projects is vital. Combining land use and transit
planning from the outset helps to identify creative
financing opportunities and address any potential
obstacles. Several project recommendations in
the Implementation Plan require the continued

collaboration of transit planners, service providers,
municipal planners and community stakeholders
throughout the planning process.
A number of initiatives are underway in New York and
Connecticut to reduce energy use and corresponding
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. However, additional
steps are needed to make the current approach more
comprehensive and to increase overall impact while
properly maintaining existing transit services and
facilities.
More effective resiliency planning will require a
greater integration of hazard mitigation and resiliency
plans with all other identified plans at multiple levels.
Actions to improve coordination and effectiveness of
planning across multiple levels of government and
different programmatic responsibilities could take
a number of forms, from voluntary collaboration
to regulatory reform. Steps which would flow from
the work of the NY-CT Sustainable Communities
Consortium as well as the objectives of the federal
Partnership for Sustainable Communities include the
following:
•

Establish a voluntary Regional Sustainable
Communities Network (RSC Network) drawn
from both government agencies and nongovernmental stakeholders to facilitate continued
collaboration and act as a clearinghouse for
information and best practices.

•

Pursue changes in federal planning regulations,
as described in Section 4 of this report, which
will better coordinate the disparate elements of
sustainability planning through various forms of
cross-acceptance and other means.

•

Develop multi-state planning mechanisms to
foster more regional sustainable development
planning.

•

Develop spatially-specific approaches to assist
in implementing projects for transportation
corridors, transit-oriented development zones
and multi-jurisdictional projects.
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c. Findings and Actions
to Address Regional
Equity and Opportunity

W

ith the recognition that regional equity
and opportunity is a key component of
sustainability, the federal Partnership for Sustainable
Communities required the Consortium and all
recipients of Sustainable Communities Regional
Planning grants to undertake a fair housing and
equity assessment. The development of new housing,
jobs and infrastructure in the region must take into
account patterns and impacts of segregation, which
in large measure are the result of a history of public
policies at all levels of government, from federal
mortgage policies to state infrastructure investments
to local zoning. The assessment found patterns
and impacts of racial and ethnic segregation in the
region that are important for policies guiding new
infrastructure and development decisions.
Racial and ethnic integration is associated with
several benefits, including stronger economic growth,
greater economic opportunity, better education
outcomes, and more efficient use of land and other
resources. For example, U.S. metropolitan regions
that were more integrated by both race and skill
levels had stronger economic growth from 19802005.
While the region is becoming more diverse and 54%
on the population is non-white, it is also one of the
most highly segregated large metropolitan areas in
the country. The region’s population is significantly
bifurcated, with the largest shares of the population
living in either white, low-poverty communities
or non-white high-poverty communities. Access
sources of opportunity, such as high-achieving
schools, are sharply divided with poor and non-white
communities having far fewer of these assets.
There is little multi-family, low-rent or subsidized
housing in white, low-poverty areas, with restrictive
local zoning a primary cause. This is compounded
by limited tools to challenge or incentivize reform to
zoning and other practices that are excluding lowerincome families and by a general lack of resources to
support the development of extremely-low income
housing. And with limited investment in fair housing
testing and enforcement, discriminatory practices of
real estate agents, sellers and landlords, lenders, and

others are left invisible and unchallenged.
Multi-racial neighborhoods offer better access
to opportunity than segregated, non-white
neighborhoods, but many of these neighborhoods
appear to be undergoing substantial demographic
and economic change, raising questions about their
stability and the impacts of rising rents on lowincome residents.
Strategies to address these conditions were
developed by a Fair Housing and Equity Assessment
Advisory Committee consisting of fair housing
practitioners, community development practitioners,
for-profit and not-for-profit housing developers,
organizations representing low-income communities
and communities of color and community
foundations. Specific recommendations were
developed by the Advisory Committee for the
following strategies:
•

Strengthen the anti-discrimination investigation
and enforcement system

•

Enhance the engagement of low-income
people and underrepresented racial and ethnic
minorities in local and regional planning

•

Promote investment in and revitalization of
Racially/Ethnically Concentrated Areas of Poverty
(R/ECAPs) and high-poverty communities while
protecting against displacement

•

Promote new affordable housing in highopportunity areas

•

Ensure that underrepresented racial and ethnic
minorities, low-income families, and other
protected groups have access to affordable
housing in high-opportunity areas

•

Stabilize housing opportunities for middle and
moderate-income families

•

Advance regional approaches to affordable
housing

•

Ensure regional infrastructure planning and
investments incorporate equity considerations

The Advisory Committee’s discussions, report
and recommendations informed the consortium’s
deliberations and the actions it proposes, which can
be found in Section 4, “Implementing the Regional
Sustainable Development Vision.”
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d. Findings and Actions
to Improve Implementing
Sustainable TransitOriented Development

•

Funding is necessary for infrastructure projects as
well as housing and commercial development. In
particular, funding gaps exist for work necessary
to develop local zoning revisions, for the
development of housing across a broad spectrum
of income levels, and for new flood-prevention
infrastructure and maintenance of existing
infrastructure to improve resiliency to storms and
flooding.

T

he place-based projects developed by the
Consortium are positioned for implementation,
and will leverage other investments and larger
redevelopment plans. However, several common
themes emerged with regard to barriers faced by
these as well as similar projects. Challenges to
implementation often involve uncertainty over best
practices, difficulties developing community consensus
around development goals, a lack of pedestrian and
transit services between transit nodes and other
destinations, uncertainties of project costs and timing,
and a lack of funding for planning, infrastructure
investments, affordable housing and climate resiliency.
A number of actions that would help to overcome
these implementation barriers:
•

Federal, state, and local partnerships should
develop resources critical to decisions made about
parking requirements, flood policies, and housing
design

•

Local projects will benefit from expanded and
continuous public participation in planning
decisions made at the local, regional, and state
levels that impact funding and policy decisions onthe-ground.

•

Reduction in parking ratios required by
municipalities would make projects less costly and
could be used to expand the amount of affordable
housing.

•

Additional funding or more flexible funding is
needed to expand the coverage and frequency of
transit and pursue last-mile solutions, particularly
in suburban settings.

•

A continued commitment to resource sharing and
participation, as discussed above should also be
accompanied by a simplification of application and
use requirements for available funding programs
at the state and federal level.
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2. A Vision for Sustainable
Development in the New
York-Connecticut Region
a. Goals of the New YorkConnecticut Sustainable
Communities Consortium

T

he New York-Connecticut portion of the larger
New York City metropolitan region includes New
York City, suburban Long Island, the lower Hudson
Valley, and the coastal region of southwestern
Connecticut stretching from Greenwich to New
Haven. The collaborative planning effort launched by
the New York-Connecticut Sustainable Communities
Consortium (the Consortium) in 2011 was based on
a shared understanding of the region’s strengths
and challenges, an understanding based on years of
sustainability planning conducted at both local and
regional levels. The planning program attempted
to build on the region’s core strengths: its dense
settlement pattern, extensive transit network, and
diverse, highly-skilled workforce that have helped
make it one of the most economically productive
and energy efficient metropolitan areas in the United
States. It also attempted to address the challenges
that are interwoven with these assets—some of the
widest disparities in income and highest levels of
congestion in the nation, and the costs of maintaining
its aging infrastructure.
Undertaken in the wake of the global financial crisis,
the Sustainable Communities planning program
took on a goal of helping to reposition the region in
an increasingly competitive international economy,
making use of its innovative and creative talent in
a range of activities beyond the financial services
that have been its primary engine for decades. The
program adopted the aspiration of making the region
as equitable as it is efficient by addressing the income
disparities and high costs that make it a particularly
difficult place for low-income households and small
businesses. The initiative also aspired to address
the enormous challenge of building resilience to the
effects of climate change, a particular concern for this

largely coastal region.
The formation of the Consortium, a bi-state
collaboration of cities, counties and regional planning
organizations and councils, was an important step in
working towards these goals. Nine cities, including
New York City, four cities in Connecticut—New
Haven, Bridgeport, Norwalk and Stamford—and
four in the Hudson Valley—Yonkers, New Rochelle,
White Plains and Mt. Vernon—represent the largest
urban areas in the region. Suburban Long Island is
represented by the counties of Nassau and Suffolk
and the Long Island Regional Planning Council. Four
metropolitan planning organizations—the New York
Metropolitan Transportation Council, the South
Western Region Metropolitan Planning Organization,
the Greater Bridgeport/Valley Metropolitan Planning
Organization and the South Central Regional Council
of Governments—have joined together to provide
an overall planning context. And the Regional Plan
Association, a non-profit planning organization
covering the entire tri-state region, both managed
the federal grant which funded the program and
helped to coordinate activities among Consortium
members. Additionally, an advisory board of state
agencies and nongovernmental organizations helped
to guide the planning program and facilitate broader
participation in its activities.
The planning program was built from a shared vision
of the Consortium members – derived from their
own planning efforts individually -- for sustainable
development in the New York-Connecticut planning
area. Sustainable development, in this context,
incorporates the six Livability Principles defined by
the federal Partnership for Sustainable Communities
to 1)provide more transportation choices, 2) promote
equitable, affordable housing, 3) enhance economic
competitiveness, 4) support existing communities,
5) coordinate policies and leverage investment,
and 6) value communities and neighborhoods. This
shared vision for sustainable development rests on
the following key characteristics of the Cosnortium’s
planning area:
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•

•

A globally competitive regional economy that will
require strategic investment in infrastructure,
business centers and neighborhoods to maintain
and expand prosperity and improve quality of
life.
A low per capita energy consumption and
greenhouse gas emissions, largely a result of safe
and reliable public transit service providing for
more compact and efficient land-use patterns.
These services not only dramatically reduce a
traveler’s carbon footprint, but also facilitate a
larger shift away from automobile use.

•

Transit systems with rich legacies and great
scalability that have received and will require
sustained investment.

•

A network of downtowns and neighborhoods
supported by the transit network with
underutilized potential to provide needed
housing and jobs.

Given these key characteristics, pursuit of the
shared vision through the Consortium’s planning
program has involved the Consortium members
working together to foster livable and sustainable
communities and growth centers around existing and
planned transit services in the New York-Connecticut
planning area in order to enhance affordable
housing and continue to reduce traffic congestion,
improve the environment and expand economic
opportunities.
The Consortium members sought to bring their
individual regional and local planning efforts into
greater alignment while also enhancing that planning
to create a more robust approach to regional
sustainability. At the same time, the shared regional
vision was reflected locally through place-based
projects funded through the Consortium planning
program.
Following an initial round of regional town hall
meetings, the consortium adopted the following
goals:
•

Goal 1: Align the existing regional plans of the
consortium members with each other and with
the federal, state and local policies that are
essential to their implementation.

•

Goal 2: Create a network of engaged government
officials, civic and community leaders, business

leaders, entrepreneurs, planners and private
citizens that cuts across geographic, racial, ethnic,
income and programmatic boundaries.
•

Goal 3: Provide analysis that will help connect fair
housing policy to place-based, transit-oriented
development planning.

•

Goal 4: Develop strategies and tools to improve
resilience with regard to severe storms and
coastal flooding in areas most vulnerable to the
effects of projected climate change and sea level
rise.

•

Goal 5: Through “place-based” and corridor-level
planning projects, develop new centers of mixed
income housing and jobs in transit-accessible
and energy-efficient locations consistent with
existing regional plans and ultimately reflected
in the execution plan for regional sustainable
development.

Over the last three years, the Consortium, with
its advisors and partners, has made important
strides toward implementing these objectives.
Recommended improvements to the planning
process have been identified to advance regional
sustainability by better integrating transportation,
housing and development planning across
jurisdictional boundaries and better aligning these
plans with the livability principles. Plans and
recommendations for sustainable development or
related infrastructure improvements were produced
for 19 communities or corridors, the majority in lowincome communities or underperforming downtown
centers served by MTA Metro-North Railroad or
MTA Long Island Rail Road, or by planned transit
improvements in key corridors. Program participants
have learned from each other and from the larger
universe of Sustainable Communities grantees and
providers, improving public engagement practices
and establishing a network of relationships that will
facilitate future collaboration on a range of planning,
policy and development issues.
The initial vision and planning program also
evolved in response to both external events and
the learning process inherent in undertaking an
ambitious, complex planning effort. In particular, the
following events and activities significantly affected
the outcomes of the endeavor and the collective
understanding of the challenges ahead:
•

Hurricane Sandy, which impacted the planning
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area on October 29, 2012 with a record breaking
storm surge and wind field, was a major
milestone in the course of the planning program.
On the most fundamental level, the storm
reinforced both the vulnerability of the region
to extreme weather events and the importance
of the resiliency element of the Consortium’s
planning program. Sandy’s devastating human
and physical impact diverted much of the
Consortium member’s energy to the immediate
tasks of recovery, and required a reassessment
of its mission and program. The storm realigned
priorities and made the Consortium’s work
on neighborhood resilience to climate change
both prescient and of immediate value. While
the timetable of the work program had to be
adjusted, the imperatives of rebuilding reinforced
the value of regional collaboration and the
importance of forward-looking, communitybased regional planning.
•

The federally-required development of a Fair
Housing and Equity Assessment (FHEA) as part
of the planning program provided a richer
understanding of how racial and ethnic disparities
impact housing, economic opportunity, livability,
and sustainability. With the assistance of an
advisory committee of housing and community
development advocates and practitioners, the
FHEA expanded the scope and recommendations
of the planning program. It also added a new
dimension to the program by defining distinct
areas of racially- and ethnically-concentrated
poverty and places with high opportunity but
little affordable housing.

•

The process of undertaking a collaborative
planning process across a large, bi-state planning
area produced a number of valuable lessons for
future regional sustainability planning. Many of
the place-based projects undertaken through
the planning program with community partners
offered models for enhancing public engagement
on topics related to sustainability. Additionally,
the need to engage stakeholders and the
interested public in a regional sustainability
discussion across the bi-state planning area -while challenging -- yielded an understanding of
the types of partnerships and level of resources
needed to make future efforts successful.

area, importantly, it also illuminated the limits of
proceeding without a more permanent institution
or institutional process to continue coordination and
implementation and monitor progress.

Although the planning process has clearly
demonstrated the value of voluntary and
incented planning collaboration across a broad
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b. Place-Based Projects

A

primary goal of the planning initiative was
the development of sustainable, equitable
communities by creating a network of mixed-use,
mixed-income centers linked by the region’s extensive
commuter rail network. Doing so will build upon the
key strengths of the planning area, thus enhancing
efficiency in the face of future growth, as well as
mitigating environmental pollution, conserving land
and strengthening economic vitality.
The most tangible legacy of the initiative is the set of
project plans for specific locations that can provide a
new dimension of growth for the region’s economy
and models for other locations. Several of these
projects developed community plans for places
as diverse as the South Bronx and central Nassau
County. Some assessed the feasibility and potential
impacts of major infrastructure improvements.
Others addressed key sustainability and development
issues that affect several communities in a
jurisdiction. The outcomes of these projects are
summarized below and described more fully in
the final deliverables that were produced for each
project.

An integral part of the feasibility study was the review
of existing site conditions to identify key issues and
opportunities. The area has strong anchors such as
Bridgeport Hospital and Barnum Elementary school
along with a significant amount of open space along
Yellow Mill Channel with water and recreational
opportunity. There are a number of floodplains and
coastal issues that could affect redevelopment. The
study area is a brownfield, given its current zoning
and previous industrial use. Local buses serve the
study area well, and it is closely located to the
downtown. It also has a market potential for new
residential, retail, and flex/office spaces.
Public participation was important to the decisionmaking process. Outreach included the creation of a
bilingual project website in English and Spanish and
the formation of advisory committees that provided
feedback on the process and progress.

i. BRIDGEPORT BARNUM STATION
FEASIBILITY STUDY

T

he Bridgeport Barnum Station study,
commissioned by the Greater Bridgeport Regional
Council, considered the feasibility of a commuter
rail station in East Bridgeport. A station in the East
Side neighborhood of Bridgeport will offer increased
opportunity for development along the rail corridor
and provide increased access to public transportation
for residents who live near the transit center.
Envisioned as an anchor for mixed-use development,
the Barnum Station is a key element of the City of
Bridgeport’s BGreen 2020 sustainability plan.
The proposed station will be located on the site
of the former Remington Arms factory on Barnum
Avenue, with Hallett St. bordering the west and
Seaview Ave. on the east. The site is 16.7 acres in size
with over 340,000 square feet of vacant industrial
floor space. There is an elevated railroad right-ofway for the New Haven Main Line running parallel
with Barnum Avenue that leads into the existing
downtown Bridgeport Station one mile away.

Figure i. Barnum Station Site

The study’s outcome confirmed the feasibility
of constructing a second commuter rail station
to serve as a catalyst for economic development
and revitalization in the East End and East Side
neighborhoods of Bridgeport. The feasibility study is
the first step in establishing widespread local support
of a rail-anchored economic development corridor in
Bridgeport and supportat the state and federal level,
showing that a rail station in the area is physically
feasible from a design standpoint, is unlikely to
impede existing rail operations, and can facilitate
sustainable economic and housing growth in the
region.
The final Barnum Station feasibility deliverable
will be incorporated into the Greater Bridgeport

17 Implementation Plan for Sustainable Development | May 2014

Regional Transit Oriented Development (TOD)
Pilot Project. The pilot project will be a planning
assessment of alternative public transportation
modes and development strategies for properties
in close proximity to transit centers. The study will
also develop a model Transit-Oriented Development
ordinance for the Greater Bridgeport area that can
be replicated elsewhere around rail stations in the
region.
Significant resources are necessary to move forward
with the rail infrastructure investments. Next steps
include running a full rail operations simulation and
a rail ridership model to estimate the increase in
ridership after development. More detailed designs
must be produced on the build-out of the station
as well as environmental impact analysis. Funding
for these next steps may come from state or federal
sources.

ii. I-287 CROSS COUNTY:
REPURPOSING OFFICE PARKS

P

ost-suburban trends have led many office park
properties along the I-287 corridor to lose
their vitality. Office parks that were designed to
complement trends of sprawling suburbanization
and increased automobile usage now face major
challenges. With decreased car ridership and the
preference of millennials to live and work in urban
centers closer to transit and, properties along I-278
are left with an inefficient spatial arrangement
of commercial space that is difficult to access via
transit even through bus service is present along the
corridor.
Despite these challenges, the office parks have great
potential for redevelopment, with zoning in place
to accommodate higher densities and extensive
parking areas that could be used as land for other
development uses. The corridor is also served by the
County’s Bee‐Line bus system with several shuttle
loops servicing the office parks at peak hours.
A 2008 Westchester County study determined that
there was a potential to build affordable housing
within underutilized office parks without negative
impacts to traffic, utilities, or parking. A subsequent
study by the Westchester County Association in 2010
explored design solutions for mixed-use development
that would turn declining single-use office parks into
vibrant mixed-use environments.

The interactive planning program sponsored by the

Figure ii. I-287 Cross County Planning Charrette
Source: NYMTC, December 5, 2012

New York-Connecticut Sustainable Communities
Consortium and the Urban Land Institute engaged a
diverse set of stakeholders to identify how mixed-use
infill might be implemented along the corridor and
what related conditions must be addressed in order
for sustainable development to prosper, and to
expore strategies for improving those conditions
beyond housing development to include sustainable
living and integrated transportation.
The Interactive planning program summary was
prepared by the Westchester County Department of
Planning, summarizing issues and potential strategies
discussed at the meeting. For example, better transit
access is hindered by the lack of connective street
grids between the office parks, the main road,
and local neighborhoods. One-way streets and
access roads make it difficult to improve ridership
along existing local bus services and physically
complicate the provision of connecting shuttle
service. Addressing this condition would require
reconstruction of interchanges and even portions of
I-287 to improve pedestrian access.
The final product is a body of work that can be used
to build momentum towards action on repurposing
the office parks along the I-287 corridor. The final
deliverable proposes that a Westchester public
agency should be responsible for leading the
initiative.
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iii. NASSAU COUNTY INFILL
REDEVELOPMENT STUDY

T

he Nassau County Infill Redevelopment Feasibility
Study (NCIRFS) seeks to foster opportunities
across Long Island to plan for and implement
strategies that create livable and sustainable
communities. After a review process of 21 commuter
rail stations, three were chosen to receive a pilot
study that will act as examples for how transit
supported development and strategic infrastructure
improvements can result in benefits to the combined
economic, social and environmental sustainability of
communities across Long Island.
Station areas in the Village of Lynbrook, Valley Stream
and the Hamlet of Baldwin were the three areas
chosen to participate in a transit-supportive
development (TSD) pilot study after an exhaustive
selection process that consisted of an assessment of
infrastructure availability, municipal willingness and
community desire, economic feasibility and the
potential for replication in other areas of the County.

final phase represent the greatest opportunity for
the County to partner with the local community to
implement sustainable development and livability
enhancements. The pilot studies for each of the three
station areas contain elements and best practices
that other places in Nassau County can replicate.
The pilot studies were conducted with the purpose
of creating fully developed and fundable strategies
for implementing transit-supported development at
varying scales. For each station area, the pilot study
outlined next steps that the community and the
public sector can take to implement the ideas and
concepts that were identified as part of the planning
process.
The Village of Valley Stream is supportive of
converting municipal surface parking lots adjacent
to the LIRR Valley Stream Station to mixed-use that
would accommodate new housing, restaurants and
structured parking for residents and commuters. The
pilot project culminated with several redevelopment
concepts that could serve as the framework for the
disposition of Village property.
The study recommends that the Village of Lynbrook
pivot off of two key downtown redevelopment
projects in the pipeline to expand the core of
walkable downtown further south along Atlantic
Avenue. The Village could utilize strategies to
promote downtown district identity and encourage
new appropriately-scaled multifamily residential
development through the enactment of design
guidelines and zoning overlay districts.

Figure iii. Twenty-One Station Areas of the study

Stakeholder engagement was a critical component
of the station evaluation and selection process. Key
stakeholders included a Municipal Advisory Group
and a Civic Focus Group which provided the primary
evaluation for phase one of the project.
The first of three phases involved the analysis of 21
LIRR stations in order to measure the local desire
and readiness to implement transit-supported
development strategies. In the second phase, seven
station areas were short-listed for further evaluation
of the impact and influence as a county-wide and
prototypical project. The station areas chosen in the

Baldwin Station is located at the intersection of
Grand Avenue and Sunrise Highway in Baldwin, New
York. The overwhelming community sentiment is that
downtown redevelopment hinges on improvements
to pedestrian safety and walkability at and around
Sunrise Highway and the mixed-use redevelopment
of several key parcels that would fit the traditional
“main street” character. The pilot project focused
on a preliminary concept for complete streets
improvements along Grand Avenue along with
a qualitative analysis of the potential economic
benefits of complete streets to local businesses.
Several case studies of successful complete streets
programs from around the Country are provided to
illustrate the potential economic benefits to the local
community.
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iv. NEW HAVEN UNION STATION
TRANSIT-ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT
PLAN

north of the station’s existing parking garage, and an
overall transportation management strategy for the
TOD plan.

T

he Union Station Transportation Center TransitOriented Development Study advances planning
for mixed-use development inside and around Union
Station. The purpose for the study is to further the
station’s role as an economic catalyst for New Haven
and the State of Connecticut and to respond to the
desire for increased development within proximity to
transit.
The New Haven Union Station Transportation Center
occupies over seven acres of land located in the
Long Wharf neighborhood along Union Avenue.
It is Connecticut’s busiest rail center with services
from Amtrak, Shoreline East and MTA Metro-North
Railroad’s New Haven Line. Union Station, at the
transportation center, is within walking distance of
the Hill neighborhood, downtown, and the City’s
Medical District. The multimodal Transportation
Center accommodates commuter and bicycle
parking, local and intercity buses, rental cars, taxis,
limousines, and local shuttle services.
The Transportation Center consists of Union Station,
commuter parking lots, intercity bus and limousine
docks, and the rail platforms. Much of the land is
occupied by surface parking and/or service space
that potentially could be redeveloped. The station
itself comprises 107,400 square feet with 39,500
square feet of leased office space and approximately
2,770 square feet of leased storefront space.
With the exception of the office and retail space
in Union Station itself, there is no transit-oriented
development at the Transportation Center. The
absence of active building frontage along Union
Avenue has compromised not only the pedestrian
environment, but the redevelopment potential of
surrounding parcels.
The State of Connecticut has expressed its support for
creating transit-oriented development in the Union
Station Transportation Center and commissioned
studies to assess the feasibility for transit-oriented
development in the area both prior to and after the
recession. With an award of $390,000 from the State
and funding from Sustainable Communities, New
Haven developed the scope of work in collaboration
with the Department of Transportation.
The study developed a re-merchandising strategy, an
implementation strategy for a new parking garage

Figure iv. Rendering of Union Station, New Haven, CT

The plan’s implementation is contingent on a new
Union Station Development Authority to replace
the Lease and Funding Agreement that currently
governs the transportation center. This new authority
will possess powers to plan, finance, operate, and
manage the newly redeveloped Union Station. Prior
to drafting legislation for the authority’s creation,
a Memorandum of Understanding will be executed
between the State of Connecticut, the City of New
Haven, and the New Haven Parking Authority that
will detail each entity’s responsibility leading to the
creation of the Development Authority.
Once the lease and funding agreement expire, a
request for proposal will be drafted that solicits
requests from private development/management
companies that have the capacity to implement the
TOD plan that includes the design and development
of the new garage, re-merchandising strategy
implementation, and overall transportation center
management. The garage component of the project
will be a turnkey development funded by the
Development Authority through a revenue bond
secured by the Union Station Transportation Center’s
existing cash flow.

v. NEW ROCHELLE SMART GROWTH
STUDY

T

he New Rochelle’s Transit Oriented Development
Smart Growth Study looks at how New Rochelle
can revive its downtown area and create active,
mixed-use districts with convenient, safe and
pleasant access to the City’s Transportation Center
downtown.
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Based on this objective, the study creates three goals:
to identify areas where significant development
opportunities exist and where new development can
enhance the Downtown and existing neighborhoods;
to identify streets and pathways to serve as
primary corridors to the Transportation Center;
and to improve the environment in and around the
Transportation Center and create the opportunity for
streetscape and open space that enhances the patron
experience in New Rochelle’s Downtown.
The project area was initially defined as an area
where Transit Oriented Development would likely
occur, ½ mile radius of the Intermodal Hub. Within
that radius, a number of parcels were identified as
potential redevelopment opportunity sites. The sites
were categorized by ownership, size, and short versus
long term potential for development. From the
groupings, six redevelopment sub districts were
created based on similar characteristics in which the
redevelopment analysis was applied. They were
North Avenue Gateway, I-95 Gateway, East Gateway,
Crossroads, West Gateway and Central Corridor.

Figure v. Concept for Development Around New
Rochelle Train Station

Public outreach was conducted for the Smart Growth
Study in conjunction with the City’s Comprehensive
Plan update. Two Comprehensive Plan Advisory
groups worked closely with staff and the consultants
to better understand the opportunities and
challenges within half a mile to one (1) mile of the
City’s transit center. Four public meetings were
scheduled at various locations around the city to
seek input from all City residents as well as two open
houses that were held at City Hall.
Recommendations made in the final plan suggested
that the City of New Rochelle be proactive with
rezoning, infrastructure improvements and parcel
consolidation. Specifically, the Smart Growth Study
identifies five next steps that the City should explore:

1) the City should initiate a Master Plan Development
Process of the highlighted sub-districts with zoning
changes and transportation / transit analysis, 2) the
Central Corridor sub-district should be given the
highest priority, 3) the City should adopt new zoning
regulations to support the desired development,
4) the City should work with property owners to
consolidate parcels and 5) the City should explore
with Metro-North and Amtrak the potential for an
expanded Transportation Center. The City is beginning
to seek proposals for the identified sites through a
request for proposal process.

vi. STAMFORD EAST MAIN STREET

T

he Stamford East Main Street Feasibility Study
examines the possibility of a new transit node
at East Main Street that will serve as a catalyst for
growth and foster HUD’s livability principles within an
evolving east end neighborhood. The study proposes
alternative, but viable development scenarios and
recommends ways to generate enough community
and political support needed to implement and
construct the appropriate level of development that
will lead to a new transit node.
The proposed transit node is located in the East
Side, a neighborhood in the southern part of the
City of Stamford. This neighborhood benefits from
close proximity to Stamford’s core. East Main
Street is the neighborhood’s central spine, carrying
significant traffic to and from downtown Stamford.
Zoning classifications within the neighborhood
mostly consist of mid-density, single and multifamily residential with commercial lining East Main
Street. Physically, the neighborhood is divided by the
presence of a rail overpass for the Northeast Corridor
and Interstate 95 viaduct that parallels East Main
Street.
The community is changing. The community is
highly supportive of growth. New and recent large
scale residential developments on its main street
west of the rail bridge indicate the evolving market
for development in the neighborhood. Additionally
recent capital investments to improve the street
infrastructure and surrounding neighborhood have
set the stage for the needed change. For instance, the
Stamford Transportation center, previously isolated
by a convoluted street system, is being improved with
the construction of the Stamford Urban Transitway.
This multimodal roadway will ultimately provide a
direct path between the East Side neighborhood and
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the transportation center.
Three distinct groups were targeted for input as part
of the participatory process: A committee comprising
of governmental officials, a stakeholder committee of
community leaders, property owners and public
agencies and the general public. In public meetings
held throughout the city, the project team was able
to discern an overall shared vision for the community
which ultimately meant, the desire for a train station
at East Main Street, the desire for compact
development that promote commercial and
residential vitality and spur economic development,
and the desire for better connectivity to the Stamford
Transit Center and throughout the neighborhood.

Figure vi. Preferred Branch Line Station

The feasibility study recommended that the East Side
community pursue the construction of a branch line
rail station at the intersection of south of East Main
Street below the I-95 viaduct. The constraints to this
proposed option is that the $3 million dollars will be
needed to reconstruct the crash walls and support
columns under the I-95 and multiple sites would
need to be acquired and consolidated to support
parking needs.
To achieve the preferred branch line station proposal,
the study suggests adopting an incremental, phased
approach to development that will lead to a full build
out branch line. Each phase of the development
will inch closer to achieving the overall goal of a
compact mixed-use development that is livable and
sustainable. The first phase calls for the construction
of the Stamford Urban Transitway, which is underway
and federally funded. Stamford Urban Transitway is
halfway complete with the second and final phase
scheduled to be complete by the end of 2015. The
second phase will call for the installation of an interim
bus terminal. In the interim, the bus terminal serves
as the initial impetus for establishing vehicular access
and bus drop-offs, which are each necessary for a rail

station. The bus terminal will be accompanied with
the development of a transit supportive main street.
The East Main Street Rail Bridge must we widened to
accommodate the construction of the branch station
line. Funding for the redesign of this bridge will come
from the Connecticut Department of Transportation’s
capital improvement plan. With a strong foundation
of transit supportive infrastructure, a branch line will
be constructed.

Figure vii. Full Build-out with Branch Line Station

vii. SOUTHERN WESTCHESTER EAST
WEST CORRIDOR ISSUES SCAN
The three cities of Yonkers, Mount Vernon and
New Rochelle were originally planned as some of
the region’s first suburbs and continue to serve
multiple purposes as bedroom communities for
people working in New York City and vital local
centers of retail, business and recreational activity.
Each municipality has its urban core built around a
Metro-North Railroad station, which provides vast
opportunities for strengthening transit-oriented
development. However, they have also undergone
much change, particularly since manufacturing
declined in the latter part of the twentieth century.
A working group was formed to develop an issues
scan that would discuss existing conditions in the
Southern Westchester East-West Corridor stretching
from New Rochelle to Yonkers. The issues scan served
as a framework for developing solutions to address
some of the opportunities and challenges related to
sustainability planning in the corridor.
As part of the Sustainable Communities Regional
Planning Grant, a public meeting was held in Mount

22 Implementation Plan for Sustainable Development | May 2014

Vernon for participants to share their opinions on
what they feel are the opportunities and challenges
in the corridor and to provide input to the planning
process. The concerns ranged widely of issues
including the need for economic development,
improvements to the downtown streetscapes,
development that is appropriate to the existing scale
of each municipality, the potential for community
branding, rehabilitating historic buildings and better
access to fresh food.
The Cross County Parkway, MTA Metro-North
Railroad and Westchester County Bee-line System
were examined to assess how they can contribute
to creating and supporting more
transit-oriented development.
Bicycle and pedestrian facilities
were reviewed for opportunities
to build a “Complete Streets”
infrastructure in the corridor.

flexibility in use types, and establish standards for
building form and public space. Exploring alternatives
to minimum parking requirements such as unbundled
or shared parking can also enhance opportunities for
mixed-use development and strengthen TOD.
The Southern Westchester East- West Corridor
has been identified in the New York Metropolitan
Transportation Council’s Plan 2040 as a priority area
for major future study, a designation that should
direct future NYMTC resources for further work in the
corridor.

The land use analysis revealed
that the three major urban
centers anchoring the corridor
contain higher density
commercial and residential land
uses. The analysis also showed
that there has been a progressive
decline in the amount of land
zoned for industrial use. Many
older industrial sites along
the waterfront have also been
redeveloped for residential
and recreational development.
Figure viii. Study area of the Southern Westchester E-W Corridor
While industrial uses have been
declining, the industrial sector
viii. NEW YORK CITY CLIMATE
remains more active in the corridor than elsewhere
RESILIENCE
in the county. A number of smaller industrial
enclaves remain viable in areas such as Fifth Avenue
in New Rochelle, Fullerton Avenue in Yonkers, and
he New York City Department of City Planning
Marbledale Road in Tuckahoe.
produced two studies to help New York City
and
other urban waterfront communities improve
The issues scan represents the first step in identifying
their
resilience to coastal flood risks and promote
the strengths and challenges in the corridor. The
livable,
sustainable neighborhoods. Designing for
three municipalities should take steps to develop a
Flood
Risk
and Urban Waterfront Adaptive Strategies
framework that can assess the desire and readiness
provides
a
systematic assessment of coastal hazards
to take current and new TOD related practices to the
and
recommends
a framework for choosing and
next level. The municipalities should also evaluate
evaluating
coastal
protection alternatives.
regulatory frameworks and incentives that could be
effective in attracting developer interest. Examples
The Designing for Flood Risk study identifies urban
include consolidating application processes for
design principles to guide new construction that
developers and improving coordination among
adheres to flood protection standards, as well
public and private financing sources. The adoption
recommendations for how zoning can incorporate
of form-based zoning codes should allow for greater
these principles. The report provides background

T
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Figure ix. The images above depict a set of strategies that a community’s coast line would adopt. Moving left to right,
for high tide flooding due to sea level rise, a community can build amphibious new construction allowing it to float.
The coast line would be protected by a surge barrier to reduce the risk of major flooding.

on the regulatory context for flood-resilient design
under the National Flood Insurance Program and
then describes the urban design impacts of resiliency
standards using building typology and expected
flood elevation to develop design solutions for new
construction. Based on this analysis, the report
then identifies certain zoning rules that may create
challenges for building and retrofitting of floodresistant buildings in vulnerable areas and proposes
changes to the New York City’s zoning resolutions
that could make the construction of ﬂood-resistant
buildings not only more practical, but also supportive
of neighborhood character.

on streets and sidewalks. To keep homes safe from
sewage backups, the Council voted to require new
or substantially improved buildings in flood-prone
areas to install backflow devices. Additionally, they
voted to ensure that automatic faucets and toilets
can operate in the event of power loss. The Council
also voted to give the Office of Long-term Planning
and Sustainability the responsibility to develop plans
that make New York City more resilient to natural
disasters, and the Department of Buildings to create
a manual explaining the City’s flood construction and
protection requirements.

Urban Waterfront Adaptive Strategies is intended as
a resource and reference guide that provides useful
information for many different types of projects that
seek to enhance coastal climate resilience at various
scales from a site specific to regional level study. The
body of work provides an overview of coastal hazards
as they relate to waterfront planning and design and
then describes different coastal area typologies and
the exposure of each to different types of coastal
hazards. It then goes on to outline a catalog of
adaptive strategies that can be applied at various
physical scales, and provides information on which
strategies are most appropriate. Finally it provides
the means to means to evaluate the adaptive
approach.

ix. NORWALK TRANSIT-ORIENTED
DEVELOPMENT STUDY

Both climate resilience studies informed “A Stronger,
More Resilient New York,” the report of Mayor
Bloomberg’s Special Initiative for Rebuilding and
Resiliency (SIRR). In October 2013, the New York City
Council voted for legislation to advance New York
City’s readiness for major storms in the future. The
bill implements several recommendations put forth
in the SIRR report. Among several laws passed, The
City Council approved a bill to undertake a pilot study
on the use of permeable materials to reduce flooding

T

he South Norwalk Railroad Station Area TransitOriented Development Strategy Master Plan,
completed in 2011 identified poor pedestrian
connections as one of the major impediments to
sustainable development around the rail station.
Regional Planning grant funds supported the redesign of two pedestrian staircases linking South
Norwalk neighborhoods to the South Norwalk train
station, with the goal of completing the design and
engineering of the two staircases and then funding
their construction to demonstrate an early action
item implementing the 2011 master plan. The
reconstruction of the two staircases is expected
to improve walkability, improving access to transit
from existing mixed-income housing and decreasing
reliance on private vehicles and vehicle trips. While
all of the pedestrian components of the streetscape
are important pieces of the TOD plan network, the
staircases are particularly significant as important
first achievements in that they are highly visible,
critical neighborhood links, undisputed neighborhood
assets, and achievable projects in the short term that
can help maintain local neighborhood enthusiasm for
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engaging in related ongoing planning work.
The City of Norwalk is pooling funding from a
variety of other sources to support related work
implementing the master plan. The funding
received from Department of Transportation TOD
Pilot Program is being used for the procurement
of a firm to undertake the planning, design and
development of bid documents for the Complete
Streets network around the railroad station. The
Norwalk Redevelopment Agency is funding design,
engineering and bid documents for a bus system
network that will connect with the Complete Streets
network and new pedestrian access ways. The City of
Norwalk also received Transportation
Alternative Investment funding
to increase pedestrian amenities
in in the neighborhood. These
projects combined will support
the application in place for a
HUD’s Choice Neighborhoods
Implementation Grant program
for transforming a nearby housing
projects, Washington Village and a
TIGER Discretionary grant application
to fund the implementation of the
each planning and design project.

Anticipated outcomes of the study recommendations
include the containment of suburban sprawl through
the preservation of remaining open spaces and
the promotion of development patterns that direct
growth to where it is warranted-in close proximity to
transportation hubs, downtown, designated growth
zones and infrastructure. The recommendations of
this initiative should have applications throughout
the New York-Connecticut region; particularly in
developing areas where transit oriented development
goals must specifically address the need to protect
water quality and environmentally sensitive land.

x. SUFFOLK TRANSFER OF
DEVELOPMENT RIGHTS

S

uffolk County is preparing a
Figure x. Receiving areas of the 17 TDR programs in Suffolk County
Regional Transfer of Development
Rights (TDR) study that examines
existing local, county and regional TDR programs
xi. LONG ISLAND REGIONAL
and proposes recommendations that encourage
HOUSING STUDY
better participation between programs, coordinates
development right absorption within receiving TDR
areas while discouraging development in sending
he Long Island Regional Planning Council
areas, and coordinate local use decisions and regional
(LIRPC), working with the counties of Nassau
transportation policies. The initial study uncovered
and Suffolk, engaged a local consultant to perform a
that there are 17 TDR programs in Suffolk County,
comprehensive inventory and analysis on affordable
and they all target similar sending areas (natural and
housing programs by assessing their impact in the
historical sites) and target similar receiving areas
region. LIRPC recognizes the need to expand the
(TOD areas and central business districts).
stock of affordable, mixed-income housing options
throughout Long Island in transit supported locations.
Suffolk County looks to analyze each TDR program
for specific identifiable problems to determine ways
The recommendations from the project call for a
to inter-coordinate each TDR program. A Request
report card to measure opportunity areas ripe to
for Proposal will be issued to local law firms that can
receive affordable housing development. The report
assist the County with drafting proposed legislation,
also acknowledges that affordability must be defined
State Environmental Quality Review Act review
so that housing developers are able construct a
elements and fiscal analysis.

T
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financially feasible development plan that includes
some households at or below 50% and 30% of the
AMI. Universities and colleges in the region can
pull a large share of responsibility to house young
residents. The report notes that schools are working
on a feasibility study that will assess possible ways to
encourage affordable housing for young adults and
recent graduates on the campuses of universities and
colleges on Long Island.
As the Sustainable Communities grant nears the end,
the Long Island Housing report will be reviewed and
submitted for approval by the Long Island Regional
Planning Council, in which some of the
recommendations from the report will be adopted.
Beyond the council, the report will continue to keep
the fair housing dialogue ongoing and inform the
work of Long Island housing coalitions as they
continue to develop strategies that further the fair
housing agenda.

xii. SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES IN
THE BRONX

T

he New York City Department of City Planning
studied transit-oriented development (TOD)
around six existing MTA Railroad stations and two
stations that are proposed as part of the MTA
Metro-North Railroad’s Penn Station Access Study.
The corridors that surround MTA stations provide
an opportunity for sustainable growth that could
support retail and affordable housing demand in the
Bronx.

by Bronx residents should these challenges be
overcome.
City Planning’s Bronx Metro-North Corrdior Study
identified opportunities, issues and constraints
based around land use and zoning; walkability;
transportation and intermodal connectivity; and
community amenities through a rigorous outreach
effort tailored to each individual community. Each of
these station areas is within a distinct neighborhood
that has their own unique set of stakeholders, issues,
and politics and on the ground conditions. As a result,
a multi-faceted approach to outreach that maximized
our effort was required. Individual outreach methods
had different levels of effectiveness in each area.
However, DCP was able to find common threads
and successful techniques in working with existing
grassroots organizations, partnering with agencies
that have similar interests and building a consensus
around priority issues. This has provided a framework
for implementation that will continue on after this
report.
The recommendations identify land use
opportunities; pedestrian pathways between
amenities; and connections to intermodal transit
options. DCP will continue to move these priorities
forward through agency initiatives and continued
coordination with community and interagency
stakeholders.

The MTA Metro-North Railroad provides service and
access to job centers in Manhattan, Upstate New
York, and Connecticut at thirteen existing stations and
four additional proposed stations as part of proposed
new service in eastern Bronx.. Strengthening service
in corridors will help meet current transit access
needs, both to jobs and other opportunities in the
Manhattan Core and to employment centers north
of the city, and play a critical role in bolstering and
sustaining the economic health of the Bronx.
Ridership at Bronx stations has increased 150% since
1990 but varies greatly at individual Bronx stations,
despite being in some of the densest neighborhoods
served by Metro-North. Station usage is a product of
many factors: price, service and frequency, difficult
intermodal and pedestrian connections, lack of
surrounding amenities, and incompatible land uses.
There is therefore a potenmtial for greater usage

Figure xi. Eight station area in the study

xiii. SUSTAINABLE EAST NEW YORK
The Sustainable Communities East New York study
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area for is a transit-rich, predominantly low-income
community containing substantial amounts of vacant
and underutilized land. The neighborhood is defined
by three major mixed-use transit corridors with
residential blocks in between. The study area also
includes a major regional and local transit hub at
Broadway Junction, and an industrial and business
area. The area’s access to local and regional transit
and the availability of underutilized land provide
opportunities for the development of much-needed
affordable housing as well as opportunities for
economic development and increased access to retail
and services.
This study recommends changes to transform East
New York’s key transit corridors into vibrant, safe
streets offering new housing and retail, and develop
a regional center at Broadway Junction providing
jobs and opportunities for economic development.
The project builds on ongoing public investment in
safety, schools, affordable housing and economic
development and is being conducted in cooperation
with local community partners. In addition to
recommendations for land use and zoning, this study
seeks to identify opportunities for improvements to
transportation access and intermodal connections,
and for the promotion of sustainability practices,
serving as a model for sustainable community
development for New York City and the region.

To achieve the recommendations developed from
the visioning process will require the support
of government agencies, elected officials, local
residents, businesses, and community-based
organizations. A rezoning plan that allows higher
densities and a mix of uses along transit corridors,
as identified in the report, must be developed and
introduced for public review. Underutilized sites
would be redeveloped through coordinated public
and private investment. Lastly, pedestrian safety and
walkability would be enhanced with connectivity and
streetscape improvements.
Some of the recommendations from the study are
already in the process of being implemented. Funding
from the City Council will allow for streetscape
improvements along Atlantic Avenue, which will
make pedestrian crossing safer. The Department of
Transportation has plans to continue to redesign
the sidewalks and crosswalks around the Broadway
Junction, a transit hub, for better pedestrian access.
The NYS Department of State has awarded a
Brownfield Opportunity Area implementation grant
to the Department of City Planning and a partnering
local nonprofit to fund the development of an
area-wide rezoning that will implement the study’s
recommendations for mixed-use growth.

Based on input generated through
intensive community visioning
sessions held with residents and
other local stakeholders, the
report calls for promoting mixedincome housing and mixed-use
development along transit corridors
while promoting contextual infill
development on residential blocks.
Residents and stakeholders who
contributed to the report also
wanted to see the local economy
boosted to support job growth
and creation of a major regional
destination at Broadway Junction
which could include civic institutions,
shopping and entertainment.
Residents would also like to see
pedestrian safety improvements,
particularly along Atlantic Avenue,
which currently functions as a barrier
between north and south portions of
the neighborhood.
Figure xii. Sustainable East New York study area
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3. Impediments to Realizing the
Sustainable Development Vision
a. Gaps in the Regional
Planning Process

T

he Sustainable Communities planning initiative
was built from a shared vision of the Consortium
members to foster livable and sustainable
communities and growth centers around existing and
planned transit services in the New York-Connecticut
planning area in order to enhance affordable housing,
reduce traffic congestion, improve the environment
and continue to expand economic opportunities.
Underlying this is the understanding that TOD is a
foundation for sustainable development. TOD, when
correctly planned, designed and implemented,
provides economic benefits (lower transportation
costs, access to job centers), social benefits (public
space, mixed-income housing, community resources),
environmental benefits (lower per capita energy
consumption and greenhouse gas emissions) health
benefits (increased walking, lower obesity) and
greater convenience in using transportation services.
TOD planning is well established in the New YorkConnecticut region, and the planning initiative sought
to both capitalize on current and earlier efforts as
well as to place TOD planning in a more regional
context.
The regional transit network is a key part of the
Consortium’s vision to improve access to opportunity
and an increase in transportation options is a
key objective identified by the Consortium. The
involvement of regional transit providers during initial
planning stages of TOD projects is vital. Combining
land use and transit planning from the outset helps
to identify creative financing opportunities and
address any potential obstacles. Several project
recommendations in the Implementation Plan require
the continued collaboration of transit planners,
service providers, municipal planners and community
stakeholders throughout the planning process.

and requirements at various levels – local, county/
regional planning organization (RPO), regional/
metropolitan planning organization (MPO), and state
– that impact the Consortium’s shared sustainable
development vision to foster livable and sustainable
communities and growth centers around existing and
planned transit services in the New York-Connecticut
planning area in order to enhance affordable housing,
reduce traffic congestion, improve the environment
and continue to expand economic opportunities.
Assessment of these planning gaps has also
contributed to defining a more coordinated
planning process for regional sustainability planning
generally. The assessment is based on an analysis of
regional, county and municipal plans that identified
commonalities, differences, overlaps and alignment
with the Livability Principles promulgated by the
federal Partnership for Sustainable Communities
noted earlier.
In order to perform these assessments and
analyses, the planning process first established
the elements of “sustainability” planning to guide
both the assessments of the planning gaps and the
development of the shared sustainable development
vision described earlier, within the context of the
federal Livability Principles. The following diagram
identifies the various functional areas determined
by the planning program to comprise sustainability
planning, while the sections which follow explore the
planning gaps themselves.

Through the planning program, specific gaps
have been identified between the sustainabilityrelated elements of existing planning processes
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i. INTEGRATING REGIONAL AND
LOCAL TRANSPORTATION PLANNING

T

ransportation planning in the New YorkConnecticut planning area takes place at various
levels determined by both federal regulations, state
laws and regulations and the jurisdictional roles and
responsibilities of the owners and/or operators of
different components of the transportation system.
Regional transportation planning is undertaken
by MPOs through a continuing, cooperative,
and comprehensive (“3-C”) planning process.
“Consultation” has become an important fourth “C”
in the process. Federal law requires metropolitan
transportation plans and programs to be developed
for all urbanized areas by MPOs. MPOs are policy
boards of organizations created and designated
to carry out the metropolitan planning process.
Generally, these boards are comprised of the chief
elected or appointed officials of federal, state and/
or local entities with ownership of or jurisdiction
over significant components of the transportation
system and general purpose local government that
together comprise at least 75 percent of the affected
population including the largest incorporated city
based on population.
MPO planning is by necessity and mandate focused

on the federal-aid eligible components of the
transportation system to enable federal funding.
The scope of the metropolitan planning process also
provides for implementation of projects, strategies,
and services that will address federally-prescribed
planning factors. This being the case, MPO planning
involves the production and maintenance of required
planning products whose completion determines
funding eligibility. The format and contents of
these products are heavily prescribed by federal
regulations and the resulting planning process is
focused on the areas where federal funding can be
applied: largely transportation system preservation
and capital improvements which impact system
capacity. All MPOs produce both long-range regional
transportation plans (RTPs) and transportation
improvement programs (TIPs) that establish eligibility
for federal funding. Additionally, the most recent
federal authorizing legislation has introduced a
requirement for performance-based planning based
on broad national goals, several of which are related
to sustainability.
More locally, counties and municipalities in the New
York-Connecticut planning area, including the City
of New York, are responsible for the maintenance
of local, county and, in some cases, state roadways
under their jurisdictions as well as transit services at
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the county level and in several municipalities. Their
planning is focused on the capital and operational
aspects of those systems, which usually exist wholly
within their borders.
In the New York-Connecticut planning area, both
state’s departments of transportation are responsible
for large sections of the roadway network and either
provides transit services directly or provide funding
to transit operators. Two major regional transit
operators provide the majority of the transit services
in the planning area: the Metropolitan Transportation
Authority (MTA) in New York and Connecticut Transit
in Connecticut.
The MTA is a public authority with jurisdiction over
buses and subways in New York City and commuter
rail in surrounding suburban counties. MTA also
operates commuter rail service in southwestern
Connecticut under contract to the Connecticut
DOT. Connecticut Transit, known as CT Transit, is
the Connecticut DOT-owned bus service. CT Transit
provides bus service via contract providers for seven
different metropolitan areas in the state.
Other transit service providers in the New YorkConnecticut planning area include five county-based
bus transit services operated by contract service
providers under county management. These services
are provided in Nassau and Suffolk counties on Long
Island and in Putnam, Rockland and Westchester
counties in the lower Hudson Valley. Additionally, in
southwestern Connecticut, the Greater Bridgeport
Transit District and the Norwalk Transit District
provide fixed route and demand response service to
their respective service areas.

STEPS NEEDED TO IMPROVE PLANNING
INTEGRATION

G

reater integration of transportation planning
means a better alignment of federal and
state transportation funding with local municipal
transportation needs. MPOs provide an avenue for
coordinating the planning of transportation agencies
within each state. The regional transportation plans
produced by the MPOs and the capital and strategic
plans of transportation agencies contain robust
analysis and actions for capital, service and policy
to alleviate congestion, promote safe transportation
options and prepare for future growth.
Gaps in the planning process exist primarily between

planning and resource allocation between the two
states (as well as with New Jersey) and between
the planning at the regional and local level in New
York. Overall, these gaps are in good measure
due to the allocation processes, usually based on
complex formulas, which bring federal and state
resources to MPOs, local municipalities, and local
transit providers. Although regional planning
requirements call for detailed estimates of need at
the regional level in both the near-term and longterm, the availability of federal and state resources
is determined through legislative and budgetary
processes and funding source requirements at those
levels and is not fully reflective of regional and local
need.
In New York, there is a need to better integrate the
capital, service, and policy planning of New York City
and the suburban counties within a regional context.
Although the MTA is by far the largest operator of
transit service, it is not the only one. The suburban
counties surrounding New York City all operate
independent bus transit systems, while MTA operates
commuter rail service in those counties. Roadways
and bridges fall under multiple agency jurisdictions
throughout the region. The result is the development
of capital, service, and policy plans from multiple
political and policy perspectives. As an MPO, the New
York Metropolitan Transportation Council (NYMTC)
does integrate these disparate planning processes,
but its mandated focus is on the federally-financed
components of the system.
In contrast, the three Connecticut MPOs in the
New York-Connecticut planning area are much
smaller organizations derived from regional
planning organizations (RPOs) comprised mainly
of local municipal governments. Since the State
of Connecticut abolished county government in
1960, there is no intermediate level of municipal
government between cities and towns and the state.
Thus the local municipalities in Connecticut are
directly represented in the RPOs and, by extension, in
the MPO planning process.
Existing coordination among MPOs in New York,
Connecticut, and New Jersey could move toward
more specific integration of planning and programs.
Five MPOs in the three state region – the North
Jersey Transportation Planning Authority in northern
New Jersey, NYMTC in New York State, and three
MPOs in southwestern Connecticut, two of which are
in the New York-Connecticut planning area – have
joined through a memorandum of understanding to
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create the Metropolitan Area Planning (MAP) Forum
to better consult and coordinate their planning
activities. However, there is currently no formal or
mandated mechanism for the joint development,
review, and acceptance of required planning
products such as the Regional Transportation Plan,
Transportation Improvement Program and Unified
Planning Work Program.
Better integration among MPOs and the local
municipalities within their planning jurisdictions is
another mechanism for improved transportation
planning in New York. In this regard the structure of
NYMTC is fundamentally different than that of the
three Connecticut MPOs in the New York-Connecticut
planning area. NYMTC is comprised of the City of
New York and five surrounding suburban counties on
Long Island and in the lower Hudson Valley, as well as
New York State and the MTA. Local municipalities in
the suburban areas of NYMTC’s planning jurisdiction
– which number 201 cities, towns and villages -- are
represented in NYMTC by the county in which they
are located. However, NYMTC has worked within this
structure to strategically establish better partnerships
with local municiplaities.
As described above, regional transportation planning
falls within the purview of states, MPOs and regional
transportation providers. Local transportation
planning is accomplished through the various
planning and budgeting processes of local, cities,
towns and – in New York State – counties and
villages, as determined by municipal charters. Local
transportation needs and plans are most often
represented as components of local master plans or
comprehensive plans.

POSSIBLE APPROACHES TO PLANNING
INTEGRATION

A

coordination process of some sort could be
established as a formal legislated process or as
a more informal clearinghouse-type arrangement.
Regardless of format, a process of comparing the
planning policies of different governmental levels in
order to attain compatibility between local, regional
and state plans and resource allocation is needed.
This consensus-building approach is used for plans of
conservation and development in Connecticut and
also was adopted by the State of New Jersey as a way
to achieve vertical plan consistency while preserving
local home rule.

It is recommended that the MAP Forum be
considered as a mechanism for greater integration
and coordination of transportation planning products
and resource allocation. If used for this purpose, the
scope and structure of the MAP Forum should be
adjusted to better fulfill these aims.
Another, more spatially-specific approach to better
integrating transportation planning at multiple
levels could involve counties in New York and
regional planning organizations in Connecticut
convening transportation service providers and local
municipalities in critical transportation corridors
to solve larger scale problems and/or convening
impacted municipalities around larger transportation
improvement projects. Coordinated statewide and
MPO transportation plans could provide the targeting
mechanism for selecting transportation corridors
and/or projects where this approach could be
employed.

ii. PRIORITIZING AREAS OF GROWTH
AND CONSERVATION

T

he Constitution of the United States does not
mention local governments. Instead, the Tenth
Amendment to the Constitution reserves authoritygiving powers to the states. It is not surprising, then,
that there is a great diversity in state-local relations
between, as well as within, states. This means that to
speak of local government in the United States is to
speak of more than fifty different legal and political
situations.1

Home rule is a delegation of power from the state
to its sub-units of governments (including counties,
municipalities, towns or townships or villages).
That power is limited to specific fields, and subject
to constant judicial interpretation, but home rule
creates local autonomy and limits the degree of state
interference in local affairs. The powers and limits
of home rule authority for local governments are
defined state-by-state by each state’s constitution
and/or statutes enacted by its legislature.2 When
a municipality or other political subdivision has
the power to decide for itself whether to follow a
particular course of action without receiving specific
approval from state officials, it acts pursuant to such

1
National League of Cities; Local Government
Authority; website.
2
National League of Cities; Local Government
Authority; website
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powers.3
Both New York and Connecticut are “home rule”
states which grant cities, municipalities, and counties
the ability to pass laws to govern themselves as they
see fit, so long as they obey the state and federal
constitutions. Home rule authority has been upheld
as a source of zoning and planning power for local
governments. Therefore, home rule authority grants
municipalities great flexibility in dealing with local
regulation of land use.
A fundamental tension pervades land use planning
in New York. As a strong home rule state, New York
delegates to each town, village, or city the authority
to approve, disapprove, or modify land use planning
and zoning. Yet under New York State law, county
planning departments are also required to review and
make recommendations on those projects that could
have inter-municipal impacts. While municipal boards
ultimately determine whether projects are approved,
county planning departments’ recommendations
can carry significant political weight and sometimes
play a major role in determining the fate of land use
planning and zoning projects. 4
Similarly, in Connecticut, land use decisions are
primarily made at the local level by boards and
commissions that are made up of local residents
who are either elected or appointed, depending
on the municipal charter. Each municipality in
Connecticut is responsible for managing land use
and development within its borders. This is done
through a variety of mechanisms established by
the state legislature, which are primarily found
in Title 8 of the Connecticut General Statutes. 5
Since county-level government in Connecticut
was abolished in 1960, the county-local municipal
interplay in land use matters described above in
New York State does not exist for Connecticut’s
municipalities. However, over time, the State of
Connecticut passed legislation establishing 15
regional planning organizations (RPOs). Unlike county
governments, the authority of these RPOs is limited
to land use planning, infrastructure development,
emergency preparedness, transportation planning,
and long-term planning for population and economic
changes for the communities within their respective
3
Stinson, Joe; New York’s Home Rule Authority in the
Land Use Context; Pace University
4
Mall, Jennifer Anne; Autonomy, Justice and Expertise
in Land Use Planning: How Home Rule Shapes Thought and
Policy in One New York Town; Humboldt State University
5
Connecticut Department of Energy & Environmental
Protection; website

jurisdiction. The RPOs have no taxing authority; they
are financed by funds from the federal government,
the state, and member towns.6
In both states, responsibility for decisions on land
development, growth, and conservation falls to
local municipalities – the cities, towns and villages
established in or incorporated under the states’
constitutions. A more regional perspective on land
use planning is provided through the interaction
between local municipalities and counties in New
York State and between local municipalities and RPOs
in the State of Connecticut.
New York State’s zoning enabling statutes (the
state statutes which give cities, towns and villages
the power to enact local zoning laws) all require
that zoning laws be adopted in accordance with
a comprehensive plan. The comprehensive plan
should provide the backbone for the local zoning
law. “Comprehensive” has been defined as “covering
a matter under consideration completely or nearly
completely: accounting for or comprehending
all or virtually all pertinent considerations.” From
a planner’s perspective, a plan is inclusive and
comprehensive when it addresses a wide range
of planning issues, perhaps through a series of
component, topic-related plans. These components
could include such matters as transportation
patterns and future needs, natural and built resource
inventories, and population trends.7
Counties in New York State also undertake
comprehensive planning in order to fulfill a number
of functions, including economic development,
transportation and land use considerations. These
plans are often used to fulfill the responsibilities of
counties to review and make recommendations on
those development projects that could have intercommunity impacts.
In Connecticut, Chapter 126 of Section 8-23 requires
that a local planning and zoning commission
“prepare, adopt and amend a plan of conservation
and development for the municipality” and that
the plan be updated at least once every 10 years.
A community’s land use regulations, its zoning
ordinance, and its subdivision regulations should
promote the goals and strategies of its Plan of
6
“The Relationship Between State and Local
Government,” page 22 in Connecticut: A Guide to State
Government, The League of Women Voters of Connecticut
Education Fund, Inc., 2003.
7
New York State Department of State; Zoning and the
Comprehensive Plan
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Conservation and Development (POCD) or Master
Plan. These regulations are the most important
tools a community has for implementing its POCD or
Master Plan.8 The purpose of a Plan of Conservation
and Development is to record the best thinking
of the town as to its future growth and to give
direction to both public and private development.
The Plan should encompass a long-term vision of the
community but also offer guidance for short-term
decision making.
Additionally, RPOs are responsible for producing a
regional plan of conservation and development that
identifies a vision for the region. Under Section 16a4a of the Connecticut General Statutes, the Office
of Policy and Management (OPM) is responsible for
the designation and redesignation of logical planning
regions within the state. The purpose of the regional
POCD is to identify issues that are regional in nature
and offer recommendations to solutions requiring
regional cooperation. The regional POCD bridges the
gap between the State of Connecticut’s Conservation
and Development Policies Plan and municipal POCDs,
which necessarily focus on the specific needs of each
city or town. OPM is responsible for preparing the
state plan and seeking consistency with local and
regional plans.
Thus in both states, the local municipal land use
decision-making authority is grounded in master
planning requirements at both the local municipal
and either county or RPO levels. Thus planning
for growth and conservation is focused at these
levels and accounts for related issues of population,
housing, and transportation that are limited to local
municipal boundaries or county or regional planning
areas. And priority areas of growth and conservation
are also defined at these scales.
There are other structural differences between the
two states in the New York-Connecticut planning
area. The area’s central city is in New York. Although
there are four smaller RPOs in Connecticut within the
Consortium’s planning area, there is a single large
MPO in the New York portion of the planning area
which contains ten counties and 202 municipalities.
That MPO – NYMTC -- does not have specific land use
responsibilities, but includes land use attributes in its
forecasting process and recognizes transportationland use linkages. In some cases, counties in New
York have banded together to take a more regional,
although advisory, perspective on development and
8
University of Connecticut, Community and Natural
Resource Planning Program, website

growth. Examples include the Long Island Regional
Planning Council and the Hudson Valley Regional
Council. And, of course, the City of New York provides
a regional framework for five counties – the City’s five
boroughs – which are within its jurisdiction. While
the regional POCDs in Connecticut and county master
plans in New York generally reflect and are built upon
local master planning, the finer-grained land use
priorities of municipalities are not always reflected in
regional plans at larger scales.

POSSIBLE APPROACHES TO PLANNING
INTEGRATION

M

ore robust linkages between county master
plans in New York and regional POCDs in
Connecticut, and larger-scale regional transportation
and development plans would improve the regional
prioritization of areas of growth and conservation
in the New York-Connecticut planning area. These
linkages could be established through crossacceptance of plans to better align and rationalize
this prioritization. Efforts to coordinate planning
on a bi-state level to target housing, economic
development and transportation investments
would require a framework that provides common
nomenclature and criteria, but remains flexible
enough to accommodate differences between the
two states and different sub-regions within the
Consortium planning area.

iii. INTEGRATING TRANSPORTATION,
HOUSING, AND ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT WITH TRANSITORIENTED DEVELOPMENT
PLANNING FOR HOUSING

S

tate and local governments which receive funding
from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD) are required to submit a
Consolidated Plan as a prerequisite for that funding.
According to the HUD website:
The Consolidated Plan is designed to help states
and local jurisdictions to assess their affordable
housing and community development needs
and market conditions, and to make datadriven, place-based investment decisions. The
consolidated planning process serves as the
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framework for a community-wide dialogue to
identify housing and community development
priorities that align and focus funding from the
four CPD formula block grant programs: the
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG),
the HOME Investment Partnership (HOME),
the Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG) program,
and the Housing Opportunities for Persons with

activities, and the specific federal and non-federal
resources that will be used each year to address
the priority needs and specific goals identified by
the Consolidated Plan.
Consolidated Annual Performance and Evaluation
Report (CAPER). In the CAPER, grantees report
on accomplishments and progress toward
Consolidated Plan goals in the prior year.
As described in 24 CFR Part 91:
Overall goals. (1) The overall goal of the
community planning and development programs
covered by this part is to develop viable urban
communities by providing decent housing and
a suitable living environment and expanding
economic opportunities principally for low- and
moderate-income persons. The primary means
towards this end is to extend and strengthen
partnerships among all levels of government
and the private sector, including for-profit and
non-profit organizations, in the production and
operation of affordable housing.

Figure viii. Housing under construction in Stamford, CT

AIDS (HOPWA) program. Key components of the
Consolidated Plan include:
Consultation and Citizen Participation. Through
the Consolidated Plan (often called the “Con
Plan”), grantee jurisdictions engage the
community, both in the process of developing
and reviewing the proposed plan, and as partners
and stakeholders in the implementation of CPD
programs. By consulting and collaborating with
other public and private entities, grantees can
align and coordinate community development
programs with a range of other plans, programs
and resources to achieve greater impact.
The Consolidated Plan. The 3-to-5 year
Consolidated Plan describes the jurisdiction’s
community development priorities and multiyear
goals based on an assessment of housing and
community development needs, an analysis of
housing and economic market conditions and
available resources.
The Annual Action Plan. The Consolidated Plan
is carried out through Annual Action Plans,
which provide a concise summary of the actions,

(i) Decent housing includes assisting homeless
persons to obtain appropriate housing
and assisting persons at risk of becoming
homeless; retention of the affordable housing
stock; and increasing the availability of
permanent housing in standard condition
and affordable cost to low-income and
moderate-income families, particularly
to members of disadvantaged minorities,
without discrimination on the basis of race,
color, religion, sex, national origin, familial
status, or disability. Decent housing also
includes increasing the supply of supportive
housing, which combines structural features
and services needed to enable persons with
special needs, including persons with HIV/
AIDS and their families, to live with dignity
and independence; and providing housing
affordable to low-income persons accessible
to job opportunities.
(ii) A suitable living environment includes
improving the safety and livability of
neighborhoods; increasing access to quality
public and private facilities and services;
reducing the isolation of income groups
within a community or geographical area
through the spatial deconcentration of
housing opportunities for persons of lower
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income and the revitalization of deteriorating
or deteriorated neighborhoods; restoring
and preserving properties of special historic,
architectural, or aesthetic value; and
conservation of energy resources.
(iii) Expanded economic opportunities
includes job creation and retention;
establishment, stabilization and expansion of
small businesses (including microbusinesses);
the provision of public services concerned
with employment; the provision of jobs
involved in carrying out activities under
programs covered by this plan to lowincome persons living in areas affected by
those programs and activities; availability of
mortgage financing for low-income persons
at reasonable rates using nondiscriminatory
lending practices; access to capital and credit
for development activities that promote
the long-term economic and social viability
of the community; and empowerment and
self-sufficiency opportunities for low-income
persons to reduce generational poverty in
federally assisted and public housing.
(2) The consolidated submission described in
this part 91 requires the jurisdiction to state in
one document its plan to pursue these goals for
all the community planning and development
programs, as well as for housing programs. It
is these goals against which the plan and the
jurisdiction’s performance under the plan will be
evaluated by HUD.
(b) Functions of plan. The consolidated plan
serves the following functions:
(1) A planning document for the
jurisdiction, which builds on a
participatory process among citizens,
organizations, businesses, and other
stakeholders;
(2) A submission for federal funds under
HUD’s formula grant programs for
jurisdictions;
(3) A strategy to be followed in carrying
out HUD programs; and
(4) A management tool for assessing
performance and tracking results.
Thus, the Consolidated Plan is a critical assessment

of the jurisdictions receiving funding and it lays out
the strategies and policies of these jurisdictions
for housing, growth and community economic
development.
Another critical aspect of the consolidated plan is
its relationship to fair housing legislation. Again,
according to the HUD website:
A strong commitment to affirmatively further
fair housing is not only one of the Department’s
guiding principles, it is a requirement for
participating in HUD’s many housing and
community development programs. The Fair
Housing Act specifies that the Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development shall administer
programs and activities relating to housing
and urban development in a manner that
affirmatively furthers the policies outlined in (the
legislation). This responsibility is assigned to HUD
funded recipients as well, through consolidated
plans (and other requirements).
The Housing and Community Development Act
of 1974, as amended, is the dominant statute for
the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG)
program. It requires that each federal grantee
certify to HUD’s satisfaction that (1) the awarded
grant will be carried out and administered
according to the Fair Housing Act, and (2) the
grantee will work diligently to affirmatively
further fair housing. This certification to HUD may
be implemented through the Consolidated Plan
process.
Under the Consolidated Plan, HUD funded
recipients are required to: (1) examine and
attempt to alleviate housing discrimination
within their jurisdiction; (2) promote fair housing
choice for all persons; (3) provide opportunities
for all persons to reside in any given housing
development, regardless of race, color, religion,
sex, disability, familial status, or national origin;
(4) promote housing that is accessible to and
usable by persons with disabilities; (5) and comply
with the non-discrimination requirements of the
Fair Housing Act.
For local municipal jurisdictions which seek and
receive funding through HUD, the key requirements
for the consolidated plan track closely with the
local comprehensive plan in New York or plan or
conservation and development in Connecticut.
The basic community assumptions for growth
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and development are contained in these planning
documents and can form the basis for the local
consolidated plan.
Both the State of New York and the State of
Connecticut also develop statewide consolidated
plans. These statewide plans are developed in
consultation with local governments within the state
and fulfill requirements for statewide receipt of HUD
funding.

PLANNING FOR ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

P

lanning for economic development occurs at
a variety of levels and functional areas. At the
most local level, comprehensive plans and plans
of conservation and development often address
economic development strategies and policies for
local municipal jurisdictions. These strategies and
policies are often translated into the consolidated
plans required of local municipalities who seek and
receive HUD funding.

In New York State, counties often include economic
development planning in their comprehensive and
vision planning, while in the State of Connecticut,
POCDs at both the regional and municipal level
have an economic development component,
the comprehensive economic development
strategies or CEDS of U. S. Economic Development
Administration funding eligibility. County and
regional planning organization plans are usually
built from the framework provided by local
municipal comprehensive plans and plans of
conservation and development. Additionally, in
New York State, Regional Economic Development
Councils were established in 2011 throughout
the state to undertake strategic planning for
economic development at the regional level. There
are three Councils in the New York State portion
of the Consortium planning area. Representing
a transformational approach, these Councils are
public-private partnerships made up of local experts
and stakeholders from business, academia, local
government and non-government organizations. In
southwestern Connecticut, the One Coast, One Future
Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy
provides a regional level of economic development
planning for coastal southwestern Connecticut.
Statewide economic development planning also takes
place in both states, either as part of each state’s

HUD-required consolidated plan and/or through
state-mandated economic development plans.
Additionally, public authorities and/or public benefit
corporations that fulfill specific functions within each
state may also produce economic development plans
related to their functional jurisdiction.
Generally, economic development planning in both
states tends to be parochial, since municipalities,
counties, planning organizations, and the states
themselves are usually competing with each other in
terms of economic development.

PLANNING FOR TRANSPORTATION

A

s noted earlier, transportation planning in the
New York-Connecticut region takes place at a
variety of levels determined by both federal planning
regulations and the jurisdictional responsibilities of
various components of the transportation network.
At its broadest level, regional transportation
planning is undertaken by MPOs in order to establish
eligibility for federal funding for transportation
improvement projects. These planning organizations
are regional councils comprised of federal, state
and local governmental entities with ownership of
or jurisdiction over significant components of the
regional transportation network.
The MPO planning processes in the New YorkConnecticut planning area rest heavily on the
capital planning of the member agencies of these
regional councils. Each of their members has direct
ownership of or jurisdiction over components
of the transportation system. In fulfilling their
responsibilities, these agencies use capital and
operational planning to manage and operate
the system components for which they have
responsibility. Through this planning, the agencies tap
into the federal, state, and local resources they need
to fulfill their responsibilities.
At the most local level, municipalities may
cover transportation needs and desires in their
comprehensive plans and POCDs. Likewise, county
comprehensive and/or vision plans in New York and
regional planning organization plans of conservation
and development usually address transportation
planning at the level of each planning area.
Additionally, MPOs are responsible for providing
a framework for maintaining and improving the
transportation system in their planning area. The
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blueprint for transportation improvements is
presented as the Regional Transportation Plan in
New York and the Long Range Transportation Plan in
Connecticut.
Per federal transportation planning requirements,
each of the states also prepares a statewide
transportation plan. According to the Federal
Highway Administration website:
States are required to conduct continuing,
comprehensive and collaborative intermodal
statewide transportation planning that facilitates the
efficient, economic movement of people and goods in
all areas of the state, including metropolitan areas.

PLANNING FOR TRANSIT-ORIENTED
DEVELOPMENT (TOD)

T

OD is compact, mixed-use development near
transit facilities and high-quality walking
environments. The typical TOD leverages transit
infrastructure to promote economic development
and smart growth, and to cater to shifting market
demands and lifestyle preferences. TOD is about
creating sustainable communities where people
of all ages and incomes have transportation and
housing choices, increasing location efficiency
where people can walk, bike and take transit. In
addition, TOD boosts transit ridership and reduce
automobile congestion, providing value for both the
public and private sectors, while creating a sense of
community and place.9

TOD has the potential to benefit low- and
moderate-income communities by linking workers
to employment centers, creating construction
and maintenance jobs, and encouraging
investment in areas that have suffered neglect and
economic depression.10 Moreover, neighborhood
development restrictions, while potentially in
the immediate neighborhood’s best interest, can
contribute to regional undersupply of housing
and drive up the cost of housing in general across
a region. TOD development often diversifies the
housing in a region, which can lead to improved
equitability in the housing market. TOD also
reduces transportation costs, which can have a
greater impact on low- and moderate-income
households since they spend a larger share of their
9
Federal Highway Adminsitration (website)
10
Federal Reserve Bank of San Francisco (2010).
“Community Investments: Transit-Oriented Development.”

income on transportation relative to higher-income
households.11
However, TOD also has the potential to spur
gentrification and displace residents in lowincome areas, pushing low- and moderate-income
residents farther away from jobs and transit. 0
Recent research confirms that walkable, transitoriented communities nationwide are becoming
increasing less affordable, and have varying benefits
depending on the income level of the residents.
Creating mixed-income TOD that serves existing
residents is a complex challenge that depends on
the specific context of individual communities.12

POSSIBLE APPROACHES TO PLANNING
INTEGRATION

A

chieving TOD requires linkages between
planning for housing, economic development
and transportation. The assessment of these
linkages among the current planning requirements
previously described highlights the need for more
robust coordination between these different
levels and types of planning. Specifically, TOD
is most achievable when potential projects are
identified at multiple levels of planning. These
include local municipal and county (or RPO)
comprehensive plans (and POCDs). Other levels
include metropolitan regional transportation
plans, Regional Economic Development Councils’
strategic plans (in New York State), Comprehensive
Economic Development Strategies (in Connecticut),
and statewide transportation plans and economic
development plans. Only then will the coordination
between government levels and functional areas be
sufficient to provide opportunities for TOD.
To best achieve this, each of these plans could
contain specific TOD sections that are coordinated
across all levels and functional areas, most likely
through some form of the coordination process
described in previous sections. Additionally,
strategies that support place making should be
integrated into transportation, housing, land use and
economic development planning at multiple levels
through these common TOD sections. TOD projects
should be evaluated based on their impacts to
11
Federal Reserve Bank of San Francisco (2010).
“Equipping Communities to Achieve Equitable Transit-Oriented
Development.”
Talen, Emily, Prospects for Walkable, Affordable
12
Neighborhoods, Report prepared for the Oram Foundation,
March 2011,, p. 5-8.
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neighborhoods and communities, including assessing
localized traffic impacts, as well as how well they
utilize existing infrastructure and whether additional
transit, highway capacity, and travel demand
management actions will be needed.
Other, more spatially-specific approaches include
the use of overlay zones and generic environmental
assessments to incentivize and identify suitable
locations for TOD. These approaches can offer
communities significant advantages for pursuing
equitable TOD in the context of larger-scale county,
RPO, MPO and other regional plans:
Overlay zoning is a regulatory tool that creates a
special zoning district, placed over an existing base
zone(s), which identifies special provisions in addition
to those in the underlying base zone. The overlay
district can share common boundaries with the base
zone or cut across base zone boundaries. Regulations
or incentives are attached to the overlay district to
protect a specific resource or guide development
within a special area. A community might use
incentives along a transit corridor to encourage
higher development densities, target uses, or control
appearance.13
Federal environmental regulations and similar state
regulations in New York and Connecticut allow for the
preparation of environmental impact assessments for
sequences of planned actions, activities, or projects.
These types of assessments can offer significant
procedural advantages for local municipalities by
mitigating the need for separate environmental
assessments for individual projects within a TOD
area.
As an example, according to Section 617.10 of New
York State’s State Environmental Quality Review
Act, generic environmental impacts statements
(generic EISs) may be broader, and more general
than site or project-specific EISs and should discuss
the logic and rationale for the choices advanced.
A GEIS may be used to assess the environmental
impacts of: (1) a number of separate actions in a
given geographic area which, if considered singly,
may have minor impacts, but if considered together
may have significant impacts; or (2) a sequence
of actions, contemplated by a single agency or
individual; or (3) separate actions having generic or
common impacts; or (4) an entire program or plan
having wide application or restricting the range of
future alternative policies or projects, including new
13

Center for Land Use Education

or significant changes to existing land use plans,
development plans, zoning regulations or agency
comprehensive resource management plans.

iv. JOB ACCESS AND ECONOMIC
OPPORTUNITY
HUD CONSOLIDATED PLANNING

A

s indicated in previous sections, state and local
governments which receive funding from HUD
are required to submit a Consolidated Plan as a
prerequisite for that funding. According to the HUD
website:
The Consolidated Plan is designed to help states
and local jurisdictions to assess their affordable
housing and community development needs
and market conditions, and to make datadriven, place-based investment decisions. The
consolidated planning process serves as the
framework for a community-wide dialogue to
identify housing and community development
priorities that align and focus funding from the
four CPD formula block grant programs: the
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG),
the HOME Investment Partnership (HOME), the
Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG) program, and
the Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS
(HOPWA) program.
As described in 24 CFR Part 91:
Overall goals. (1) The overall goal of the
community planning and development programs
covered by this part is to develop viable urban
communities by providing decent housing and
a suitable living environment and expanding
economic opportunities principally for low- and
moderate-income persons. The primary means
towards this end is to extend and strengthen
partnerships among all levels of government
and the private sector, including for-profit and
non-profit organizations, in the production and
operation of affordable housing.
A key goal in 24 CFR Part 91 as it relates to Job Access
and Economic Opportunity is as follows:
(iii) Expanded economic opportunities includes
job creation and retention; establishment,
stabilization and expansion of small businesses
(including microbusinesses); the provision of
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public services concerned with employment; the
provision of jobs involved in carrying out activities
under programs covered by this plan to lowincome persons living in areas affected by those
programs and activities; availability of mortgage
financing for low-income persons at reasonable
rates using nondiscriminatory lending practices;
access to capital and credit for development
activities that promote the long-term economic
and social viability of the community; and
empowerment and self-sufficiency opportunities
for low-income persons to reduce generational
poverty in federally assisted and public housing.
Thus, the Consolidated Plan is a critical assessment
of the jurisdictions receiving funding and it lays out
the strategies and policies of these jurisdictions
for housing, growth, and community economic
development.
For local municipal jurisdictions which seek and
receive funding through HUD, the key requirements
for the Consolidated Plan track closely with the
local comprehensive plan in New York or the plan
of conservation and development in Connecticut.
The basic community assumptions for growth
and development are contained in these planning
documents and can form the basis for the local
Consolidated Plan.
Both the State of New York and the State of
Connecticut also develop statewide consolidated
plans. These statewide plans are developed in
consultation with local governments within the state
and fulfill requirements for statewide receipt of HUD
funding.

FEDERAL TRANSIT ADMINISTRATION (FTA)
SECTION 5316 JOB ACCESS AND REVERSE
COMMUTE PROGRAM

M

POs wishing to receive funding from the FTA
under Section 5316, the Job Access and Reverse
Commute Program, must also undertake related
planning activities. According to the FTA website:
The Job Access and Reverse Commute (JARC)
program was established to address the unique
transportation challenges faced by welfare
recipients and low-income persons seeking to
obtain and maintain employment. Many new
entry-level jobs are located in suburban areas,
and low-income individuals have difficulty
accessing these jobs from their inner city, urban,

or rural neighborhoods. In addition, many entry
level-jobs require working late at night or on
weekends when conventional transit services
are either reduced or non-existent. Finally, many
employment related-trips are complex and
involve multiple destinations including reaching
childcare facilities or other services.
Title 49 U.S.C. 5316, as amended by SAFETEALU, requires a recipient of Section 5316 funds to
certify that projects selected are derived from
a locally developed, coordinated public transithuman services transportation plan.
Further information on the Coordinated Public
Transit-Human Services Transportation Plan
(Coordinated Plan) follows from the FTA website:
Federal Transit Law, as amended by SAFETEALU, requires that projects selected for funding
under the Elderly Individuals and Individuals with
Disabilities (Section 5310), Job Access and Reverse
Commute (JARC), and New Freedom programs
be derived from a locally developed, coordinated
public transit-human services transportation plan
and that the plan be developed through a process
that includes representatives of public, private,
and non-profit transportation and human services
providers and participation by members of the
public. These plans identify the transportation
needs of individuals with disabilities, older
adults, and people with low incomes, provide
strategies for meeting these needs, and
prioritize transportation services for funding and
implementation.
Section 5316 JARC funds are available to states and
to designated recipients of federal transit funding.
According to the FTA, designated recipients are
the entities which “receive and apportion” the
funding and ultimately assemble the program of
projects to be funded. In New York, the New York
State Department of Transportation acts as the
designated recipient for Section 5316 funding and
a program of projects is solicited from eligible
public transit and human services transportation
providers within the MPO’s planning area. Funding is
allocated through that solicitation on a competitive
basis. A similar arrangement exists in the State of
Connecticut through the Connecticut Department of
Transportation.
In terms of the development of the Coordinated
Plan, the processes differ in the two states. In New
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York, the Coordinated Plan is developed regionally
by the MPO. In Connecticut, a “locally coordinated”
statewide Coordinated Plan is developed by the
Connecticut Department of Transportation in
consultation with the MPOs in the state.
The current federal transportation authorization
act is titled Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st
Century (MAP-21). Significant changes in MAP-21
include the end of both JARC and New Freedom as
distinct programs. Both survive as eligible activities.
JARC-type projects will be eligible activities under the
rural (Section 5311) and urban (Section 5307) funding
provisions. JARC activities are given a new definition
in MAP-21: “Job access and reverse commute
project” means a transportation project to finance
planning, capital, and operating costs that support
the development and maintenance of transportation
services designed to transport welfare recipients
and eligible low-income individuals to and from jobs
and activities related to their employment, including
transportation projects that facilitate the provision of
public transportation services from urbanized areas
and rural areas to suburban employment locations.14
The impact of these programmatic changes on the
planning requirements for job access will be better
understood once new federal rulemaking becomes
available in 2014.

access may also be undertaken by local municipalities
in their comprehensive plans or POCDs, counties in
their master plans or vision plans in New York, RPOs
in their regional POCDs in Connecticut, and public
transit and human services transportation providers
in their normal service planning processes. Job
access planning in these other areas is not a formal
requirement and therefore is not usually undertaken
in a comprehensive approach. Rather it is undertaken
in response to specific circumstances that surface
either within the overall planning process or in
response to changes in local conditions.
Job access planning also has a relationship to the
economic development plans that are produced by
Regional Economic Development Councils in New
York and by RPOs and independent organizations,
and statewide in Connecticut. Although these plans
may not contain a specific transportation component,
the economic development strategies and projects
that they define are relevant to both job access and
reverse commute transportation planning.

POSSIBLE APPROACHES TO PLANNING
INTEGRATION

M

ore effective job access planning for
communities will require a greater synthesis of
economic development and transportation planning
at multiple levels. At a minimum, coordinated
job access components should be included in
local municipal and county (or regional planning
organization) comprehensive plans (and plans of
conservation and development) as well as MPO
regional transportation plans. Better integration of
economic development planning at local, regional,
and statewide levels would also enhance planning
for both job access and for community economic
development.

v. REGIONAL STRATEGIES FOR
ENERGY EFFICIENCY
Figure xiv. CT Transit Buses in Stamford, CT

OTHER AREAS OF JOB ACCESS PLANNING

A

lthough not associated with a specific funding
program, some elements of planning for job

14

A

number of initiatives are underway at the
federal level and in New York and Connecticut to
reduce energy use and corresponding Green House
Gas (GHG) emissions. However, additional steps
are needed to make the current approach more
comprehensive and to increase overall impact.

Partnership for Mobility Management website
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ENERGY PLANNING IN NEW YORK STATE

Climate Smart Communities:

New York State’s Draft 2014 Energy Plan:

New York State’s energy reduction efforts includes
outreach to municipal governments. Climate Smart
Communities is a state-local partnership to meet
the economic, social, and environmental challenges
that climate change poses for New York’s local
governments. To help local governments reduce
greenhouse gas emissions and increase community
resiliency to climate change, the program provides
community coordinators, a listserv, webinars, and a
local action guide. Climate Smart coordinators are
empowering local governments by connecting them
with appropriate financial and technical programs,
helping them to coordinate with and learn from
other communities, offering practical assistance and
helping communities to track and report successes
and barriers.

The draft 2014 New York State Energy Plan
sets forth a vision for New York’s energy future
that connects the private sector market with
communities and individual customers to create a
dynamic, clean energy economy. Renewable power
sources—hydro, solar, wind, and other carbonfree solutions—continue to grow as a share of
the total energy produced in New York State As
outlined in statute, the Energy Plan will focus on
reliably meeting projected future energy demands,
while balancing economic development, climate
change, environmental quality, health, safety and
welfare, transportation, and consumer energy cost
objectives.15
The Plan includes efforts to cross reference capital
transportation projects with community generated
land use and smart growth plans and also mentions
efforts to stimulate market demand in electric and
energy efficient vehicles through outreach and
education. It indicates the critical importance of
diversifying the fuel mix of the transportation sector
as, at the moment, 98% of the sector’s primary fuel
expenditure is petroleum. Furthermore, the Plan
acknowledges that the State will need to continue
to invest in public transportation options and to
develop alternative fuel options and electric vehicle
infrastructure.

Sustainable Communities Planning:
New York State has dedicated $100 million in
proceeds from the Regional Greenhouse Gas
Initiative for the Cleaner, Greener Communities
Program, which supports smart growth and
sustainability planning and projects. Cleaner, Greener
empowers regions to create more sustainable
communities by funding smart growth practices
based on comprehensive regional sustainability
plans developed to guide integrated, sustainable
solutions—from statewide investments to regional
decision-making on land use, housing, transportation,
infrastructure, energy and environmental practices.
The regional sustainability plans identify strategies
and implementation steps. In the next stage of this
process, New York State will provide $30 million
annually for implementation of projects selected
from the plans that address sustainability, resiliency
and greenhouse gas reductions.
15

New York State Energy Plan website

Comprehensive Energy Pilots:
The New York State Energy Research and
Development Authority is sponsoring comprehensive
energy planning pilots throughout the state. One
of those pilots, in the City of Yonkers, recently
developed a plan that identifies municipal projects
that will reduce greenhouse gas emissions by
reducing demand for energy. The first major project,
which is underway citywide, involves changing
municipal lighting, including streetlights, to LightEmitting Diode (LED) fixtures.

PlaNYC
In addition to New York State’s planning efforts, New
York City has moved forward to implement its own
plan to reduce energy and greenhouse gas emissions
through its long-range sustainability plan, known
as PlaNYC. A key goal of PlaNYC in this regard is to
promote new housing near transit, which the Bronx
and East New York place-based projects undertaken
through the Consortium’s planning program will help
accomplish.
New York City has successfully implemented a
number of energy-saving measures that put it
on track to achieve a 20 percent greenhouse gas
reduction by 2020. Most recently, the development
of bike share has captured the imagination of
the traveling public. Other strategies include the
conversion of the truck transport of solid waste to
barge and rail, new regulations on high polluting
building heating oil and a Green Codes Task Force
that has worked to revise construction codes, an
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effort that is projected to reduce construction-related
greenhouse gas emissions by 5 percent by 2030.

GreeNR The New Rochelle Sustainability
Plan:
In 2010 New Rochelle presented GreeNR, its first
sustainability plan. GreeNR reflects and articulates
a vision of sustainable practice that can enhance the
quality of life citizens today, without compromising
the interests of future generations. GreeNR
aligns New Rochelle with other municipalities in
their quest to address climate change, resource
depletion and social progress. GreeNR addresses
specific achievable, short term and long term
goals and recommendations which aim to improve
the economic, socialand environmental health
of New Rochelle. GreeNR outlines six areas; 1)
Energy & Climate, 2) Resource Conservation &
Waste Reduction, 3) Ecology, Biodiversity & Public
Health, 4) Smart Growth & Economic Prosperity, 5)
Transportation & Mobility and 6) Public Participation
& Awareness, with 43 sustainable initiatives and a
20-year plan.

Recent New York State Energy Efficiency
Efforts:
New York State is currently pursuing a series of clean
energy initiatives to reduce energy consumption
and reduce the State’s carbon footprint. The most
important initiatives are highlighted below:

New York Green Bank:
In his 2013 State of the State address, the Governor
announced the creation of a $1 billion New York
Green Bank to mobilize private sector capital to
finance the transition to a more cost-effective,
resilient and clean energy system. The Green Bank
will accelerate the deployment of clean energy
through a variety of financing tools targeted at
harnessing capital markets and alleviating financial
market barriers. The bank has an initial capitalization
totaling $210 million.

Renewable Energy Investments and Efforts:
The NY-Sun program aims to significantly increase
the amount of solar capacity in the State. Since its
launch, a total of 299 megawatts of solar photovoltaic
capacity has been installed or is under development,
more than was installed in the entire prior decade.

Also under NY-Sun, a New York State Unified Solar
Permit was developed that will reduce costs for
solar projects by streamlining municipal permitting
processes.

Improving Energy Efficiency in StateOwned Buildings and Private Residences:
In 2013, the Governor issued an executive order
with the goal of improving energy efficiency in Stateowned buildings by 20% by 2020, under the auspices
of the Build Smart NY initiative. This initiative is
currently benchmarking the energy usage of Stateowned buildings and executing energy master plans
for facilities where the most energy is used. The New
York Power Authority, which is administering Build
Smart NY, is providing $30 million over five years to
advance market development and commercialization
of new energy efficiency technologies. To stimulate
residential energy efficiency projects, the State
also raised $24.3 million in its first-ever issuance
of revenue bonds to finance loans for consumers.
This bond issuance was an innovative financing
collaboration between the New York State Energy
Research and Development Authority and the New
York Environmental Facilities Corporation that
addressed a market barrier found within the clean
energy sector.

Charge NY Electric Vehicle Initiative:
In 2013, the Governor announced the Charge NY
Initiative to install 3,000 public charging stations
for electric vehicles (EV) statewide over the next
five years. Through this program, $50 million
will be invested to stimulate demand for EVs and
investments in infrastructure. Under the Charge
NY initiative, a tax credit is provided for electric
vehicle charging infrastructure. In addition, the
Governor announced a $19 million incentive
program to encourage the purchase of batteryelectric commercial trucks. New York also joined
seven other Northeastern states in a memorandum
of understanding to put more than three million
electric-drive vehicles on the road in their states
within a dozen years.

ENERGY PLANNING IN THE STATE OF
CONNECTICUT
Comprehensive Energy Strategy:
Connecticut’s Energy Strategy offers a set of
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recommendations to move the state to a cheaper,
cleaner, and more reliable energy future. It advances
a flexible finance model that encourages private
sector leadership in scaling up energy reduction
projects using limited government funds as leverage.
The Strategy notes the following:
At the heart of the Strategy are a series of policy
proposals aimed at expanding energy choices,
lowering utility bills for Connecticut residents and
businesses, improving environmental conditions,
creating clean energy jobs, and enhancing the
quality of life in the state. The Strategy offers
recommendations in five major priority areas:
Energy efficiency; Industrial energy needs;
Electricity supply including renewable power;
Natural gas; and Transportation.
There are many approaches detailed in the Strategy
across a number of sectors that will decrease
energy use as they are implemented. Of special
relevance is the transportation component which
calls for expanded commitment to transit-oriented
development and a broader mobility focus that
encourages development of bikeways and walking
paths. Also, noteworthy is the inclusion of electric
vehicle charging stations to be placed strategically
throughout the state, and the support of conversion
of fleets to use natural gas in conjunction with private
sector-funded constructions of natural gas filling
stations.
Another approach is evident in the Natural Gas
sector. As of now only 31 percent of Connecticut
homes are heated with natural gas. The majority of
the remainder heat with diesel oil or electricity. The
percentage of commercial and industrial entities
with access to gas is only slightly higher. The Strategy
proposes to make natural gas available to 300,000
additional customers, beginning with the roughly
217,000 customers who are on gas mains but not
heating with gas. The Strategy offers financing for the
cost of converting furnaces and boilers to natural gas
– with the average residential cost of about $7,500
being paid back over a decade through an on-bill
repayment system collected by the gas companies
(but funded by banks) providing the average
household with an immediate cost savings of around
$800 per year. Similar fiscal arrangements are in place
to add roughly 900 miles of gas mains to serve large
facilities and residential customers.

BGreen 2020:
On the local level, the City of Bridgeport has
developed a comprehensive community-wide
sustainability plan, BGreen 2020, in partnership with
local business and civic organizations. It is similar
in the breadth of its scope to PlaNYC. The intent
of BGreen 2020 is to transform Bridgeport into a
sustainable city. It contains specific reductions targets
and recommended ways to achieve them that are
unique to Bridgeport.
BGreen 2020 calls for major zoning changes in
downtown Bridgeport to allow mixed-use and
develop its neighborhoods as walk able, transit
oriented developments environments for living and
working. At the same time brownfields were cleaned
up and found new uses. As a result, downtown
Bridgeport has added dozens of new housing units,
restaurants, and shops in the past few years, with
hundreds more apartments in the planning phase.
Bridgeport’s street grid of small blocks allows many
trips to be made by walking and transit. Bridgeport’s
Complete Streets policy will ensure that Bridgeport’s
streets will be upgraded to meet sustainable
standards creating a safe environment for pedestrians
and bicyclists. The policy will also coordinate street
renovations with economic development activity.
As a component of the Consortium’s Sustainable
Communities work program, the City has also
assessed the feasibility of a new train station on
its east side to provide momentum for the transitoriented redevelopment of adjacent post-industrial
development sites.
Also notable is the Solarize program, which
provides residential solar photo voltaic panels at an
aggregated rate as part of a joint venture. So far 15
installations have been made and additional sites
have been identified.

FEDERAL RESOURCES FOR ENERGY
EFFICIENCY
Green Refinance Plus
Green Refinance Plus is an enhancement of the
Fannie Mae/FHA Risk-Share program, which provides
funding for the refinance, preservation and energyefficient retrofits of older affordable multifamily
housing properties. This program allows for higher
loan amounts than traditionally available to cover
a property’s standard purchase costs as well as
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investments improving energy efficiency.

vi. RESILIENCY AND HAZARD
MITIGATION

FHA PowerSaver

HAZARD MITIGATION PLANNING

FHA PowerSaver is a new mortgage insurance from
the Federal Housing Administration (FHA) that
enables homeowners to make cost-effective, energysaving improvements to their homes. PowerSaver
enables homeowners to borrow up to $25,000
to make eligible energy improvements such as
insulation, duct sealing, energy efficient doors and
windows, energy efficient HVAC systems and water
heaters, solar panels and geothermal systems. The
programs is currently run as a pilot through selected
participating lenders.
A resource for additional federal programs that can
support energy efficiency invesments in homes,
workplaces, government facilities, and other
applications is the 2013 document Federal Finance
Facilities Available for Energy Efficiency Upgrades and
Clean Energy Deployment:A Guide for State, Local &
Tribal Leaders and their Partners, which provides a
comprehensive inventory of programs where energy
efficiency is one of many qualifiying purposes.

S

tate, tribal, and local governments are required
to develop a hazard mitigation plan as a condition
for receiving certain types of non-emergency disaster
assistance, including funding for mitigation projects.
The Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency
Assistance Act (Public Law 93-288), as amended by
the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000, provides the
legal basis for State, local, and Tribal governments
to undertake a risk-based approach to reducing risks
from natural hazards through mitigation planning16.
According to the Stafford Act:
The President is authorized to establish a
program of disaster preparedness that utilizes
services of all appropriate agencies and includes (1) preparation of disaster preparedness
plans for mitigation, warning, emergency
operations, rehabilitation, and recovery;
(2) training and exercises; (3) post disaster
critiques and evaluations; (4) annual review
of programs; (5) coordination of Federal,
State, and local preparedness programs; (6)
application of science and technology; (7)
research.

POSSIBLE APPROACHES TO PLANNING
INTEGRATION

A

vital first step in the enhancement of energy
could be the coordination, formally or informally,
of the New York State Energy Plan and the
Connecticut Comprehensive Energy Strategy. This
step would be important due to the fact that each
state has its own energy use patterns and sources of
energy supply. Also, the strategies of each state will
likely reinforce one another when considered in a bistate context.
Once there is a cross-accepted planning framework,
counties and RPOs, and/or local municipalities may
then develop energy reduction plans or include
energy reduction components in their comprehensive
plans, sustainability plans or POCDs that include
specific strategies that are developed with the
participation of their communities. A regional
planning framework should also be integrated with
MPO transportation plans, HUD consolidated plans
and economic development plans at various levels to
maximize its effectiveness.

Specifically, 42 U.S.C. 5133 states:
If the President determines that a State or
local government has identified natural
disaster hazards in areas under its jurisdiction
and has demonstrated the ability to form
effective public-private natural disaster
hazard mitigation partnerships, the President,
using amounts in the National Predisaster
Mitigation Fund established under subsection
(i) of this section may provide technical and
financial assistance to the State or local
government.
The requirements and procedures for State, Tribal
and Local Mitigation Plans are found in the Code of
Federal Regulations (CFR) at Title 44, Chapter 1, Part
201 (44 CFR Part 201). Several key excerpts follow:
•

States must have an approved Standard State

16
FEMA website; Mitigation Planning Laws,
Regulations, & Guidance
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Mitigation Plans meeting the requirements of
this section as a condition of receiving nonemergency Stafford Act assistance and FEMA
mitigation grants. Emergency assistance provided
under 42 U.S.C. 5170a, 5170b, 5173, 5174,
5177, 5179, 5180, 5182, 5183, 5184, 5192 will
not be affected. Mitigation planning grants
provided through the Pre-disaster Mitigation
(PDM) program, authorized under section 203
of the Stafford Act, 42 U.S.C. 5133, will also
continue to be available. The mitigation plan is
the demonstration of the State’s commitment to
reduce risks from natural hazards and serves as
a guide for State decision makers as they commit
resources to reducing the effects of natural
hazards.
•

A State with a FEMA approved Enhanced
State Mitigation Plan at the time of a disaster
declaration is eligible to receive increased funds
under the HMGP, based on twenty percent of
the total estimated eligible Stafford Act disaster
assistance. The Enhanced State Mitigation Plan
must demonstrate that a State has developed
a comprehensive mitigation program, that the
State effectively uses available mitigation funding,
and that it is capable of managing the increased
funding. In order for the State to be eligible for
the 20 percent HMGP funding, FEMA must have
approved the plan within three years prior to the
disaster declaration.

•

A local government must have a mitigation plan
approved pursuant to this section in order to
receive HMGP project grants. The Administrator
may, at his discretion, require a local mitigation
plan for the Repetitive Flood Claims Program. A
local government must have a mitigation plan
approved pursuant to this section in order to
apply for and receive mitigation project grants
under all other mitigation grant programs.

•

Multi-jurisdictional plans (e.g. watershed plans)
may be accepted, as appropriate, as long as each
jurisdiction has participated in the process and
has officially adopted the plan. State-wide plans
will not be accepted as multi-jurisdictional plans.

•

Indian tribal governments applying to FEMA as a
grantee must have an approved Tribal Mitigation
Plan meeting the requirements of this section as
a condition of receiving non-emergency Stafford
Act assistance and FEMA mitigation grants.

Emergency assistance provided under 42 U.S.C.
5170a, 5170b, 5173, 5174, 5177, 5179, 5180,
5182, 5183, 5184, 5192 will not be affected.
Mitigation planning grants provided through the
PDM program, authorized under section 203 of
the Stafford Act, 42 U.S.C. 5133, will also continue
to be available.
According to the FEMA website, plans at all of these
levels must contain risk assessments and mitigation
strategies. Risk assessments must characterize
and analyze natural hazards and risks. Mitigation
strategies provide a blueprint for reducing the losses
identified in the risk assessment.
Both New York and Connecticut have adopted
statewide plans. In Connecticut, multi-jurisdictional
plans have been developed through the regional
planning organizations, while local municipal plans
have also been developed. In New York, counties
have adopted multi-jurisdictional plans in addition to
the local municipal plan.

RESILIENCY PLANNING

R

esiliency planning is also undertaken throughout
the New York-Connecticut planning area and has
taken on greater significance in light of the potential
impacts of climate change and – most significantly
-- in the aftermath of Hurricane Sandy in October
2012. The City of New York issued A Stronger,
More Resilient New York in June 2013 through its
Special Initiative for Rebuilding and Resiliency. This
resiliency plan is described as a comprehensive
plan that contains actionable recommendations
both for rebuilding the communities impacted by
Sandy and increasing the resilience of infrastructure
and buildings citywide17. The New York State
Department of State sponsors a Coastal Resilience
Planning Process for coastal communities in New
York State and the New York Rising Community
Reconstruction Program has been established to
provide additional rebuilding and revitalization
assistance to communities severely damaged by
Hurricanes Sandy and Irene and Tropical Storm Lee.
Similarly, in Connecticut, coastal communities have
undertaken resiliency planning, while the state
released a comprehensive resiliency plan in 2011,
Connecticut Climate Change Preparedness Plan and
has established a Shoreline Preservation Task Force.
Additionally, New York State’s 2100 Commission is
17
website

NYC Special Initiative for Rebuilding and Resiliency
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tasked with finding ways to improve resilience in
the face of natural disasters and other emergencies.
18In January 2013, the Commission released a
preliminary report on improving the strength
and resiliency of New York State’s infrastructure.
The Commission’s report includes short- and
long-term recommendations in the areas of
energy, transportation, land use, insurance, and
infrastructure financing, as well as cross-cutting
recommendations that are common to these sectors.
Apart from the FEMA hazard mitigation requirements
described above, other federal programs have also
influenced resiliency planning in the New YorkConnecticut planning area. Resiliency planning is
an element of the U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development’s (HUD) various sustainable
communities initiatives. HUD funding was employed
in the development of New York City’s resiliency plan.
Further, HUD held a regional design competition.
According to the HUD website:

Figure xv. Storm-related flooding in Bridgeport, CT

Transportation (DOTs), Metropolitan Planning
Organizations (MPOs), and Federal Land Management
Agencies (FLMAs) to pilot approaches to conduct
climate change and extreme weather vulnerability
assessments of transportation infrastructure and
to analyze options for adapting and improving
resiliency19. In the New York-Connecticut planning
area, FHWA is funding a study - the New York – New
Jersey – Connecticut Hurricane Sandy Follow-up
and Transportation Vulnerability Assessment and
Adaptation Analysis- that will look at post storm
vulnerability and adaption for transportation assets.
Planning Enhancements

POSSIBLE APPROACHES TO PLANNING
INTEGRATION

M

ore effective resiliency planning will require a
greater integration of hazard mitigation and
resiliency plans with all other identified plans at
multiple levels. At a minimum, coordinated hazard
mitigation and resiliency components should be
included in HUD consolidated plans at all levels,
local and county/RPO comprehensive and master
plans and plans of conservation and development,
as well as MPO regional transportation plans. Better
integration with economic development planning at
local, regional and statewide levels is also crucial to
effective resiliency planning. Specifically, economic
development plans should draw on hazard mitigation
and resiliency plans as a necessary template for their
planning areas. Hazard mitigation and resiliency plans
should also consider and incorporate regional goals
for economic development and conservation goals
established in plans of conservation and development
and related plans.

Rebuild by design
Rebuild By Design is a multi-stage regional design
competition. The goal of the competition is to
attract world-class talent, promote innovation and
develop projects that will actually be built. Once the
best ideas are identified, HUD will incentivize their
implementation using funds made available through
the Community Development Block Grant Disaster
Recovery (CDBG-DR) program as well as other public
and private funds.
Additionally, the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) is partnering with State Departments of
18

New York State 2100 Commission website

19

FHWA website; Climate Change Resilience Pilots
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i. THE FAIR HOUSING AND EQUITY
ASSESSMENT (FHEA): WHAT IT IS
AND WHY IT MATTERS

grants, and a central component of the planning
program of the New York-Connecticut Sustainable
Communities Consortium. Its objectives are to
understand the context, data, and evidence for
equity and opportunity in the region, engage regional
stakeholders in the findings and implications of the
analysis, and include recommended strategies to
inform the consortium’s planning process as well as
decision-making in the region.

T

BENEFITS OF RACIAL AND ETHNIC
INTEGRATION

b. Fair Housing and
Equity Assessment

he rationale for making fair housing analysis an
integral part of regional sustainability planning is
rooted in long-standing federal housing statutes as
well as an inclusive definition of sustainability. The
Civil Rights Act of 1968 as amended in subsequent
years prohibits housing discrimination based on race,
national origin, color, religion, gender, family status
and disability. It also requires all federal agencies
and effectively recipients of federal funding to
affirmatively further fair housing in their jurisdictions.
Concepts of sustainability have also evolved to
acknowledge that supporting sustainable patterns of
human development requires creating communities
where everyone has healthy, safe living conditions
and access to the services and opportunities that
allow individuals to reach their full potential.
The federal Partnership for Sustainable Communities
has linked these goals in their guidance for
developing regional sustainability plans, specifying
that sustainability includes creating “geographies of
opportunity,” places that effectively connect people
to jobs, quality public schools and other amenities.
This commitment by the federal Partnership is their
recognition that policies at every level of government
have contributed to segregation patterns and that
coordinated, affirmative actions are needed to
overcome that legacy.20 Regional collaborations,
including the New York-Connecticut Sustainable
Communities initiative, provide an opportunity to
link housing, transportation, economic development,
and environmental planning in new ways to meet this
objective.

I

n spite of decades of social and demographic
change, racial and ethnic segregation remains a
defining characteristic of metropolitan America,
including the New York-Connecticut region. The
region’s cities are among the most diverse in the
United States, and its suburbs have rapidly growing
African-American, Hispanic, and Asian populations.
But at a neighborhood level, people of different
races and ethnicities are concentrated in distinct
areas, have disparate housing choices, attend
different schools, and have access to different types
of jobs and services. This affects not only individual
outcomes, but the success of the region in a global
economy that values diversity, choice, education, and
access to a skilled workforce.
Overcoming persistent patterns of segregation is
essential to values of fairness and regional equity that
are embodied in both law and the goals of numerous
local and regional plans. But creating more integrated
communities has benefits that extend beyond these
objectives. A growing body of evidence points to the
value of integration for the prosperity of the region
across racial, ethnic and income lines.

Stronger Economic Growth:

The Fair Housing and Equity Assessment (FHEA)
examines the shape of segregation in the New YorkConnecticut region, with a particular emphasis on
how disparate housing options create or reinforce
regional inequities. The FHEA is a required element
of all Sustainable Communities Regional Planning

A recent study examining patterns of economic
growth in U.S. metropolitan regions from 19802005 found that regions that were more segregated
by both race and skill levels had weaker economic
growth in both the short- and long-term.21 By
implication, regions with more integrated housing
and labor markets have a competitive advantage,
presumably because these places do a better job
of both developing their human capital and giving

20
“Regional Fair Housing Equity Assessment,” U.S.
Department of Housing & Urban Development guidance webinar
to Sustainable Communities grantees, February 22, 2012, slide 7.

21
Li, Huanping, Campbell, & Fernandez, “Residential
Segregation, Spatial Mismatch, and Economic Growth across US
Metropolitan Areas,” Urban Studies , October 2013, vol. 50, no.3.
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employers access to a larger pool of workers with a
diverse range of skills.

Greater Economic Opportunity:
The ability to climb the economic ladder, from
poverty to the middle class and from modest income
to affluence, is an enduring American value that has
attracted successive waves of immigrants. A highly
publicized study by researchers at the Equality of
Opportunity Project found wide variability among
metropolitan regions for children born to low-income
parents, with some regions having rates of upward
mobility that are comparable to nations like Denmark,
noted for high rates of mobility, while others have
rates that are lower than for any developed nation for
which data is available. The study found a complex
array of regional characteristics associated with high
rates of income mobility, such as the quality of K-12
education and social and family characteristics such
as the number of religious individuals and singleparent families. Among these factors, segregation by
both race and income were found to be negatively
correlated with upward mobility. It also found that
these results mattered for individuals regardless of
race. Both whites and non-whites had poorer chances
of escaping poverty and climbing the economic
ladder in regions that were more highly segregated.22

Better Education Outcomes:
A large part of the improved economic performance
of more integrated regions is likely the result of the
impact of school diversity on education outcomes.
As documented in a research brief for the National
Coalition on School Diversity, a large volume of
research since the 1980s has documented clear and
consistent findings: “Whether a school is racially
and socioeconomically (SES) diverse or segregated
makes a critical difference for K-12 achievement
across the curriculum: Students who attend racially
and socioeconomically diverse schools are more
likely to achieve higher test scores and better grades,
to graduate from high school, and to attend and
graduate from college compared with their otherwise
comparable counterparts who attend schools
with high concentrations of low income and/or

22
Raj Chetty, Nathaniel Hendren, Patrick Kline,
Emmanuel Saez, The Economic Impact of Tax Expenditures:
Evidence from Spatial Variation Across the U.S., The Equality of
Opportunity Project, July 2013, Summary of Project Findings.

disadvantaged minority youth.” 23
Like the findings of the Equality of Opportunity
Project, these studies show that students from all
racial and socioeconomic backgrounds, not just
disadvantaged minorities, benefit from integrated
schools.

More Efficient Housing Markets,
Transportation and Land Use:
Metropolitan economies exist because they organize
jobs, housing, infrastructure and other resources
in ways that facilitate the efficient flow of people,
goods and information. A well-functioning region
will maximize the housing and employment choices
available to residents, as well as the location and
labor choices for businesses. Housing discrimination
can distort these advantages, limiting choice for
both residents and businesses, creating cycles of
disinvestment in large parts of the region, driving
down housing prices in some neighborhoods and
artificially raising the cost of housing in others. By
spreading housing and labor markets, they can also
put additional demands on transportation and other
infrastructure, raising investment and operation
costs. There is little doubt that discrimination
suppresses housing values and new housing
development in African-American and Hispanic
neighborhoods, while efforts to limit housing supply
in largely white neighborhoods drive up the cost of
housing.24
Infused throughout these specific economic and
equity benefits is the powerful but difficult to
quantify value of social cohesion. Racially and
economically integrated neighborhoods can
develop cultural fluency, tolerance and trust—
important attributes in and of themselves and for
developing political consensus across community and
jurisdictional boundaries.
The New York metropolitan area shares the dynamics
and consequences of racial segregation with
other U.S. regions, but has its own distinct history,
challenges, and opportunities. The Fair Housing
23
Michaelson, Roselyn Arlin, School Integration and K-12
Education Outcomes: A Quick Synthesis of Social Science Evidence,
The National Coalition on School Diversity, Brief No. 5, October
2011.
24
Green, Richard K., The Nine Causes of Sprawl, Working
Paper #541, Samuel Zell and Robert Lurie Real Estate Institute,
The Wharton School, University of Pennsylvania, July 1999;
Cowan, Spencer and Katie Buitrago, Struggling to Stay Afloat:
Negative Equity in communities of Color in the Chicago Six County
Region, Woodstock Institute, (2012).
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and Equity Assessment is an attempt to understand
and address the particular ways that these issues
manifest themselves within the boundaries of the
New York-Connecticut consortium’s planning area,
using the guidelines provided by the U.S. Department
of Housing and Urban Development.

ii. PURPOSE AND APPROACH

G

uidance from the Department of Housing and
Urban Development (HUD) specifies elements
that need to be included in the FHEA, but provides
grantees with considerable latitude in how to meet
these requirements. At the broadest level, the FHEA
is intended to achieve three objectives that facilitate
regional collaboration:
•

Understand the historical, current and future
context for equity and opportunity in the region
and the data and evidence that demonstrates
those dynamics,

•

Engage regional leaders and stakeholders on
findings and implications of analysis, and

•

Integrate knowledge developed through the
regional FHEA exercise into priority-setting and
decision making.

The assessment needs to address conditions, causes
and implications of several specific issues related to
fair housing and regional equity:
1. Segregated Areas and Areas of Increasing
Diversity and/or Racial/Ethnic Integration
2. Racially/Ethnically Concentrated Areas of
Poverty
3. Access to Existing Areas of High Opportunity
4. Major Public Investments
5. Fair Housing Issues, Services, and Activities
Grantees were asked to focus their analysis at a
regional scale across these components, comparing
within and across jurisdictions to gain a full picture
of regional equity and access to opportunity. The
FHEA also needs to document conclusions from
the stakeholder engagement process, including
deliberation by the consortium and with other

regional leaders and stakeholders, as well as how
those findings will inform the regional planning effort
and decisions that flow from it.
Applying these guidelines meant devising an
approach that fit the particular challenges of the
New York-Connecticut region. One fundamental
challenge is the size and complexity of the region,
an issue that impacts all three FHEA objectives—
analysis, engagement and decision-making. As shown
in the map below, the planning area of the New
York-Connecticut region is part of the larger tri-state
metropolitan area, which encompasses parts of
three states with 783 municipalities and 22 million
people in a 13,000 square mile area. The New YorkConnecticut planning area has two-thirds of the
population of the metropolitan region and includes
its central city, all or parts of 12 counties, and four
of the metropolitan area’s 10 metropolitan planning
organizations (MPOs).
It was not feasible to conduct an analysis at the level
of individual jurisdictions or neighborhoods with a
region of this scale. The larger regional dynamics also
needed to consider conditions and trends for the
larger tri-state region, since housing and employment
markets and opportunities are influenced by
availability of housing and jobs in New Jersey, the
mid-Hudson Valley, and elsewhere in Connecticut.
Much of the data provided to grantees by HUD also
proved difficult to apply in this region and needed to
be revised and supplemented. For similar reasons,
the stakeholder engagement process was not able to
incorporate neighborhood-level input throughout the
region. Strategy development also needed to account
for different regulatory contexts in different parts of
the region, particularly differences between New York
and Connecticut.
The FHEA also needed to take account of the region’s
existing institutional structure and organizational
capacities for addressing fair housing and regional
equity. On the one hand, the region has a long
history of analyzing and debating fair housing
and community development issues, and several
nationally- and locally-renowned organizations
implementing programs to address them. However,
most dialogue and collaboration on these issues
have taken place at the state, county, or sub-regional
level. The amount of dialogue among governmental
entities, fair housing advocates, community
development organizations, private developers, and
community advocates has also varied widely across
the region.
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was formed to provide the Consortium with
recommendations regarding the data analysis,
findings, and strategy components of the FHEA,
ensuring that the assessment includes the knowledge
and perspective of a broad range of community
members, experts, and practitioners engaged in
fair housing, community development, and related
activities. The committee is also intended to help
connect the FHEA to related efforts throughout the
region, and ensure the utility of the final product to
both governmental and non-governmental processes
underway to improve regional equity and access to
affordable housing and economic opportunity.

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

1 Region
3 States
17 MPOs
31 Counties
783 Municipalities
703 School Districts
175 Housing Authorities
459 Fire Districts
36 Sewer Districts*

•

157 Business Improvement Districts

*Data not available for NYS.

Figure xvi. Jurisdictions in the New York-New
Jersey-Connecticut Metropolitan Area and New York
Connecticut Consortium Study Area
Source: Data compiled by Regional Plan Association
from Connecticut General Assembly 2011, New Jersey
State Department of Community Affairs 2012, NYC
Planning Department 2012, Nassau County Planning
Department 2012, Suffolk County Planning Department
2012, Dutchess County Government 2013, individual BID
websites.

Discussions among members of the Consortium and
its Advisory Board and HUD resulted in an approach
that attempts to identify actions that can be taken in
the near term as well as create a foundation for
continued dialogue and collaboration. This approach
combines three components to adapt FHEA
guidelines to the region’s context.
Most importantly, a FHEA Advisory Committee

Members of the FHEA Advisory Committee include
fair housing practitioners, community development
practitioners, housing developers, organizations that
represent low-income communities and communities
of color, state housing agencies and community
foundations. The committee includes at least one
representative for each of these constituencies from
the primary subregions in the New York-Connecticut
region—New York City, southwestern Connecticut,
Long Island and the Hudson Valley. The Advisory
Committee’s members and recommendations to the
Consortium can be found in Appendix B.
The FHEA also analyzes the context for equity and
opportunity at three different geographic scales. The
FHEA findings, summarized below and described
in detail in Appendix A,analyzes broad economic,
housing and demographic trends for the tri-state
metropolitan region to provide a fuller understanding
of issues in the region. It then describes housing,
opportunity, investment and fair housing services
specifically in New York-Connecticut planning area.
Where appropriate, analysis is also conducted on a
sub-regional basis for New York City, southwestern
Connecticut, Long Island and the Hudson Valley.
Finally, a set of neighborhood typologies defined
by race and poverty was constructed to analyze the
distribution of affordable housing and opportunity
indicators, and to help target appropriate strategies
for different types of communities. This allowed
the Consortium and the Advisory Committee to
identify different strategies that are needed to
improve conditions in racially-concentrated, highpoverty areas. expand housing options in highopportunity areas, and address the particular needs
of neighborhoods undergoing or vulnerable to the
negative impacts of rapid economic or demographic
change.
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iii. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

From 1990-2010, the share of households
in the region paying more than 35% of their
income for housing rose from 27% to 39%.
African-Americans, Hispanics and Asians have
considerably higher cost burdens than whites.

D

etailed findings from the Fair Housing and Equity
Assessment can be found in Appendix A. The
five sections of the findings address each of the
prescribed elements of the FHEA. The major findings
of each of these sections are summarized below.

•

New housing construction has shifted markedly
to New York City, especially from suburbs east of
the Hudson River in New York and Connecticut.
There has also been a shift from single-family to
multi-family construction, with most occurring in
cities.

•

There is no region-wide assessment of future
housing needs, but several studies establish a
significant gap between the amount and type
of housing that the region is producing and the
need for housing that is affordable across a broad
range of incomes.

ECONOMIC, DEMOGRAPHIC AND HOUSING
TRENDS
•

•

The existing settlement patterns in the region
were set by late 19th century immigration and
the great migration from the South in the early
20th century, and contining with post-World
War II suburbanization. Patterns of segregation
were established early in the last century. The
migration of white residents from New York City
to Long Island, the Hudson Valley, New Jersey and
Connecticut added the dimension of suburban
sprawl to regional patterns of segregation, a
development that was aided by both federal and
local policies.
Beginning in the early 1990s, the convergence of
several trends created new dynamics that create
both challenges and opportunities for addressing
persistent housing segregation and regional
inequities. These include an urban revival in New
York City and smaller cities such as Stamford and
White Plains, and slowing growth in many of the
region’s suburbs.

•

Even though the region added over 1.5 million
jobs and considerable wealth since 1990, median
household income has declined and poverty has
increased.

•

Poverty has grown more rapidly in the suburbs,
where isolation, fewer rental homes, and more
limited transportation choices create different
challenges than urban poverty.

•

Race and ethnicity have changed rapidly in
all parts of the region, with the non-white
population more than doubling in many counties
and more than tripling in others.

•

The share of household income going to
pay rent, mortgage payments and other
household expenses rose across income levels.

PATTERNS OF SEGREGATION AND
INTEGRATION
•

From 1990-2010, the white share of the region’s
population declined sharply from 59% to 44%,
the result primarily of strong immigration
and white outmigration. The biggest changes
occurred outside of New York City, although most
of the region’s non-white population continues to
live in the region’s cities.

•

By one measure, the Dissimilarity Index, the
NY-CT region has a high level of segregation for
whites and non-whites as a whole. It has a very
high level of segregations for African-Americans
and whites and for Native Americans and whites,
a lower but still high level of segregation between
Hispanics and whites, and a moderate level of
segregation for Asians and whites.

•

Over the last 30 years, dissimilarity indexes have
declined moderately in the region, but the New
York-New Jersey region remains one of the most
highly segregated metropolitan areas in the
United States.

•

A second metric of segregation predicts what the
racial composition of villages, towns and cities
would be based on their incomes and the income
distribution by race for the metropolitan area as a
whole. It indicates that the non-white population
is overrepresented in the Bronx, Queens and a
few places in western Long Island, the Hudson
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Valley and Connecticut, while in most suburban
areas non-white residents are underrepresented
and whites are overrepresented.
•

These segregation patterns are perpetuated
by historical causes and by new conditions
that trace, and in some cases, worsen the
historical inequities, The factors consistently
cited by stakeholders and the 22 Analyses of
Impediments conducted by jurisdictions in
the region include local zoning and land use
restrictions, local opposition to affordable
housing, discrimination by landlords and
tenants, displacement of low-income residents
of color in gentrifying neighborhoods and other
causes.

shows a bi-furcated region with the most heavily
populated types at the two ends of the race/
poverty spectrum. Twenty-seven percent of
the region’s residents live in white, low poverty
neighborhoods, while 22% live in non-white,
high poverty neighborhoods.
•

A significant number of census tracts showed
either an increase or decrease of 10 percentage
points of more in its white population share
or poverty rate between 2000 and 2010. Onehundred thirty-seven census tracts, 4% of the
total, had an increase in white population of
at least 10 points. Eleven percent of census
tracts saw their poverty rate drop by at least
10 percentage points. While it’s impossible to
know the reasons for these changes without
understanding the characteristics of each
community, they do indicate the need for a
closer look at the dynamics of neighborhoods
where these changes took place.

•

As expected, low rent units are more prevalent
in high poverty areas, but they are also a higher
share in non-white neighborhoods at similar
levels of poverty.

•

Of the 400,000 units of federally-subsidized
housing, publically-owned housing represents
71% of the total. The next largest proportion are
units that were constructed with low-income
housing tax credits (LIHTC), about 20% of the
total.

•

Public housing, the large majority of which was
built decades ago, is concentrated in non-white,
high poverty neighborhoods. 21% of all housing
in thise neighborhoods in public housing.

•

The neighborhood type with the highest share
of LIHTC housing is multi-racial, medium poverty,
where 6% of all housing units have an LIHTC
subsidy. Very little LIHTC housing is built in
predominantly white neighborhoods.

•

The largest share of households receiving
housing choice vouchers are in high poverty
neighborhoods. White, High poverty
neighborhoods have the highest share at 14%,
followed by non-white at 8% and multi-racial
at 6%. On its face, this would indicate that
vouchers have not resulted in families moving
to lower poverty areas. It may indicate that

ANALYSIS OF AREAS OF NEED AND
OPPORTUNITY
•

•

•

Using a definition of racially and ethnically
concentrated areas of poverty (R/ECAPs)
provided by HUD, census tracts with populations
over 50% non-white and a poverty rate of more
than three times the region’s average are highly
concentrated in urban areas, primarily in the
Bronx, upper Manhattan and central Brooklyn
in New York City, and in Yonkers, Stamford,
Norwalk, Bridgeport, New Haven and Meriden.
While 9% of the region’s population lives in
these communities, 16% of African-Americans
and 20% of Hispanics live in them. By contrast,
1% of whites and 4% of Asians live in R/ECAPs.
Only about one in four poor residents live in R/
ECAPs, as do 20% of the nonwhite population.
An alternative definition based on the poverty
rates in four large sections of the region—Long
Island, the Hudson Valley, Coastal Connecticut
and New York City—shows a more complex
pattern reflecting the historical development
and mixes of densities and community types in
different parts of the region.

•

Nine neighborhood typologies were defined
across a continuum of race/ethnicity and
poverty, These typologies were used to identify
broad patterns in the distribution of population,
housing, schools and access to jobs.

•

The population distribution across the region
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vouchers have facilitated movement to less
racially segregated neighborhoods, or could
mean that households already living in white
areas receive a higher proportion of vouchers.
•

Subsidized units of all types are more heavily
concentrated in non-white, high poverty and
multi-racial, medium poverty areas than either
population or poverty numbers would indicate.
White areas have lower shares than one would
predict based on population size and poverty
rate. Housing vouchers are concentrated in high
poverty areas but are more dispersed by race.

•

Population, housing opportunities and school
quality are sharply divided. The largest shares
of the region’s population are in white, low
poverty neighborhoods and non-white highpoverty neighborhoods. Rent levels and the
amount of subsidized housing are imbalanced,
even taking into the account the different poverty
levels of these communities. School achievement
is non-white, high poverty neighborhoods is
almost the mirror opposite of white, low poverty
neighborhoods when viewed through the lens of
school district test scores.

IDENTIFICATION AND ASSESSMENT OF
MAJOR PUBLIC INVESTMENTS: NONHOUSING INVESTMENTS AND THEIR
RELATIONSHIP TO FAIR HOUSING AND
OPPORTUNITY
•

The majority of households located in R/ECAPs
in New York City do not have access to a private
vehicle. Because the city enjoys the highest level
of public transportation service in the region,
none of New York City’s R/ECAPs are isolated
from a transportation standpoint. However, the
majority of residents in R/ECAPs commute 45
minutes or longer, compared to a median New
York City travel time of 35 minutes.

•

The majority of households in Long Island’s R/
ECAPs have access to private vehicles, but most
have limited access to public transportation.
However, there are marked differences in service
in different parts of Nassau and Suffolk.

•

A number of R/ECAPs in the lower Hudson Valley
enjoy good bus service and/or commuter rail
service. However, R/ECAPs to the north and west
experience lower and less direct levels of service.

•

R/ECAP neighborhoods in Coastal Connecticut are
served by local bus service, but frequency varies.
Rail service is available either by foot or local bus.
Barriers include sometimes limited span of bus
service, poor pedestrian conditions and cost.

•

Several planned or potential investments,
from improved bus service to bus rapid transit
to improvements in commuter rail service
could expand service and job access to E/
ECAPs. Significant capital expenditures in fixed
transportation infrastructure can lead to greater
private investment and rising home prices.
These can improve neighborhood conditions but
also make the area less affordable to existing
residents.

IDENTIFICATION AND ASSESSMENT OF FAIR
HOUSING ISSUES, SERVICES AND ACTIVITIES
•

The federal Fair Housing Act is the fundamental
law for combatting discrimination in the provision
of housing and housing related services. In
addition, both New York State and Connecticut,
as well as several cities and counties in the
region, have laws that further expand the classes
protected against housing discrimination beyond
those of federal law, such as protecting against
discrimination for sexual orientation.

•

More than half the fair housing complaints in the
region allege disability discrimination, and race is
the second most frequently cited bases of alleged
discrimination – alleged in just under 25% of the
cases in Connecticut statewide and just over 40%
of the cases in the Consortium planning area in
New York. However, fair housing complaints filed
with HUD and state and county Fair Housing
Assistance Programs have limited value in
assessing the exact extent of discrimination in any
particular area or on any particular basis because
the frequency with which complaints are filed, or
not filed, is influenced by many factors other than
the extent of that type of discrimination.

•

The discrimination ban that many advocates and
stakeholders discussed as critically important to
advancing fair housing goals, but missing in many
parts of the region, is the protection against
source of income discrimination. The State of
Connecticut, New York City, Nassau County, and
Westchester County have such a ban, but the
other parts of the region do not.
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•

The most important way to understand housing
discrimination is paired testing in which two
people, one white and the other minority, pose
as equally qualified homeseekers and inquire
about available homes or apartments. But there
is limited funding for testing, outside of the
small pool of funds available through HUD’s Fair
Housing Initiatives Program (FHIP) program.
While there is no regional compilation of testing
results, testing conducted in Westchester, Long
Island and New York City found significant
unequal results – nearly half of the tests in several
studies – in which African-American or Hispanic
testers were treated differently from white
testers, and that discrimination was concentrated
in particular geographic areas.

Many stakeholders identified racial disparities
in lending and mortgage default patterns in the
region as a fair housing barrier. Numerous reports
confirmed the disparities in defaults and access to
conventional home mortgages. For example, reports
from the New Economy Project found that twothirds of the 90-day pre-foreclosure notices in New
York City were sent to homeowners in communities
of color, and that residents of predominantly white
neighborhoods in New York City are twice as likely to
receive a conventional home mortgage as residents
of predominantly African-American or Hispanic
neighborhoods.

iv. MAJOR CONCLUSIONS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS FROM THE
STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT
PROCESS

T

he Fair Housing and Equity Assessment was
developed with the assistance of an Advisory

Committee consisting of 23 members representing
fair housing practitioners, community development
practitioners, for-profit and not-for-profit housing
developers, organizations representing low-income
communities and communities of color and
community foundations. A list of member
organizations, which were intentionally balanced to
have geographic representation from New York City,
Long Island, the Hudson Valley and southwestern
Connecticut, can be found in Appendix X. Additional
outreach was conducted through five regional
stakeholder meetings and eight public workshops.

The FHEA Advisory Committee played a key role
in providing feedback on data analysis and drafts
of FHEA chapters, and developing a detailed set
of recommendations for consideration by the
consortium Steering Committee. To provide a bridge
between the deliberation processes of the advisory
and steering committees, members of the steering
committee participated in the advisory committee
meetings, as did representatives of state housing
agencies. The Advisory Committee met twice in
person and twice by phone between October 2013
and February 2014, led by a facilitator retained by
the consortium to build trust among the committee
members and help it reach consensus on its
recommendations. In addition, committee members
participated in dozens of smaller conference call
sessions and through written correspondence to
provide input on the FHEA analysis and action
planning.
Prior to convening the Advisory Committee, five
stakeholder meetings were convened in June and
July of 2013 in Manhattan, Farmingdale, White
Plains and Bridgeport to obtain feedback on the
initial findings of both the FHEA and consortium’s
study of regional planning gaps and enhancements.
Meetings included many of the same fair housing,
community development, developer, foundation
and community organizations also represented
on the advisory committee, plus public officials,
planning organizations, business representatives
and others. All of the output from these sessions led
to refinements and further analysis, and helped to
create and shape the role of the Advisory Committee
and the agendas, format and presentation materials
for the public workshops.
A total of 160 attendees participated in the eight
workshops that were held in November and
December of 2013, including local neighborhood
groups, real estate developers, representatives from
government agencies, developers of affordable
& market rate housing and members of local
commissions, task forces and community boards.
Meetings were held in locations that were in or
accessible to low income communities. Translation
services were available upon request and were
provided at four of the eight workshops where
simultaneous translation services enabled full
participation by non-English speakers. Resident
participation was strongest in Hempstead and
Brentwood, where New York Communities for
Change and Make the Road New York encouraged
their members to attend. The session with Make
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the road New York members was conducted
almost entirely in Spanish with the assistance of
simultaneous translation between workshop staff and
attendees.

address fair housing violations;
•

Use of state authority and resources to
investigate real estate licensees accused of
fair housing violations and make public such
accusations;

•

State and local legislative action to requires
condominiums and cooperatives to disclose their
reasons for rejecting applications;

•

HUD enforcement of affirmatively furthering fair
housing obligations.

A full summary of comments from the workshops can
be found at www.sustainablenyct.org/resources.
Themes included the need to expand the supply
of housing at multiple levels of affordability, the
importance of focusing on quality design and creating
a diversity of housing types, the need to maintain
existing units, barriers to housing ranging from the
high cost of construction to poor credit scores and
discrimination. Participant comments helped to
reinforce and modify findings from both the FHEA
and planning enhancements study.

ADVISORY COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS

Section II. Strategies to enhance the engagement of
low- income people and underrepresented racial and
ethnic minorities in local and regional planning
•

Funding for, and implementation of, state,
county, local jurisdiction, and Metropolitan
Planning Organizations (MPOs) partnerships with
community-based organizations to educate and
engage members of low-income communities in
housing-related decision-making;

•

Development of and commitment to community
engagement best practices.

T

he full report and recommendations of the
FHEA Advisory Committee to the Consortium
Steering Committee can be found in Appendix B.
Based on the findings in the FHEA and their own
expertise, the committee found that government
policies and practices at all levels contribute to racial
and economic segregation, requiring a more active
approach by government to further fair housing. To
that end, the Advisory Committee recommended
numerous strategies that will require or encourage
federal, state, regional, county and local government
to affirmatively act to reverse these trends. These
actions are summarized below and detailed in
the full report, which also describes the type of
community where the strategy is most appropriate
and the level of government that is responsible for its
implementation.
Section I. Strategies to strengthen the antidiscrimination investigation and enforcement system

Section III: Strategies to promote investment in and
revitalization of Racially/Ethnically Concentrated
Areas of Poverty (R/ECAPs) and high-poverty
communities while protecting against displacement
•

Investment by transportation operators/service
providers, counties, and local jurisdictions in
transit-oriented investment (TOD) with mixedincome housing, including very-

•

low and extremely-low income housing, where
conditions suggest TOD investment will improve
neighborhood conditions and foster mixedincome neighborhoods;

•

Extension, strengthening, and expansion of the
New York State rent control and stabilization
laws;

•

Increased federal, state, and local funding for
strategic fair housing enforcement testing;

•

Adoption and enforcement of state, county, and
local “source of income” anti-discrimination laws;

•

Assessment by HUD of “substantially equivalent”
entities to ensure meaningful investigation and
enforcement of fair housing complaints;

•

Increased federal, state, and local resources for
rehabilitation of existing, occupied extremely-low
income housing, especially public housing;

•

Use of the State Attorney General and other state
enforcement agencies to bring legal actions to

•

Investment in redevelopment of public housing
to replace existing units with new housing in
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mixed-income settings while preserving or
expanding the number of extremely-low income
units;
•

Investment in and administration of local job
training and job placement services;

•

Adoption and enforcement of local income-based
hiring preferences and living wage requirements;

•

Increased support for code enforcement;

•

Adoption and enforcement of local mandatory
inclusionary housing ordinances;

•

•

Preservation of affordable housing by local
jurisdictions when affordability requirements are
expiring;
Additional investments in transportation services
that connect local residents to job centers.

affordable housing.
Section V. Strategies to ensure that underrepresented
racial and ethnic minorities, low-income families,
and other protected groups have access to affordable
housing in high-opportunity areas
•

State, local, and county enforcement of
affirmative marketing and mobility counseling
requirements;

•

Region-wide marketing and coordinating listings
of housing openings;

•

Elimination of the use of discriminatory local
preferences for housing;

Section VI. Strategies to stabilize housing
opportunities for middle and moderate-income
families
•

State and federal investigation and enforcement
to address redlining, steering, predatory lending,
and other discriminatory lending practices;

•

Creation by the U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development (HUD) and the U.S.

•

Consumer Financial Protection Bureau (CFPB) of

•

a database of mortgage defaults and foreclosures
as required by Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform
and Consumer Protection Act;

•

Investment in and administration of foreclosure
prevention counseling.

Section IV. Strategies to promote new affordable
housing in high-opportunity areas
•

Adoption of a New York State builder’s remedy
law modeled after Connecticut General Statute
Sec. 8-30g and Massachusetts 40B as well as
other state incentive programs to promote the
development of new affordable housing in highopportunity areas;

•

Collaborative efforts to build community support
for affordable housing development;

•

Assessment and strengthening of the Long Island
Workforce Housing Act;

•

•

Increased state and federal funding for
extremely-low- and very-low-income housing
development;
Increased state and county funding for
infrastructure investments to ensure appropriate
sites are prepared for greater density of
affordable multifamily housing;

•

Adoption and enforcement of local mandatory
inclusionary housing ordinances;

•

Conditioning local jurisdictions’ receipt of county
and state competitive funds on municipal actions
to overcome zoning barriers and promote

Section VII: Strategies to advance regional
approaches to affordable housing
•

Creation of a roundtable of jurisdictions,
practitioners, developers, organizers and
membership organizations, advocates, attorneys,
and business leaders to share best practices
across the region.

Section VIII: Strategies to ensure regional
infrastructure planning and investments incorporate
equity considerations
•

Requirement imposed by U.S Department of
Transportation on MPOs to consider state and
municipal housing plans in developing regional
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transportation and other plans and document
how proposed investments and services would
impact the objectives of local housing plans;
•

Reduced transportation fares;

•

Increased access to job centers through strategic
transportation investments by MPOs.

The Advisory Committee’s discussions, report
and recommendations informed the consortium’s
deliberations and the actions it proposes, which can
be found in Section 4, “Implementing the Regional
Sustainable Development Vision.”
In addition, the dialogue initiated with the Advisory
Committee process is an important action in and
of itself. There was no previously existing forum for
housing advocates and practitioners from different
perspectives from throughout the New YorkConnecticut region to collaborate with each other
and with the governmental entities represented on
the consortium. Even in the compressed timeframe
in which the committee tackled numerous complex
issues, members learned from each other and
made connections that will be of value for ongoing
research, advocacy and policy implementation. Some
steps to broaden and continue this conversation are
proposed in Section 4, and many members of the
committee lead or participate in other collaborations
where strategies can be further developed.
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c. Barriers to Implementing
Sustainable TransitOriented Development

transit services between transit nodes and other
destinations, uncertainties of project costs and
timing, and a lack of funding for planning and capital
investments. These challenges are summarized
below, followed by a selected list of proposed
solutions.

i. COMMON CHALLENGES

INFORMATION/BEST PRACTICES

B

arriers to implementation of equitable and
resilient transit-oriented sustainable development
(TOD) have been identified both through the analysis
of existing gaps in regional planning requirements
and processes and through implementation of
actual TOD projects supported by the Consortium’s
planning program. Projects included feasibility
studies for new rail stations and associated transitoriented development (Bridgeport, Stamford),
designs for improved physical accessibility with rail
service and better neighborhood connections to
transit (Norwalk, Bronx), design and implementation
strategies for station expansion and adjacent TOD
(New Haven), station neighborhood redevelopment
and regulatory updates (New Rochelle, East New
York, Nassau County, Suffolk County), and a toolkit
for neighborhoods to identify strategies to improve
resilience to the impacts of climate change (prepared
by and for the City of New York but replicable across
the region).
These “place-based” projects provided a
laboratory to identify where existing planning and
implementation systems fail at the project level or
unintentionally complicate implementation, and
how additional funding or changes to procedures or
criteria might facilitate implementation of equitable
TOD and broader sustainable development projects.
Implementation steps for the various projects include
regulatory actions which may require community
or political support and investments to be made
by public and private entities. Implementation will
require the support and participation of numerous
government agencies and funding sources as well as
the support of the private sector.
Despite the variety represented by the Consortium’s
place-based projects, several common themes
emerged with regard to barriers faced by individual
projects. Challenges to implementation often
involve uncertainty over best practices, difficulties
developing community consensus around
development goals, a lack of pedestrian and

Many of the Consortium’s place-based projects
uncovered a need for better guidance on specific
planning issues.

Parking
Existing parking guidelines either formally or
informally established in land use planning and
decision-making were developed before TOD and
community place-making became major goals of
land use policy, but replacement guidelines have yet
to be established that assist community decisions.
Case study information that can assist municipalities
to determine how much parking to require as a
component of new development must currently be
researched on a case-by-case basis. The Consortium’s
two rail station feasibility studies in Stamford and
Bridgeport had to balance the goal of creating
walkable centers around rail stations which maximize
rail-accessible housing and commercial activity with
the continued demand for commuter parking at rail
stations.
The number of parking spaces required for new
development is currently determined by municipal
regulations and by potential investors guided
by national standards, or by transit operators
concerned about supplying commuter parking at
existing or proposed rail stations. Clearer guidance
from a nationally-recognized institution that helps
communities to consider current land use mix, the
availability of transit connections, and long-term
neighborhood goals to determine appropriate
parking levels would help communities streamline
the permitting process while minimizing land and
capital invested in parking facilities. District-wide
planning for parking can prevent the need for
every parcel to provide its own dedicated parking,
supporting a shared parking resource and more
efficient use of both land used for parking and more
active land uses.
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Flooding and Storm Damage
A second area where better information can direct
implementation by Consortium members and other
entities is related to development policies in areas
at risk for flooding or other storm damage. There
is a need for reliable scientific information about
projected sea level rise and flood risk for individual
parcels and a better understanding of the long-term
effectiveness of potential flood control measures.
These two factors impact the ability to assess the
long-term risk of flooding and can help identify where
design solutions can support the viability of existing
neighborhoods and where retreat is truly the best
option for vulnerable areas.
The State of Connecticut currently prohibits state
investments in properties at risk for flooding, which
impacts redevelopment in communities such as
Norwalk, where flood issues are common in the
neighborhood surrounding the South Norwalk Train
Station. A more nuanced state policy could be
developed given better information about risks and
especially about the efficacy of strategies to prevent
damage from frequent flooding. New York City’s
consortium products Designing for Climate Risk and
Urban Waterfront Adaptive Strategies helped to
identify appropriate actions for building architecture
and flood protection measures in neighborhoods
representing much of the diversity of the region’s
places, and are now a resource that Consortium
members and others can take advantage of in
assessing risk and response. More information of this
type is needed to inform local decisions.

Mixed-Income Housing Design
Community discussions about housing often reveal a
common concern that new low-income housing will
resemble the public housing “projects” of the 1960s
and ‘70s and that housing built today would suffer
the same decline felt by much of that era’s public
housing. Missing from the conversation is awareness
of what affordable housing has been built in the area
within the last decade, because in many cases this
housing is indistinguishable to market rate
development. Community members also do not
understand the funding challenges faced by both
market-rate and subsidized-housing development. A
resource that makes available best practices in
affordable housing development that features real
projects built in the last few years within the

immediate region could help facilitate a productive
conversation about how to satisfy needs for
affordable housing in ways that meet community
goals.
Challenge

Where Felt

Need for information
about projected climate
impacts and flood risk,
and effectiveness of flood
control measures

Bridgeport, New York City,
Norwalk

Lack of guidance re parking
best practices

Bridgeport, Stamford, New
Rochelle, New Haven,
Nassau County, Norwalk

Guidance needed on how
to incorporate existing
industrial uses in TOD
neighborhoods

Southern Westchester EastWest Corridor

Best practices in affordable
housing development

Bridgeport, New York City,
Norwalk, Nassau, Suffolk,
New Rochelle

Figure xvii. Mixed-Income Housing Design Challenges

Community Consensus and Ongoing Local
Support
Existing residents often actively oppose new TOD
development due to concerns that it will cause
additional traffic congestion, that low-income
or tax-exempt housing will reduce the tax base
while requiring municipal services, or that higherdensity housing will be unattractive and/or fall into
disrepair. Prejudices against low-income and renter
households also play a part in local opposition to
new development. Many of these concerns can be
identified and addressed through an extensive public
planning process that establishes clear community
goals and then links land use regulations and other
policies directly to these goals, but uncertainties
as to future opposition increase the risk for the
private sector and can discourage elected leaders
from taking leadership roles. Municipal planners
must balance the need for flexibility in future uses
with the demand from both local residents and the
development community for clear guidance on what
will or will not be allowed in the future. Planning at
the county or regional level must also engage local
residents and municipal governments on a consistent
basis, but resources are not always available to do so.
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The Consortium’s planning program provided
resources to communities to consider controversial
questions impacting how they will change and
develop over time. Decisions about infrastructure
investments and future land use impact the people
who will be living and working in a neighborhood in
the future and how existing residents will be affected
by change. Key to developing an effective community
participation process is to 1) provide a forum where
community concerns can be identified and
considered within the planning process, and 2)
develop an ongoing mechanism for information flow
between administrators and stakeholders. Also
important is to prevent “planning fatigue” by
implementing early action items that demonstrate
that plans will be implemented and not sit on a shelf.
Examples of high-quality mixed-income development
built within the region should be publicized as a
component of the discussion, since “affordable
housing” for many residents still means the
apartment towers of the ‘60s and ‘70s, which have in
many places fallen into disrepair or since been
demolished.
Challenge

Where Felt

Lack of consensus;
active opposition to
new development and
its effects on additional
transportation demand
or change in community
character; lack of
communication between
TOD developers and civic
organizations

Stamford , New Rochelle,
Nassau County

Public opposition to both
rental and affordable
housing; oppositions to
density, property taxes,
renter characteristics;
project branding and public
identification

Southern Westchester
East-West Corridor, Nassau
County, Suffolk County

Figure xviii. Community Consensus and Ongoing Local
Support Challenges

parks that are difficult to serve with transit or even
walk to from nearby neighborhoods; and “lastmile” conditions, particularly in suburban settings,
where employment and homes are near bus and
rail transit, but the distance and lack of quality
pedestrian infrastructure discourages use. The
Consortium’s I287 corridor charrette explored ways
to retrofit office parks for new uses, and found that
conditions such as one-way access roads make transit
service to those parcels difficult to provide. Work
in the Bronx identified how to encourage the use of
existing and proposed Metro-North rail service that
would connect local residents with job opportunities
in Westchester County and Connecticut through
addressing pedestrian barriers and improving the
visibility and security of rail stations. In the Bronx
and elsewhere, future regional rail ridership gains
may come from off-site improvements to community
design and pedestrian networks and through the
growth of transit-oriented development, as well as
improvements in the reliability and frequency of
transit service.
The continued siloing of resources between
transportation, housing, energy, and economic
development projects – as demonstrated by the
varied federal legislative processes and funding
programs which make resources available -- makes
it difficult to assemble complementary resources
from agencies responsible for funding for services
such as brownfields remediation, investments in
market-rate and affordable housing, incentives for
economic development projects, and capital and
operating investments in transit. Municipal land use
and comprehensive planning goals must also be
coordinated with regional transportation planning
decisions. Sustainable development projects such
as Bridgeport’s Barnum Station project will require
the combined efforts of multiple state and federal
agencies to complete the station, associated
infrastructure, and environmental remediation, and
to incentive private investment in the corridor. In
the Bronx, proposed commuter rail service on the
Amtrak’s Hell Gate Line will require participation and
investment by the federal government, states, and
communities that will stand to benefit from improved
regional access.

Transportation Accessibility
The ”siloing” of transportation and land use decisions
results in on-the-ground challenges in connecting
neighborhoods with employment destinations and
also complicates implementation of comprehensive
sustainable development and eTOD plans. Existing
conditions include high-volume arterial roads that
run through traditional downtowns, discouraging
walking, transit, and place-making; corporate office
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Programmatic and Permitting Processes

Challenge

Where Felt

As mentioned above, further implementation of
many of the Consortium’s place-based projects
and execution of its regional vision for sustainable
development will require the participation of multiple
government entities ranging from local regulatory
bodies all the way up to different federal agencies.
Navigating the application procedures and reporting
required by multiple agencies for permits and funding
support is complex. A community’s ability to navigate
application processes is dependent on the capacity
of individual municipal staff members and municipal
boards. Expanding the pool of programs that can
support complementary land use and transportation
projects will expedite implementation and result in
better on-the-ground outcomes.

Multiple applications
and permits for funding/
aid; complex reporting
requirements

Bridgeport, Norwalk, I287
Corridor

Programmatic
restrictions limit use of
certain programs inin
interdisciplinary TOD
projects

New York City, Bridgeport,
Long Island Housing

Recommendations
for long term land
use enhancements
requires evaluation and
management of assets
owned by other institutions
or authorities (e.g. MTA)

Bronx, East New York

Varying capacity of
municipal staff and boards
to navigate complex
approval processes

I287 corridor, Southern
Westchester East-West
corridor

Implementation of community land use plans is also
dependent on decisions made by other agencies and
key entities which have their own decision-making
processes and timelines for action. In the Bronx, for
example, local land use planning outcomes are
impacted by decisions made by MTA about the
management and/or disposition of MTA-owned
assets in and around rail stations. Thus, the onus is
the organizers of projects of this type need to employ
collaborative approaches which bring transit
providers together with a range of other parties and
interests to the project planning process table.

Figure xix. Programmatic and Permitting Processes
Challenges

Funding
Implementation of community-based TOD projects
such as a new rail station on the East Side of
Bridgeport will require coordinated funding for
implementation steps throughout the process:
funding for additional planning; environmental and
engineering work to design station, roadway, and
other infrastructure improvements; brownfields
remediation; funds to assemble and purchase
properties or facilitate the private sector in doing
so; funds to enable an update to local land use and
zoning regulations; and, not insignificantly, funding to
build and then operate a new commuter rail station
that will be the anchor for the neighborhood. In
New Haven, re-programming and expansion of train
station and rail parking facilities is part of a larger
plan to improve rail connections between the rail
station, downtown New Haven, and neighborhoods,
and each component project has many benefits
beyond particular program focuses, so allowing for
more flexible use of transportation and community
development funding sources would streamline
implementation and result in integrated planning
outcomes.
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Funding to prevent flooding and storm damage is also
needed in many of the region’s communities, where
vulnerability to sea level rise and extreme weather
caused by climate change will also necessitate
the design and construction of new flood control
measures and require some replacement of existing
coastal infrastructure.
The provision of housing affordable to a range of
incomes and family sizes and preservation of existing
homes is also made difficult by a lack of overall
funding for housing and programmatic restrictions
which allow only construction of housing for specific
income ranges. Funding for extremely-low income
residents and for middle-income residents is a
particular challenge. In many of the Consortium’s
communities, existing public housing complexes must
be rebuilt and/or relocated due to vulnerability to
flooding. Construction costs in the metropolitan New
York region make it difficult even to construct new
housing for middle-income and upper-middle-income
residents, especially when structured parking must
be built as part of development. And in areas such as
Bridgeport, Stamford, and the Bronx, where new
transit services may drive up rents, there will be a
need to preserve affordable units to prevent
gentrification from pushing out existing residents.

Challenge

Where Felt

Site assemblage and
purchase

Stamford, Bridgeport,
New Rochelle

Lack of funds for
predevelopment planning

Bronx

Funds for rail, transit or
roadway infrastructure;
reliance on capital
investment from multiple
agencies
funding streams for
transportation projects
preclude use for related land
use planning (i.e., CMAQ);
diminishing availability of
federal resources (e.g., CDBG
funds) for important planning
functions

All CT projects, New
Rochelle, Bronx

Need for additional flood
protection measures

Norwalk, New York City

Expanded housing
production, especially for
very-low income and middleincome occupants
Preservation of existing
subsidized and market-rate
affordable housing

New York City,
Bridgeport, New Haven,
Nassau, Suffolk

Figure xx. Funding Challenges
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New York City

New York City, New
Haven, Bridgeport,
Norwalk

4. Implementing the Regional
Sustainable Development Vision
a. Proposed Approach
and Desired Outcomes

A

s stated in Section 2 of this Implementation Plan,
the work program of the New York-Connecticut
Sustainable Communities Consortium has focused on
addressing complex regional challenges at multiple
scales—metropolitan, community, corridor and
subregion – in order to foster a more robust approach
to sustainability planning. The Consortium’s vision for
the achieving this approach includes the following:
The Consortium work program was built from
a shared vision of the Consortium members
– derived from their own planning efforts
individually -- for sustainable development in the
New York-Connecticut region. That vision has
involved working together to foster livable and
sustainable communities and growth centers
around existing and planned transit services in
the New York-Connecticut region to enhance
affordable housing, reduce traffic congestion,
improve the environment and continue to expand
economic opportunities.
Specifically, the Consortium vision involved:
•

Integrating and enhancing existing regional and
local planning to the greatest extent practical
to fill in gaps and more closely align the
Consortium members planning work with the
six Livability Principles defined by the federal
Partnership for Sustainable Communities to 1.
Provide more transportation choices, 2. Promote
equitable, affordable housing, 3. Enhance
economic competitiveness, 4. Support existing
communities, 5. Coordinate policies and leverage
investment, and 6. Value communities and
neighborhoods.

•

Linking strategies on a regional scale to develop
mixed-income housing, employment and
infrastructure in locations connected by the New

York-Connecticut region’s two major commuter
rail networks – the MTA Metro-North Railroad
and the MTA Long Island Rail Road.
•

Supporting project planning at the local level
that reflects the overall Consortium vision
while engaging residents and stakeholders in
developing implementation strategies.

By pursuing this overarching vision, the Consortium
members’ sought to bring their individual regional
planning into greater alignment and enhance
that planning to create a more robust approach
to regional sustainability while at the same time
reflecting this regional vision locally through the
place-based projects funded through the Consortium
work program.
The assessments of planning gaps and
implementation barriers inform the regional actions
that will be needed to implement this shared
Consortium vision. In addition, actions to implement
the place-specific plans that were produced through
the Consortium work program will be further
developed. These actions are outlined below in
categories that would enhance the regional planning
process. In addition, actions at both regional and
jurisdictional levels are included to specifically
address the fair housing/equity elements of regional
sustainable development.

63 Implementation Plan for Sustainable Development | May 2014

Challenge

Where Felt

High-volume, state arterial roads
bisect traditional downtowns major impacts to walkability and
station area land uses

I287 corridor,
Southern
Westchester EastWest corridor

Last-mile problems reaching
employment or housing from
transit, particularly in suburban
settings

I287 Corridor,
Stamford, New
Haven, Bronx,

Siloing of resources for transit
projects and for complementary
sustainable development

I287 corridor,
Southern
Westchester EastWest corridor,
Bridgeport, Bronx

Figure xxi. Transportation Accessibility Challenges

b. Actions to Improve
the Regional Planning
Process for Sustainable
Development
i. ESTABLISH A REGIONAL NETWORK

C

oordination and communication at metropolitan,
community, corridor and sub-regional levels are
critical to the ultimate implementation of the regional
sustainable development vision. Sustainability
planning is a composite of various policy areas that is
stretched over multiple level s of government in the
New York-Connecticut planning area. The convening
of the Consortium has demonstrated both the
complexity of regional sustainability planning and the
efficacy of a coordinated approach to bring together
all the complex elements of the process.
Therefore, using the Consortium as both a model and
a pilot program, a step toward implementing regional
sustainability planning is the creation of a voluntary
Regional Sustainable Communities Network (RSC
Network) drawn from the federal Partnership for
Sustainable Communities, other relevant federal
agencies, relevant state agencies, interested
Consortium, Advisory Board and FHEA Advisory
Committee members, local municipalities, and the
private sector. This RSC Network would establish

the structure – a community of interest -- through
which information and best practices could be shared
and more effective regional sustainability planning
could emerge, as well as critical information on
enforcement of fair housing and other requirements.
As the RSC Network develops, it is recommended
that every effort be made to expand it to include the
sustainable communities consortium established in
northern New Jersey in order to encourage more
effective regional sustainability planning across the
three state metropolitan region surrounding New
York City.
The activities of the network will depend on the
interests of the members and resources that are
available to support its work. These could include
•

Monitoring progress on and providing support
for the implementation of the place-based,
regional planning and fair housing and equity
plans and recommendations developed through
the Sustainable Communities Regional Planning
grant;

•

Establishing a regional clearinghouse as described
below; and

•

Facilitating multi-state or multi-jurisdictional
planning, including actions outlined below.

ii. ESTABLISH A REGIONAL
CLEARINGHOUSE

T

o facilitate communication among its members,
the RSC Network should establish an information
clearinghouse through which network members
could keep abreast of planning activities, policies
and projects relevant to regional sustainability
planning. This clearinghouse could take the form of a
public website that would be maintained to provide
the following kinds of information, at a minimum:
1. Identification of TOD and place-specific
sustainability planning projects defined in local
comprehensive plans and plans of conservation
and development, county master plans and RPO
plans of conservation and development, and
MPO transportation plans,
2. Identification of areas suitable for mixed-income,
multi-family development in high opportunity
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areas in state, county and municipal housing and
land use plans.
3. Planning documents from all governmental levels
related to sustainability and high opportunity
target areas,
4. A suggested composition of advisory
subcommittees for place-based planning related
to the sustainability and high-opportunity target
areas,
5. A job and housing access and community
resource component drawn from MPO
transportation plans and including travel
information portals such as 511 NY and
equivalents in Connecticut and New Jersey, and
community resources/employment opportunity
portals such as Connecticut’s 211, and
6. A regional information portal for affordable
housing opportunities.
7. Links to reports and information documenting
actual experiences, strategies and resources
pertaining to sustainable development, such
as traffic impacts, travel demand management,
parking management techniques, community
design, public engagement, financing and other
issues.

iii. RECOMMEND FEDERAL
REGULATORY CHANGES

T

his step includes the following specific suggestions
that have been informed by the assessments
of planning gaps and impediments to project
implementation which appear in Section 3. The
Consortium requests feedback on these suggestions
from the federal Partnership for Sustainable
Communities, including any additional actions that
could be taken to further their implementation. The
Consortium also asks the Partnership to consider that
many of these suggestions would – if implemented
-- require significant a d d i t i o n a l resources to
undertake effectively. Therefore, any additional
requirements for MPOs, municipalities or state and
regional agencies must include sufficient additional
funding from the agency requiring the action.
The Consortium planning program was mostly funded
through the interagency partnership of the U. S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development,
the U. S. Department of Transportation and the U.

S. Environmental Protection Agency, which works to
coordinate federal housing, transportation, water,
and other infrastructure investments to make
neighborhoods more prosperous, allow people to live
closer to jobs, save households time and money, and
reduce pollution.
Separate and apart from the funding of the planning
program, other funding from each of the federal
partner agencies flows into the New York-Connecticut
planning area to help fund needed facilities, services
and programs in areas such as housing, community
development, transportation, economic development
and pollution control. This funding is received at all
governmental levels – local, regional, state – and
eligibility is predicated on diverse and complex
planning regulations which in turn help to shape
the use of the funding. These federal requirements
greatly influence planning agendas and processes
throughout the region, as highlighted in Section 3.
However, some of the most significant planning gaps
among and between various governmental levels are
due to the lack of coordination between the federal
agencies and the regulations for which they are
responsible.
Given the inordinately large influence of federal
requirements on local, regional and state planning,
the Consortium suggests consideration of changes
in federal planning regulations which will better
coordinate the disparate elements of sustainability
planning through various forms of coordination and
other means. The Consortium acknowledges the
potential complexity of this undertaking, as planning
regulations are based in a variety of legislative
requirements. The federal Partnership will need to
consider this complexity, and any possible alternative
approaches, in their consideration of these suggested
changes.

RECOGNITION OF THE CORE MISSIONS OF
MPOS
The four federally-required MPOs in the New
York-Connecticut planning area are unique among
the entities which comprise the Consortium.
These organizations exist due to specific federal
requirements for regional transportation planning.
The federal legislation which authorizes funding for
transportation nationwide lays out the organizational
parameters of MPOs and prescribes the planning
process that they must undertake to access federal
transportation funding. Thus, these organizations
have a distinct core mission defined by the legislation
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and related planning regulations, as well as a specific
program of mandated work activities.

be applied in a more uniform and systematic manner.

Federal transportation planning regulations are
codified in 23 CFR 450 and they require metropolitan
area transportation plans and programs to
be developed by MPOs through a continuing,
cooperative, and comprehensive (3-C) planning
process. Metropolitan transportation planning is
the federally-mandated process of examining travel
and transportation issues and needs in metropolitan
areas. It includes a demographic analysis of the
community in question, as well as an examination
of travel patterns and trends. The planning process
includes an analysis of alternatives to meet projected
future demands, and for providing a safe and efficient
transportation system that meets mobility while
not creating adverse impacts to the environment.
In metropolitan areas over 50,000 population, the
responsibility for transportation planning lies with
designated MPOs.25

SUGGESTED CHANGES FOR FEDERAL
CONSIDERATION

Given their unique characteristics, the MPOs’ core
missions and responsibilities are specifically defined
and are of paramount importance to the member
agencies which comprise them. The Consortium’s
suggested changes acknowledge and reflect this
reality and do not seek in any way to alter these
basic parameters. Rather, the suggested changes
seek to adjust the MPOs’ planning activities so that
their transportation planning might be informed by
additional factors, while recognizing fully that the
MPOs’ core mission is transportation planning and
that that is their only responsibility.Therefore, the
other factors which inform the planning must remain
within the core mission and not distract the MPOs
from their mandated responsibility.
Therefore, the Consortium urges that federal
consideration of these suggested changes take into
account the specified missions, responsibilities and
jurisdictions of the MPOs and recognize that the
suggested changes are not intended to alter those
basic parameters.
Additionally, the Consortium acknowledges that
the suggested changes are likely to reinforce the
current best practices of MPOs in the New YorkConnecticut planning area as they develop their
required transportation plans. As regional councils,
the MPOs rely on their member agencies to translate
local planning into the regional planning process. The
changes are suggested in order that these practices
25

Federal Highway Administration website.

USDOT Metropolitan Transportation Planning
1. Better coordinate, to the extent practical, MPO
transportation plans with local municipal, and
county/RPO comprehensive plans, master plans
or plans of conservation and development in
order to indicate areas of concurrence with
TOD and place-specific sustainability planning
projects.
2. Continue the requirement that MPO
transportation plans include an access-to-jobs
component and additionally that they specify
the local municipal, county/RPO comprehensive
plans, master plans or plans of conservation and
development, and county/regional/statewide
economic development plans which could or do
reflect the access-to-jobs recommendations.
3. Expand the current requirement for the MPO to
consult with State and local agencies responsible
for land use management, natural resources,
environmental protection, conservation,
and historic preservation concerning the
development of the transportation plan to
include local municipalities in which TOD and
place-specific sustainability planning projects are
to be designated.
4. Encourage MPO public involvement plans
to include best practices for community
engagement, including partnerships with
community-based organizations to educate and
engage members of low-income communities.

HUD Consolidated Planning
1. Encourage county/RPO consolidated plans to use
MPO and state transportation plans to identify
opportunities for TOD where conditions suggest
that TOD will improve neighborhood conditions
and foster mixed-income neighborhoods.
2. Encourage county/RPO/state consolidated plans
to include an assessment of redevelopment
opportunities for existing public housing and
project-based Section 8 housing in order to
replace existing units with new housing in mixed-
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income settings.
3. Encourage county/RPO/state consolidated
plans to include an assessment of the resource
needs and staff capacity of certified fair housing
complaint handling entities.

HUD Enforcement
1. Clarify and enforce the affirmatively furthering
fair housing obligations of states, counties, local
jurisdictions, and public housing authorities,
including offering technical assistance and
withholding funding for non-compliance.

iv. DEVELOP MULTI-STATE PLANNING
MECHANISMS

A

lthough the suggested changes to federal
planning requirements can be significant steps
toward bringing planning processes even closer
together across state and jurisdictional boundaries in
the New York-Connecticut planning area, additional
mechanisms will be needed to foster a more
effective multi-state approach to regional sustainable
development planning. Thus, another set of actions
that would improve the regional planning process
is to develop multi-state planning mechanisms
to foster more regional sustainable development
planning. This step includes the following specific
actions:
1. Through the RSC Network, or possibly an existing
cooperative entity such as the Metropolitan Area
Planning (MAP) Forum, institute a voluntary
process for MPO transportation plans to include
a multi-state vision component which indicates
areas of concurrence across state boundaries,
particularly with regard to TOD and place-specific
sustainability planning projects.
2. Again through the RSC Network, encourage a
voluntary process for HUD consolidated plans
and hazard mitigation plans at similar levels to
voluntarily include this multi-state component as
an overarching framework.
3. Enhance energy planning through the voluntary
coordination, formally or informally, of the New
York State Energy Plan and the Connecticut State
Energy Strategy.

v. UNDERTAKE SPATIALLY-SPECIFIC
APPROACHES

A

n additional step toward improving the regional
planning process is for the Consortium to
develop spatially-specific approaches to assist
in implementing the shared vision, including the
following:
1. Counties in New York and RPOs in Connecticut
should convene transportation service providers
and local municipalities in critical transportation
corridors to solve larger scale problems and/
or convening impacted municipalities around
larger transportation improvement projects.
Coordinated statewide and MPO transportation
plans can continue to provide the targeting
mechanism for selecting transportation corridors
and/or projects where this approach could be
employed.
2. Municipalities should make use of overlay zones
and generic environmental assessments to
incentivize and identify suitable locations for
TOD. These approaches can offer communities
significant advantages for pursuing TOD in the
context of larger-scale county, RPO, MPO and
other regional plans.
3. Spatially-specific approaches and projects
should include consideration of resiliency,
equity, sustainability and universal or humancentered design principles in the execution of
TOD projects involving residential, commercial
or retail development or the development or
redevelopment of related transportation facilities
such as stations and/or transportation centers.
a. Frameworks, principles and best practices for
equitable and sustainable transit-oriented
development are available from several
organizations, including the US Department
of Transportation, the Transportation
Research Board, Living Cities, PolicyLink and
the Center for Transit-Oriented Development.
b. Resiliency principles can be drawn from
the resiliency recommendations of the
work undertaken through the Consortium
planning program. and by the New York 2100
Commission.
c. The Leadership in Energy & Environmental
Design (LEED) building rating system of the
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U. S. Green Building Council can provide a
framework for sustainability principles.
d. Universal/human-centered design principles
are available through the Center for Universal
Design.
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c. Actions to Address
Regional Equity and
Opportunity

T

he promotion of equitable, affordable housing
is among the federal livability principles which
guide the Consortium’s work program and its
vision of regional sustainable development. The
fair housing and equity assessment in Section 3
identifies a number of equity and opportunity issues
which should be addressed to fully implement the
Consortium’s vision. In particular, the strategies
recommended by the Consortium’s Fair Housing
and Equity Advisory Committee, as reported in
Appendix B of this Implementation Plan, represent
a set of actions to address the causes of racial/
ethnic segregation in housing and disparities in
access to employment and economic opportunity
that are documented in the fair housing and
equity assessment. The Consortium considered
these strategies in formulating a series of actions
to address the equity and opportunity elements
of the regional sustainable development vision.
Several of the Advisory Committee strategies have
been incorporated into the recommended Regional
Planning Process actions described above.
The additional actions described below fall outside
of the regional planning process but are needed to
achieve the equity and opportunity objectives of the
regional sustainable development vision.
As described in the Advisory Committee’s report, it is
not possible to recommend equity and opportunity
actions that are specific to every neighborhood
or jurisdiction in the large, complex New YorkConnecticut planning area. Every city, village, town,
county, RPO and MPO has its own specific economic,
demographic, environmental and legal context that
needs to be considered in applying the recommended
actions, and the states of New York and Connecticut
have different institutional and legal frameworks.
While some of the listed actions can be addressed
by members of the Consortium, many would
require involvement by federal, state and municipal
entities that are not part of the Consortium. Most
of the recommended actions would require either
additional funding, a reallocation of resources, new
legislation or regulatory changes to implement,

which would need to be addressed through the
budgetary, legislative, and regulatory processes of
individual jurisdictions. Therefore, the Consortium
recommends that jurisdictions throughout the New
York-Connecticut planning area consider the actions
recommended by the FHEA Advisory Committee
and identify those that can further fair housing and
equitable development within their areas. Strategies
are listed, along with the types of communities in
which they would be most appropriate, to meet the
following objectives:
•

Strengthen the anti-discrimination investigation
and enforcement system.

•

Enhance the engagement of low-income
people and underrepresented racial and ethnic
minorities in local and regional planning.

•

Promote investment in and revitalization of
Racially/Ethnically Concentrated Areas of Poverty
(R/ECAPs) and high-poverty communities while
protecting against displacement.

•

Promote new affordable housing in highopportunity areas.

•

Ensure that underrepresented racial and ethnic
minorities, low-income families, and other
protected groups have access to affordable
housing in high-opportunity areas.

•

Stabilize housing opportunities for middle and
moderate-income families.

•

Advance regional approaches to affordable
housing.

•

Ensure regional infrastructure planning and
investments incorporate equity considerations.

i. DISSEMINATING AND DEVELOPING
STRATEGIES

T

o move toward implementation of strategies that
address the equity and opportunity elements of
the sustainable development vision, the Consortium
will take the following steps:
1. Transmit this final Implementation Plan,
including the recommended actions and
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the recommended strategies of the FHEA
Advisory Committee, to the following for their
consideration:
a. The federal Partnership for Sustainable
Communities,
b. The New York State Departments of Homes
and Community Renewal, Transportation and
State,
c. The Empire State Development Corporation,
d. The New York State and Connecticut
Attorneys General,
e. The Connecticut Departments of Housing,
Transportation, Economic and Community
Development,
f.

The Connecticut Office of Policy and
Management, and

g. The chief elected official of each county, city,
town and villagein the New York-Connecticut
planning area.
2. Request a meeting with HUD representatives
with interested members of the Consortium,
its Advisory Board and the FHEA Advisory
Committee to discuss strategies that would
require action by HUD.

ii. ACTIONS BY INDIVIDUAL
CONSORTIUM MEMBERS

A

dditionally, individual Consortium members
listed below will undertake the following steps,
building on the outcomes of place-based project
planning and the analysis of indicators developed
as part of the FHEA, particularly in updates of
their HUD Consolidated Plans and other required
documentation of its efforts to affirmatively further
fair housing:
1. In May 2014, the Mayor of New York City
released Housing New York, a plan that
outlines strategies to meet the City’s needs for
affordable housing by creating and preserving
unpredecented numbers of affordable housing
units in the next 10 years. The plan includes
strategies that address many of the objectives
identified by the FHEA Advisory Committee,
including preserving existing affordable housing
units, creating a mandatory inclusionary zoning
program, and using a wide range of other tools

to promote mixed-income development and
support vibrant, inclusive communities in areas
where opportunities exist for transit-oriented
development and new housing.
Outcomes of the local neighborhood planning
activities conducted under the Sustainable
Communities Initiative include implementation
strategies to promote short and long-term land
use, transportation and economic development
investments in predominantly low-income
communities in East New York, Brooklyn,
and the Bronx. Between the two place-based
initiatives, over 80 meetings, workshops
and public information forums were held in
close partnership with partner agencies, local
Community Boards and established communitybased organizations to reach a broad network of
public participants. Outreach models and best
practices employed in these studies can serve
as a model for future neighborhood planning
initiatives undertaken by the City of New York to
accomplish a range of goals, including creating
and preserving affordable housing, promoting
transit-oriented development and economic
development, and improving access to jobs.
2. The City of Bridgeport, Connecticut will begin
implementing objectives and strategies identified
in the FHEA almost immediately through its
HUD Consolidated Plan process. As the City
crafts its Annual Action Plan it will look to
build from existing community-based planning
practices by incorporating the following FHEA
recommendations into its Analysis of Barriers to
Fair Housing:
•

Bridgeport’s Consolidated Plan and Annual
Action Plan processes include Citywide
outreach through public hearings and the
establishment of a twenty-member Citizen’s
Union that provides an additional channel
through which non-elected/appointed
citizens may participate in the allocation
of federal entitlement funding. The City
intends to expand this outreach further
through collaboration with the leadership of
Neighborhood Revitalization Zones.

•

The proposed addition of a new Metro North
train station on the Bridgeport’s East Side
and further redevelopment of the Downtown
business district will create job opportunities
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•

•

and allow for residences in close proximity
to the City’s primary transit hub. Housing
affordability for those earning less than 60%
of the Area Median Income will be preserved
through deed-restricted HOME Program units
for affordability periods ranging from ten to
twenty years.

•

“Below Market Rate Housing Program
(Zoning), which requires developers of
housing to provide affordable units either
on-site, off-site or via a fee in lieu program.
In addition several high density residential
zones provide bonuses for the provision of
additional affordable units.

Bridgeport will use data presented in
FHEA to further strengthen its approach to
creating safe, decent affordable housing
for populations most vulnerable to housing
discrimination and housing cost burden.
Nearly 90% of the tenants of the City’s
HOME-assisted rental housing identify as
racial/ethnic minorities. Additional plans will
be developed to serve other underserved
populations, including the elderly, youth
transitioning out of foster care, veterans and
extremely low-income households, among
others.

•

Stamford’s Historic Preservation program,
which while not targeted specifically for
affordable housing has resulted in the
preservation of affordable housing.

Bridgeport, through its Office of Planning
and Economic Development and the
Bridgeport Housing Authority, is working
to replace targeted existing public housing
with neighborhood-based redevelopment in
higher-opportunity areas that will result in
safer, more efficient living environments for
low-income residents.

3. The City of Stamford will continue its several
strategies to develop mixed-income housing and
neighborhoods, including the following:
•

“One to One Housing” replacement program,
which requires that any existing subsidized
affordable housing unit that is either
demolished or converted be replaced by a
comparable affordable unit.

•

“Commercial Linkage for Affordable housing”
program, which provides a mechanism
by which commercial development can
contribute to increase the supply of
affordable housing brought about as a result
of such commercial development.

•

Utilization of city capital funds on an annual
basis to develop affordable housing in
partnership with non-profit and for-profit
developers.

4. The City of Norwalk and Norwalk Redevelopment
Agency collaborate with local community
organizations to implement those actions
identified in the Analysis of Impediments (AI)
that are designed to address these impediments.
Further, the city and agency pursue funding
from resources such as HUD’s Fair Housing
Implementation Program, the Low Income
Housing Support Coalition, the National
Development Council and Enterprise Community
Partners.
In the development of the new Consolidated Plan
for 2015 - 2020, the Analysis of Impediments
(AI) will use information developed in the FHEA
to produce an Affirmatively Furthering Fair
Housing (AFFH) plan, which will focus on effective
outreach and marketing of Fair Housing laws and
requirements.
While Norwalk has been able to maintain an
affordable housing stock of over 10% throughout
the past decade, it must continue its efforts to
preserve the city’s supply of affordable housing
as the number of low and extremely low
income households is not expected to decline
over the next five years. The city will seek to
address barriers to affordable housing through a
combination of financial tools designed to spur
homeownership and preserve Norwalk’s stock of
affordable housing while continuing services to
ensure residents have fair and equitable access to
housing opportunities.
5. The City of New Rochelle supports the
Fair Housing Equity Assessment (FHEA)
recommendations that are outlined in the
Implementation Plan. In June 2012, the city
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engaged Mullin & Lonergan Associates, Inc. to
evaluate New Rochelle’s commitment to fair
housing. The evaluation resulted in a report
entitled, Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing
Choice (“AI”).
Furthermore, the TOD Smart Growth Study
(“TOD Study”) resulting from participation in
the NY-CT Sustainable Communities initiative
includes housing development near the City’s
transit station. The City has a requirement that
developers reserve at least 10% of housing they
build as affordable units. The build-out described
in the TOD Study would create up to 247 units of
affordable housing, as well as increased access to
new and existing job opportunities for residents
of New Rochelle and the region resulting from
transit, pedestrian and bicycle improvements and
the development of significant new housing and
office space within ½ mile of the Transit Station.
In addition, the city’s Human Rights Commission,
comprised of a diverse group of city residents, is
empowered to conduct educational and outreach
efforts in the city, including issues surrounding
fair housing. The commission refers fair housing
complaints it receives to the Westchester County
Human Rights commission. The public is invited
to attend various fair housing events that are held
in New Rochelle and throughout Westchester
County.
6. Nassau County will build on the outcomes of its
Infill Redevelopment Feasibility Study and include
an analysis of opportunity areas for new mixedincome using the indicators developed as part of
the FHEA in updates to its Consolidated Plan and
other required documentation of its efforts to
affirmatively further fair housing. The County’s
Infill Redevelopment Feasibility Study will serve
as the template for continued engagement and
collaboration to promote transit-supported
development throughout the county in the
following ways:
•

The County will pivot off of the station
area “readiness” and “desire” findings by
providing technical and funding assistance,
when available, to municipalities that
are considering increasing the supply of
mixed-income housing in transit-accessible
locations.

•

The County will regularly update the Infill
Study’s “Station Area Profiles” and maintain
a database on community-identified
redevelopment sites along with potential
locations/parcels for multi-family housing
and/or mixed-use development. This
information will be publically available
through the County’s website and/or online
web mapping.

•

The County will utilize the FHEA and Infill
Study data and findings in its analysis
of zoning and redevelopment proposal
applications referred to the Nassau County
Planning Commission under NYS GML 239 l
& m. Staff recommendations to the Planning
Commission will take into account a zoning
amendment or multiple-family housing
referral’s consistency with the findings of the
FHEA

•

The County intends on applying for
transportation and other infrastructure
grants to leverage private developer
investment in communities identified in the
Infill Study as transit-supported development
pilot areas as well as other communities
that demonstrate desire and willingness for
mixed-use and mixed-income housing.

7. Suffolk County will use the recommendations of
its Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) Study in
conjunction with the FHEA analysis to strengthen
implementation programs to promote and
construct mixed income housing in connection
with transit oriented development (TOD). These
actions will be incorporated into the County
Executive initiative, Connect Long Island, that
will promote transit and community connectivity
along Suffolk’s North/South transportation
corridors. Specific actions will include the
following:
•

Development of a publically accessible
database to expedite the regional
transfer of density into mixed use, TOD
projects in identified growth areas of the
County, is a priority along with legislative
recommendations to increase the availability
and use of transferable density credits
County wide.

•

Seek Legislative approval for additional
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infrastructure funding to promote the
construction of multi-family housing,
particularly rentals, targeted at differing price
levels in areas around public transit thereby
seeking to maximize housing opportunities
for a wide range of individuals.
•

Endeavor to fund housing developments that
are not tied to local preferences and work
with sponsors and developers to affirmatively
market the housing opportunities available
in such developments and incorporate these
priorities into the County’s Consolidated Plan.

•

Seek Legislative approval to expand the
Suffolk County Human Rights Law to prohibit
housing discrimination based on “source of
income.”

•

Assess, in conjunction with the study
undertaken by the L.I. Regional Planning
Council, implementation, enforcement and
impact of the Long Island Workforce Housing
Act.

and reform the financial, institutional and
regulatory structures necessary to implement
smart planning decisions.

8. The Long Island Regional Planning Council will
hire a Housing Coordinator to leverage and
expand existing fair and affordable housing
efforts on Long Island. The coordinator will
implement actions recommended in in a report
released in May 2014 to improve collaboration
and public education efforts in Nassau and
Suffolk counties. The Council’s actions will build
on its previous and existing efforts, including
the housing and equity elements of its LI 2035
Sustainability Plan, the public education potential
of it li2035 website, and its designation of
projects of regional significance.
9. Regional Plan Association will continue to
develop housing data and strategies as part of
its next regional plan scheduled for completion
in 2016, including a fair share housing analysis
based on research into best practices of other
states and metropolitan areas. The effort will
build upon the FHEA analysis and deliberation,
connect to related efforts and include northern
New Jersey in its scope. The regional plan, the
fourth in RPA’s history, will set a long-term
vision for the tri-state area and identify strategic
investments and policies to create communities
that are livable and resilient, expand economic
prosperity in a sustainable and equitable way,
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d. Actions to Improve
Implementing
Sustainable TransitOriented Development

ii. COMMUNITY CONSENSUS AND
ONGOING LOCAL SUPPORT

L

ederal, state, and local partnerships should
develop resources critical to decisions made about
parking requirements, flood policies, and housing
design:

ocal projects will benefit from expanded and
continuous public participation in planning
decisions made at the local, regional, and state
levels that impact funding and policy decisions
on-the-ground. Many of the Consortium’s placebased projects engaged their local communities
to develop land use visions for neighborhoods
served by transit while simultaneously queuing up
resources for implementation of plan components
in both the short- and long-term. Community
participation in planning and implementation will
need to be a continuous process in order for projects
to be successful, and communities will need to see
visible progress in order to remain engaged and
committed to the community vision. Connecticut‘s
Neighborhood Revitalization Zone neighborhood
organizations provide a potential model for ongoing
stakeholder involvement. State statutes require the
development and support of NRZ organizations in
many of the state’s major cities in order to promote
ongoing stakeholder involvement in planning and
development decisions.

•

iii. TRANSPORTATION ACCESSIBILITY

I

n addition to the actions outlined in 4.b and 4.c
above, and based on the process and outcomes of
the initiative’s place-based projects, the Consortium
identified a number of actions that would help to
overcome the implementation barriers to equitable
and resilient transit-oriented development identified
in section 3.c.

i. INFORMATION/BEST PRACTICES

F

For parking, an inventory of existing TOD case
studies should be compiled which includes
parking utilization information and parking
policies in place in transit-oriented development
locally within the tri-state region and in
comparable locations elsewhere in the country.

•

Recommendations for design solutions that
allow re-investing in neighborhoods at risk for
flooding can leverage work that has already been
developed by the City of New York as part of the
New York-Connecticut Sustainable Communities
Consortium. Their Urban Waterfront Adaptive
Strategies report and Designing for Flood Risk
contain strategies that should be considered by
agencies to develop nuanced policy that supports
existing neighborhoods while making smart
decisions about where to expand housing and
commercial development.

•

A regional inventory of recent developments
which include affordable housing can help to
address concerns about the aesthetics and
durability of affordable and mixed-income
housing by providing ample best practice
examples and the ability to track performance of
affordable housing construction over time.

A

dditional funding or more flexible funding
is needed to expand the coverage and
frequency of transit and pursue last-mile solutions,
particularly in suburban settings. Funding is also
needed to implement complete streets and bicycle
infrastructure retrofits. The new Transportation
Alternatives Program established under the current
federal transportation authorization act, MAP-21,
is a potential funding source. As discussed below,
programs which allow greater flexibility in using
funds typically associated with housing development
or transportation infrastructure can achieve
better outcomes for sustainable development by
providing gaps in transportation access, such as poor
pedestrian connections to transit or last-mile barriers
to employment.

iv. PROGRAMMATIC AND
PERMITTING PROCESSES

H

UD’s Sustainable Communities Regional
Planning grant provided members of the
New York – Connecticut Sustainable Communities
Consortium with a platform to share local knowledge
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and capacity within the region and also provided
a framework for engaging multiple agencies in
planning and implementation processes. Federal,
state and regional agencies that have participated in
Consortium projects and policy development should
continue to participate in local planning projects both
to provide expertise and to facilitate aligning federal,
state and local polices.

policies, funding and tools to advance these types of
projects.

A continued commitment to resource sharing and
participation, as discussed above, should also be
accompanied by a simplification of application and
use requirements for available funding programs at
the state and federal level. While recommendations
for specific processes were not developed as part
of this effort, a logical and necessary next step in
the integrating federal and state agency support
is a rigorous examination of where overlapping
or onerous permitting and application processes
are impeding rather than advancing the livability
principles of the Partnership for Sustainable
Communities.
One change in regulatory processes that could
significantly reduce project costs is a reduction in
required parking for new multi-family development.
Existing ratios often exceed demand and discourage
transit use. Cost savings could result in more
successful transit-oriented development and
additional resources for affordable housing.

v. FUNDING

E

ven with the exising process constraints, most
of the projects undertaken by this planning
grant, as well as many other high-priority economic
development, housing and transportation projects
could begin implementation if sufficient funds were
available. Funding is necessary for infrastructure
projects as well as housing and commercial
development. In particular, funding gaps exist for
work necessary to develop local zoning revisions, for
the development of housing across a broad spectrum
of income levels, and for new flood-prevention
infrastructure and maintenance of existing
infrastructure to improve resiliency to storms and
flooding. As stated above, additional funding or more
flexible funding is needed to expand the coverage
and frequency of transit and pursue last-mile
solutions particularly in suburban settings. Funding
is also needed to implement complete streets and
bicycle infrastructure retrofits. The New York State
Complete Streets Act of 2011 includes references to

75 Implementation Plan for Sustainable Development | May 2014

Appendix A: Findings
from the Fair Housing and
Equity Assessment
a. Economic, Demographic
and Housing Trends
i. PRE- AND POST-WAR
DEVELOPMENT PATTERNS IN THE
NEW YORK REGION

T

he context for examining fair housing and regional
equity begins with the historical development
of the New York region. From its early days as a
Dutch settlement, when a French Jesuit identified 18
languages spoken in the city of New Amsterdam, New
York has always been an international city, attracting
immigrants from around the globe. Slavery was an
integral part of New York’s development, and slavery
was not finally abolished in the state until 1827.1
The outward expansion of the region from lower
Manhattan continued over four centuries, fueled by
international trade, industrialization and successive
waves of immigration from Europe, the rural South,
and now Latin America, Asia and Africa. The largest
metropolitan region in the U.S., it now includes over
22 million residents in 13,000 square miles in three
different states.

The existing settlement patterns in the region were
set in motion by late 19th century immigration and
the great migration from the South in the early 20th
century, and continuing with the post-World War
II suburbanization. Patterns of segregation were
established early in the last century, with AfricanAmericans excluded from many neighborhoods
and as a result residing in a few neighborhoods
where housing options were open to them, such
as Harlem, Bedford Stuyvesant, Southeast Queens
and many of the industrial cities in Westchester
1
Encyclopedia of African-American History, Leslie M.
Alexander and Walter C. Rucker, ed., ABC-CLIO, Santa Barbara,
CA, 2010, p. 495

and Connecticut. In 1910, New York City was highly
segregated by a standard measure of segregation. As
the African-American population swelled from 2% of
the city’s population in 1920 to 27% in 2000, it was
confined largely to these and similarly segregated
neighborhoods by largely legal and accepted
practices of housing discrimination. In fact, by 2000,
African-American-white segregation in New York City
was even greater than it was in 1910.2
Following World War II, the well-documented
migration of largely white residents of New York
City to Long Island, the Hudson Valley, New Jersey
and Connecticut added the dimension of suburban
sprawl to regional patterns of segregation. The
rapid suburbanization and the exodus of both
white, middle-class residents and many well-paying
industrial and retail jobs led to an urban-suburban
divide with stark differences in race, poverty,
school quality and economic opportunities. Realtor
practices and local zoning restrictions ensured
that African-Americans and other non-white, nonHispanic ethnicities were largely excluded from these
new suburban communities, or confined to small
enclaves such as Hempstead on Long Island. A 1978
study by Regional Plan Association for the Tri-State
Regional Planning Commission reached the following
conclusions:
•

Racial segregation in the region is very strong,
with less than 10 percent of all census tracts
racially “balanced” between African-American
and white families.

•

Only 6 percent of the racial imbalance could be
explained by income differences.

•

Causes included racial steering by realtors, white

2
In 1910, the African-American-white dissimilarity
index for New York City was .64. By 2000, it had grown to
.75. Beverage, Andrew, Demographics, GothamGazette.com.
According to … a score of .60 and above signifies a high level of
segregation.
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exodus from urban areas and exclusionary zoning
in suburban municipalities.3
This development was aided by federal policies.
The prime example of this is the creation of the
Federal Housing Administration in 1934, which
regulated interest rates and mortgage terms and
insured mortgages to increase the availability of
funding for home purchases. In doing so, the Federal
Housing Administration established standards for
underwriting mortgages that resulted in redlining,
which meant that mortgages would not be approved
in neighborhoods based on the racial or ethnic
compositions of those neighborhoods.4 This practice
categorized largely minority communities, as well as
multi-racial communities, as too risky for investment
and also encouraged the adoption of restrictive
covenants and exclusionary zoning ordinances.5
As a result, the federal government backed $120
billion in home loans between the years of 1934
and 1962, with over 98% of that money going to
white homeowners.6 At the same time, the federal
government was funding urban renewal efforts that
displaced minority residents into segregated public
housing.7
While similar histories can be found in most
other large metropolitan regions, particularly in
the Northeast and Midwest, there are several
unique aspects of the New York region that are
important for understanding current conditions
and potential actions. Unlike many regions that
were more dependent on manufacturing or a single
industry, New York retained a vital commercial core.
Midtown Manhattan alone is the largest central
business district (CBD) in the nation, and Downtown
Manhattan is larger than all but a couple of other
CBDs. This provides city residents with a larger
source of job opportunities and tax revenues than
many other cities, even thought the mix of job skill
requirements has reduced many previous paths to
middle-income jobs.
The region’s robust transit network is also an order of
magnitude larger than any other region, with transit
3
Housing Segregation in the Tri-State Region, June
1978 and Segregation and Opportunity in the Region’s Housing,
Regional Plan Association for the Tri-State Regional Planning
Commission, July 1979.
4
http://www.eraseracismny.org/storage/

documents/housing/Long_Island_Fair_Housing_A_State_
of_Inequity.pdf, page 7.
5
6
7
page 5.

Id.
Id. page 8.

http://racialequitytools.org/resourcefiles/irp.pdf,

ridership per person that is nearly three times that
of the Washington, DC area, which has the second
largest ridership. This transit network not only
provides an opportunity for improved connections
between areas of need and areas of opportunity in
the region, it also provides an opportunity to create
vibrant, integrated communities in the transitoriented centers where future investment and
development are likely to go. On the other hand, the
scale of region and the changes that it has undergone
can make the challenges more difficult to understand
and address on a metropolitan scale. The jurisdiction
of three different states within the region makes
any strategy requiring state-level action particularly
challenging.

ii. ECONOMIC AND DEMOGRAPHIC
TRENDS SINCE 1990

B

eginning in the early 1990s, the convergence
of several trends created new dynamics that
create both new challenges and opportunities for
addressing persistent housing segregation and
regional inequities. Following the deep recession of
1989-1992, in which the New York region lost more
jobs than in the recent financial crisis, New York City
and some smaller cities such as Stamford and White
Plains entered a period of strong economic growth.
Several factors contributed to the turnaround—a
sharp reduction in crime, global economic patterns
that favored large, international cities, marked
improvements in transit resulting from reinvestment
in the Metropolitan Transportation Authority
system, and neighborhood revitalization resulting
from unprecedented local government investment
in the housing stock, a surge in immigration that
repopulated many declining areas, and the persistent
efforts of community-based organizations to reclaim
their neighborhoods.
As this urban revival was occurring, growth was
slowing in many of the region’s suburbs. The amount
of easily developable land was shrinking, highway
congestion increased, and demographic preferences
changed as more young adults began marrying
later, having fewer children and driving less. The
suburbs were also becoming far more racially and
ethnically diverse as immigrants and their children
began settling outside of the cities in ever increasing
numbers.
Both urban and suburban changes, as well as an
incongruent combination of stronger economic
growth and stagnant average incomes and poverty
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Figure xxii. Poverty Rate 1990-2010
Source: 1990 U.S. Census, 2010 American Community Survey

rates, are highlighted in the maps and charts below.
Data is for the entire tri-state region to give the full
context for changes in the New York-Connecticut
planning area.
Even though the region added over 1.5 million
jobs and considerable wealth since 1990, median
household income has declined and poverty
has increased. Similar patterns can be seen
nationally, indicating that much of the cause
comes from national and international economic
trends. Economists debate how much technology,
demography, global competition, and national policy
are contributing, but the effects play out at the
metropolitan and local scale. A study by the Federal
Reserve Bank of New York also found that wage
inequality worsened in the New York-New Jersey
region between 1980-2010 at a faster rate than the
U.S.8
Poverty has grown more rapidly in the suburbs,
where isolation, fewer rental homes, and more
limited transportation options create different
challenges than urban poverty. Poverty increased
faster in every part of the region than New York City
between 1990 and 2010. Potential causes include
weakening suburban economies and displacement
from city neighborhoods with rising housing costs.
8
Abel, Jason R. and Richard Deitz, Job Polarization and
Inequality in the Nation and the New York-New Jersey Region,
Current Issues in Economics and Finance, Federal Reserve Bank
of New York, vol. 18, no. 7, 2012.

Figure xxiii. Median Household Income 1990-2010
Source: 1990 U.S, Census, 2010 American Community
Survey

The need for auto ownership, the more limited
number of accessible job opportunities, and a more
limited supply of affordable rental housing can
exacerbate the access to fair housing and opportunity
in these increasingly diverse suburbs.
Race and ethnicity have changed rapidly in all parts
of the region. Immigration as well as migration by
existing residents has changed the racial and ethnic
make-up of the region as a whole, with the non-white
population more than doubling in many counties
and more than tripling in others. The share of the
non-white population has grown most dramatically
in the suburbs. In Long Island, for example, the
non-white share of the population grew from about
one in four residents in 1990 to about one in three
in 2010. This overall trend, however, masks the
degree of neighborhood-level change happening
both within and outside of New York City as different
nationalities of Hispanics, Asians, and Africans
expand from existing enclaves, as African-Americans
move to different parts of the city or suburbs, and
as the white population expands in many parts of
the city. This is part of the ever-changing face of a
dynamic region, but is still combined with patterns
of segregation and discrimination and can result in
displacement of existing residents. In some places,
newly arrived residents have been met with an
anti-immigrant or racial hostilities, while in other
neighborhoods rising rents and property values have
pushed existing residents to lower-cost parts of the
region.
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Figure xxiv. Map of Change in Poverty Rate by
County, NY-NJ-CT Region, 1990-2010

Figure xxvi. Map of Change in Non-White Population
by County, 1990-2010

Source: 1990 U.S, Census, 2010 American Community
Survey

Source: 1990 U.S, Census, 2010 American Community
Survey

Poverty Rate, 1990-2010
1990

2000

2010

New York City

19.3%

21.2%

20.1%

Hudson Valley

7.2%

9.3%

9.9%

Long Island

4.2%

5.6%

6.0%

Southwestern CT

6.7%

7.8%

10.1%

Figure xxv. Poverty Rate, 1990-2010
Source: 1990 U.S, Census, 2010 American Community Survey

iii. REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS

T

he economic and demographic changes of the
last two decades have resulted in a transformed
housing market. The underlying trends are difficult
to sift out of the wide cyclical swings in the national
and regional housing markets, starting with the rapid
run-up in housing prices beginning in the mid-1990s
and including the aftermath and slow recovery from
the housing-led financial crisis of 2008-2009. But
looking at long-term trends and projections of future
demand, two issues stand out—the sharp rise in
housing cost burdens and the gap between housing
need and supply. Both of these put additional stress
on low-income, African-American, Hispanic and Asian
households.
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iv. HOUSING COST BURDEN

T

he share of household income going to pay rent,
mortgage payments and other household
expenses rose across income levels, at first because
housing price increases far outpaced stagnant
incomes, and later because incomes declined more
rapidly than rents. From 1990-2010, the share of
households in the region paying more than 35% of
their income for housing rose from 27% to 39%.
Housing cost burdens also rose in the United States,
but not as much as in the region. This measure has
declined slightly since 2010, but remains very high by
historical standards. Analysis from before the crash in
the housing market indicated that the burden was
rising most rapidly among households with incomes
between $20,000-$75,000, and those in the suburbs.9

Awareness is growing that transportation costs vary
in a predictable fashion according to housing
locations. Specifically, the proximity of housing to
employment and to local shops and services, as well
as the availability of public transit can determine a
household’s need to maintain multiple private
vehicles and impact ongoing travel costs. Low-cost
homes with high transportation burdens can be less
affordable than a slightly-higher cost homes closer to
jobs, schools, and served by transit options. Initial
research suggests that households in the New YorkConnecticut region benefit from lower transportation
costs that in many cases off-set higher rents and
property values.10 The U.S. Department of Housing
and Urban Development has recently made available
a new tool, the Location Affordability Portal, which
provides transportation cost estimates at the local
level for use by policy makers, planners, and
developers to make data-driven decisions about
regional planning and investment. Although Location
Affordability Portal information was not available for
incorporation into this analysis of Fair Housing and
Equity issues, future housing investment decisions
and related policies should take into account this
newly-available information about transportation
costs associated with housing location decisions.
Breaking down the cost burden by race and ethnicity
shows that African-Americans, Hispanics and Asians
have considerably higher cost burdens than whites.
Compared with 25% of whites spending more than
9
The Housing Crisis from a Regional Perspective and
Balanced Housing for a Smart Region, Regional Plan Association
and Citizens Planning and Housing Council, 2004 and 2005,
Long Island Index 2014, www.longislandindex.org.
10
Center for Neighborhood Technology. H&T
Affordability Index. http://htaindex.cnt.org/.

Figure xxvii. Households spending
35% or more of Income on Housing
Source: 1990 U.S, Census, 2010 American Community Survey

30% of their income on housing are 44% of Hispanics,
38% of African-Americans and 37% of Asians. The
differences are just as great measuring the number
of households that spend over 40% of their income

Figure xxviii. Map of Change in Share
of Households Paying More than 35% of
Income for Housing, by County, 1990-2010
Source: 1990 U.S, Census, 2010 American Community
Survey

80 Implementation Plan for Sustainable Development | May 2014

Race

Housing Cost Burden by Race in NY-NJ-CT Region, 2011
Housing costs up to and Housing costs between 31% and
including 30% of income
40% of income

Housing costs 41% of
income and over

White
AfricanAmerican

75%

9%

16%

61%

11%

27%

Hispanic

56%

13%

31%

Asian

63%

11%

26%

Figure xxix. Housing Cost Burden by Race in NY-NJ-CT Region, 2011
Source: 2011 American Community Survey

on housing. Nearly twice as many Hispanics as whites
have burdens that high, and the differences between
whites and African-Americans and whites and Asians
is nearly as great.
Much, but not all, of the differences in cost burden
are the result of differences in income. As a group,
there are smaller differences between the household
incomes of African-Americans and Hispanics than
there are differences in housing cost burdens. For
example, 49% of African-American households have
incomes of less than $50,000 per year compared
to 51% of Hispanic households, while the share of
African-American households paying more than 30
% or 40% of income for households is considerably
lower than for Hispanics. Similarly, the differences in
income between whites and Asians are not as great
as the differences housing cost burdens.
There are also some differences between areas of
the region, particularly for Asians. Cost burdens and
incomes for Asians are more similar to those of white
households in the Hudson Valley, Connecticut, and
Long Island, and more similar to those of AfricanAmericans and Hispanics in New York City. Some of
these differences may be generational, with children
of immigrants more affluent and suburban than
their parents. Some may be the result of the wide
variety of ethnicities that make up these large racial
categories, and part may be differences in how much
different groups use subsidized government housing.

v. HOUSING CONSTRUCTION

T

he amount, location, and type of new housing
construction are critical to fair housing. A growing
supply of housing can make it easier to hold down
the average cost and facilitate residential mobility,
but the type and location are as important as the
total number. An increasing number of multi-family
units can create more possibilities for rentals and
home-ownership at different price levels, and are
more likely to be in areas with good transportation
and employment opportunities. A growing number
of units in places with good or improving schools and
other services also expands access to opportunities if
they are affordable and free from discrimination.
New housing construction is highly cyclical, as
shown in the chart of housing permits below. To
look at long-term trends, it is probably most useful
to look at the last two 10-year periods with the
most robust residential construction—1980-1989
and 1998-2007. The total number of units that
received permits for construction was similar in the
two periods—628,000 in the 1980s vs 613,000 in
the decade ending with the recent housing market
collapse. More significantly, new construction shifted
markedly to New York City, especially from the
suburbs east of the Hudson River in New York and
Connecticut. Compared to the 1980s, the number
of housing permits nearly doubled from 111,000 to
214,000. Northern New Jersey declined modestly
from 274,000 to 231,000 permits, and the New
York-Connecticut suburbs that include Long Island,
the Hudson Valley and southwestern Connecticut
declined from 243,000 to 168,000.
There has also been a shift from single-family to
multi-family construction. This is not only because
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New York City represents a bigger share of the total.
Since 2006, multi-family construction has accounted
for a majority of residential development outside of
New York City, a dramatic change from most of the
post-war period when single-family construction was
by far the dominant type of new construction. The
change was most pronounced in New Jersey. Singlefamily housing still accounts for most construction
in the New York and Connecticut suburbs, but the
trend is toward multi-family. Much of the change is
driven by changing demographics, with young adults
marrying later, having fewer children and driving less,
and with many in the large “baby boom” generation
starting to move to smaller, more centrally located
homes. Rising land costs also make higher densities
more profitable for developers. While some of the
new multi-family construction is occurring in more
affluent suburban communities, most is occurring in
cities such as Jersey City, White Plains and Stamford,
or in village centers like South Orange or Patchogue.

pace of construction from 1980-2010.11
•

Population projections recently published by the
New York City Department of City Planning (DCP)
estimate an additional 783,000 residents in the
five boroughs in 2040 over the 2010 population,
considerably less than the NYMTC forecast of 1.2
million for New York City. Based on this forecast,
DCP projects a net increase of 321,000 housing
units.12

•

A 2007 assessment of housing needs and supply
by the South Western Regional Planning Agency
found that “market forces are working to increase
the shortage of affordable housing faster than
efforts to provide such housing.”13

•

The 2005 Affordable Housing Allocation Plan by
the Westchester County Housing Opportunity
Commission based its plan on a need for 10,768
affordable housing units for 2005-2015 based
on analysis from the Rutgers University Center
for Urban Policy Research, an estimate that the
commission characterized as conservative. 14

•

A study of rental housing needs on Long Island
found that 64% of renters cannot afford a typical
two-bedroom apartment, and that much of the
cause is attributable to how little multi-family
housing has been built in Nassau and Suffolk.15

vi. FUTURE HOUSING NEEDS

A

ssessments of housing need and the amount of
new housing that is needed should ideally look at
three different components—unmet existing needs,
replacement of outmoded housing, and new housing
to accommodate population growth. All of these
can be challenging, require numerous assumptions
and have wide margins of error, particularly in
predicting need at different levels of affordability and
for various demographic and geographic markets.
There is no region-wide assessment that takes all
of these components into account, but there are
several studies that provide estimates for different
components or geographic areas within the region.
•

The most current forecasts for the tristate metropolitan region by the New York
Metropolitan Transportation Council (NYMTC)
projects that the region will add 4.2 million
residents between 2010 and 2040. For the
New York-Connecticut region covered by the
consortium’s planning grant, an additional 2.6
million residents are projected. This implies about
1.6 million new households in the tri-state region
and 1.0 million in the NY-CT region. Even without
including existing or replacement housing needs,
this implies the need to build approximately
33,000 housing units per year, about equal to the

These and other studies establish a significant gap
between the amount and type of housing that the
region is producing and the need for housing that is
affordable across a broad range of incomes. Rising
housing cost burdens and reports demonstrating
substantial unmet need in different parts of the
region point to the need for both the preservation
and increased construction of affordable homes.
Because African-Americans, Hispanics, and
Asians have lower incomes than whites, the gap
in affordable housing falls disproportionately on
non-white households. Population projections also
11
2040 Socioeconomic Demographic Forecast, adopted
2040 county Population Forecast, New York Metropolitan
Transportation Council, September 2011.
12
New York city Projections by Age/Sex and Borough,
Department of City Planning, City of New York, December 2013.
13
Regional Housing Needs and Supply Assessment,
Harrall-Michalowski Associates for South Western Regional
Planning Agency, August 2007, p.7.
14
Westchester County Housing Opportunity
Commission, Affordable Housing Allocation Plan, 2000-2015,
November 5, 2001, p. 1
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indicate the need to add to the housing stock to
meet increased demand. Development is trending
toward multi-family housing where the need is
greatest, but not generally in locations that offer high
quality schools or are outside of existing multi-family
concentrations. In particular, multi-family housing
construction in the NY-CT suburbs lags significantly
outside established centers like White Plains or New
Rochelle, exacerbating the gap between need and
supply. A declining supply of available land is also
raising the cost of new development, and may make
continued growth more difficult to maintain.

Figure ix. Housing Permits, 1980-2012
Source: U.S. Census Bureau
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b. Patterns of Segregation
and Integration

T

he region’s legacy of segregation and rapid change
in the racial and ethnic makeup of the region
play interconnecting roles in its current segregation
patterns. For instance, maps of demographic
patterns over time show growth in African-American,
Hispanic, and Asian populations centered in and
near communities where decades of discriminatory
practices and policies established these enclaves. In
addition, growing immigrant populations may seek
out places where there is an established community
from the same nation, region or even village. At
the same time, many communities have also been
transformed by migration from whites into previously
non-white communities and from the expansion or
migration of non-white populations into places that
had been primarily white
This combination of racial/ethnic concentration and
dynamic change raises questions of how racially
and ethnically segregated the region is, how it is
changing and what underlies conditions and trends.
The growing diversity of the region, and rapid
transformation in some neighborhoods, may give
the illusion that the region is more integrated than
it may be in fact when concentrations are measured
on a smaller scale. The section that follows begins
with an examination of existing patterns of racial and
ethnic concentrations and then uses some standard
measures of segregation and integration to show how
much change may be altering the region’s historic
patterns.

Figure xxx. Racial Composition
of NY-CT Region, 1990-2010
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census

they also obscure a great deal of diversity within
each major group. All classifications include both
recent immigrants and residents whose families have
lived here for centuries, and all include a rich mix of
nationalities, each with their own cultures.
There are also wide differences in economic
conditions within each demographic classification,
which in some cases correspond with differences in
nationality or how many generations removed one is
from first entry into the United States. For example,
on average, third and fourth generation Puerto Ricans
and recent Mexican immigrants have very different
socioeconomic profiles, but both are included as
Hispanics. Filipinos, Pakistanis and Chinese are all

i. CONCENTRATIONS OF MAJOR
RACIAL AND ETHNIC GROUPS

T

his analysis uses five major classifications to
examine concentrations of race and ethnicity—
Non-Hispanic whites, Non-Hispanic AfricanAmericans, Non-Hispanic Asians, Hispanics, and other
non-Hispanics. (This report generally uses AfricanAmerican when referring to non-Hispanic AfricanAmericans, but maps and tables use the standard
Census terminology). These are classifications defined
by the U.S. Bureau of the Census and are often used
to analyze racial and ethnic trends on both a national
and local scale. While these categories are useful,

Figure xxxi. Non-White Share of Population
in NY-CT Region, by Sub-Region, 2000-2010
Source:
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part of the Asian classification, and African-Americans
include both recent immigrants from Africa and the
descendants of African slaves from the 17th and
18th centuries. While examining racial and ethnic
diversity at a level more detailed than the five major
categories is beyond the scope of this analysis, it
is important to keep this diversity in mind when
interpreting results and their implications.

Stamford and Waterbury.
•

Hispanic residents are most numerous in the
south and central Bronx, upper Manhattan,
central Queens and southern Brooklyn in New
York City, parts of the towns of Islip, Brookhaven,
Hempstead and Babylon on Long Island, Yonkers,
New Rochelle, Port Chester, White Plains, Nyack
and Spring Valley in the Hudson Valley, and
Bridgeport, New Haven, Danbury, Waterbury,
Stamford and Norwalk in the Connecticut. On a
regional scale, Hispanics are more dispersed than
African-Americans.

•

Asians primarily live in the Lower East Side
of Manhattan, central and Eastern Queens,
southern Brooklyn and the towns of North
Hempstead and Oyster Bay on Long Island. They
are more dispersed in central Westchester and
Rockland County, and have few concentrations in
southwestern Connecticut.

•

The region’s white population is more highly
dispersed, with large concentrations in
Manhattan, in both northwestern and southern
Brooklyn, and in most of the region’s other cities.
They also tend to predominate in most mediumand low-density suburbs and exurban areas.

ii. A “MAJORITY-MINORITY” REGION
WITH NON-WHITES CONCENTRATED
IN THE REGION’S CITIES

I

n 2000, the NY-CT region was evenly divided
between white and non-white racial and ethnic
groups. By 2010, 54% of the region consisted of
African-Americans, Hispanics, Asians or other nonwhites. From 1990-2010, the white share of the
region’s population declined sharply from 59% to
46%, the result primarily of strong immigration and
white outmigration, particularly in the 1990s. The
Hispanic population increased from 17% to 24%,
and the Asian share doubled from 5% to 10%. The
African-American share of the population declined
slightly from 19% to 18%.16
The biggest changes occurred in areas outside of New
York City. In just the last decade, the non-white share
of the population increased from 32% to 39% in the
Hudson Valley, 24% to 31% on Long Island, and 28%
to 35% in southwestern Connecticut. The non-white
share of the population also increased slightly in New
York City, from 65% to 67%.
In spite of the change in suburban areas, most of
the region’s non-white population continues to
reside in the region’s cities. As shown in the maps
below depicting locations by race and ethnicity,
concentrations can be characterized as follows:
•

African-Americans primarily live in central
Brooklyn, southwestern Queens, Harlem and
sections of the Bronx in New York City, in the
towns of Hempstead, Babylon and Islip on Long
Island, in the cities of Yonkers, Mt. Vernon, New
Rochelle, White Plains, Peekskill and Spring Valley
in the Hudson Valley, and in the Connecticut
cities of New Haven, Bridgeport, Norwalk,

16
Changes from 1990 to 2000 need to be interpreted
carefully. Because of a documented undercount in 1990 in New
York City, the official data likely understates the non-white share
of the population in 1990 and overstates the amount of racial and
ethnic change between 1990 and 2000.
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Figure xxxii. Map of Population Distribution of Racial/Ethnic Groups, 2010
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Figure xxxiii. Map of Population Distribution of Racial/Ethnic Groups, 2010, NYC

Figure xxxiv. Map of Population Distribution of Racial/Ethnic Groups, 2010, Long Island
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Figure xxxv. Map of Population Distribution of Racial/Ethnic Groups, 2010, Hudson Valley

Figure xxxvi. Map of Population Distribution of Racial/Ethnic Groups, 2010, Southwestern Connecticut
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iii. MEASURES OF SEGREGATION
AND INTEGRATION

T

he patterns described above indicate continued
separation of racial and ethnic groups, but lack the
precision to measure differences on a neighborhood
level or indicate how much of this segregation may
be due to income or other differences. The analysis
below uses two measures to assess levels and
trends in segregation and integration. The first is the
Dissimilarity Index, which measures the percentage
of one of the two groups included in the calculation
that would have to move to different geographic
areas in order to produce a distribution that matches
that of the larger area. The second is a predicted race
or ethnicity proportion for any given place based on
the income of that place and the racial and income
distribution of the region.
The Dissimilarity Index scores below compare the
racial distribution of census tracts to the region as a
whole. A score of “0” would mean that every Census
tract in the region has the same proportion of the
two groups shown, and no one would need to move
to create a completely integrated region. A score of
“1” would mean that the two groups are entirely
separated in different Census tracts and everyone
would need to move to create that balance. There
is no accepted “good” score. However, sociology
professors Douglas Massey and Nancy Denton
suggest a general rule of thumb for interpreting
indices of dissimilarity, arguing that values above .60
indicate high levels of segregation, values between
.30 and .60 are moderate, and those below .30
indicate low levels of segregation.17
By this standard, the NY-CT region has a high level of
segregation (.64) for the distribution of whites and
non-whites as a whole. It has a very high level of
segregation for African-Americans and whites (.81),
lower but still high score for whites and Hispanics,
and a moderate level of segregation for whites and
Asians. There is also a very high score for whites and
Native Americans. There are 22,000 Native Americans
in the region, with one concentration in eastern
Suffolk County, home to the Shinnecock and
Poospatuck Indian reservations.

The level of segregation in the region is also
demonstrated by putting it in context with other
comparable regions. The chart below shows
comparisons calculated by Brown University for large
metropolitan statistical areas (MSA). It uses the New
17
Massey, Douglas S. and Nancy Denton, American
Apartheid, Harvard University Press, 1998.

Segregation in the New York Connecticut Region
Dissimilarity Indexes
White-Non-White

0.64

White-African-American

0.81

White-Hispanic

0.64

White-Asian

0.55

White-Pacific Islander

N/A

White-Native American

0.86

Figure xxxvii. Segregation in the NY-CT Region
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development

York-New Jersey MSA (essentially the New YorkConnecticut region less southwestern Connecticut
but including northern New Jersey). It shows the New
York-New Jersey to have the highest level of AfricanAmerican-white dissimilarity for 10 large regions,
and a score that is almost twice that of the average
metropolitan statistical area.
Over the last 30 years, dissimilarity indexes have
declined moderately across most of the region. The
table below shows the scores from 1980-2010 for
the three MSA’s that are at least partially within
the New York-Connecticut region. White-AfricanAmerican dissimilarity declined from .81 in 1980 to
.77 in 2010 in the NY-NJ MSA. It also declined in the
New Haven MSA and was stable on the Bridgeport
MSA. White-Hispanic dissimilarity declined slightly in
all three MSAs. White-Asian dissimilarity increased
in the New York and New Haven MSAs and declined
in Bridgeport. These findings are consistent with
at least one national study showing an increase
in the number of integrated neighborhoods
from 1990 to 2010. The great majority of newly
integrated neighborhoods were places that began
the period predominantly white and become more
racially mixed.18 What is not clear is the degree to
which these data reflect neighborhoods that are
in transition to being predominantly one race or
ethnicity to a different one, versus ones that are likely
to remain integrated.
18
Ellen, Ingrid Gould, Keren Horn and Katherine
O’Regan, Pathways to Integration: Examining Changes in the
Prevalence of Racially Integrated Neighborhoods, NYU Wagner
School and Furman Center for Real Estate and Urban Policy, May
2012.
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A second metric of segregation predicts the fair-share
racial composition for jurisdictions (villages, towns,
and cities) based on the metro area’s income
distribution by race. In places that have a ratio of
actual racial composition to predicted racial
composition that is higher than 1, the racial group is
overrepresented compared to the regional average,
while a low ratio indicates that the racial group is
under-represented compared to the regional average.
By taking income into account, this data shows
controls for differences in economic circumstances
between major race and ethnic groups. This measure
has sometimes been described as an assessment of
what the population in an area would look like if
there was no discrimination in the market.

Figure xxxviii. Dissimilarity Between White and Black
in 2010, New York-Northern New Jersey MSA and Large
City Peers. Source: U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development

The map below shows differences by boroughs in
New York City, cities, towns and villages in other parts
of New York, and cities and towns in Connecticut. It
indicates the non-white population overrepresented
in the Bronx, Queens and a few places in western
Long Island, the Hudson Valley and Connecticut.
Manhattan, Brooklyn and much of southern
Westchester and Connecticut cities come closer to
predicted values, while in most suburban areas nonwhite residents are under represented and whites
are overrepresented.

Historic Dissimilarity Indices for Metropolitan Statistical Areas in NY-CT Region
New York-Northern New Jersey
1980
1990
2000
White-African-American
White-Hispanic
White-Asian
Bridgeport-Stamford-Norwalk
White-African-American
White-Hispanic
White-Asian
New Haven-Milford
White-African-American
White-Hispanic
White-Asian

2010

0.81
0.67
0.48

0.81
0.67
0.48

0.81
0.67
0.48

0.77
0.62
0.50

1980

1990

2000

2010

0.70
0.62
0.28

0.69
0.60
0.28

0.69
0.61
0.31

0.70
0.60
0.36

1980

1990

2000

2010

0.69
0.58
0.38

0.68
0.57
0.36

0.66
0.58
0.32

0.62
0.54
0.28

Figure xxxix. Historic Dissimilarity Indices for Metropolitan Statistical Areas in NY-CT Region
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
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Figure xxxx. Map Actual-to-Predicted Distribution of Non-White Population

While some may assume that the mismatch between
actual and predicted racial/ethnic composition
reflects preferences among non-white residents, at
least one study on Long Island suggests that is not
the case. ERASE Racism’s 2012 report, Housing and
Neighborhood Preferences of African Americans on
Long Island found that “[w]hen asked about the
percentage mix that best represents the kind of
neighborhood in which they would most like to live,
nearly all respondents chose a racially mixed
neighborhood, with a large majority, 69% who chose
an event mix of 50% white and 50% AfricanAmerican.”19 Further, “African-Americans on Long
Island consider the most important neighborhood
characteristics to be low crime rate (89%), landlords/
homeowners who take care of their property (81%),
high quality public schools (80%), and good local
19
ERASE Racism, Housing and Neighborhood
Preferences of African Americans on Long Island, 2012, p. 6.

services (78%). Conversely, very few African-American
respondents, 28%, considered living close to family
and friends as one of the most important
characteristics when thinking about their ideal
neighborhood.”20 Despite these preferences, the map
above clearly shows African Americans are not even
accessing the neighborhoods that their income levels
would predict. Indeed, the report found, like in
metros across the country, on Long Island, “the
average affluent African-American or Hispanic
household lives in a poorer neighborhood than the
average low-income white resident.”21
The major conclusions to be drawn are that, although
the region is becoming more diverse and somewhat
less segregated, it is still one of the most segregated
regions in the United States. All parts of the region
20
21

Ibid.
Ibid at 14.
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show distinct concentrations by race and ethnicity.
The highest degree of segregation is recorded
between African-Americans and whites, followed by
Hispanics and whites.
These segregation patterns are perpetuated by
historical causes and by new conditions that trace,
and in some cases, worsen the historical inequities.
Together they impede further integration and a more
equitable distribution of housing and resources.
The factors consistently cited by stakeholders as
causes, including those identified in the 22 Analyses
of Impediments conducted in the region, include:
•

Local zoning and land use restrictions that limit
supply and location of affordable multi-family
housing in high-opportunity areas

•

Local opposition to affordable housing in highopportunity areas

•

Discrimination by landlords and real estate agents

•

Source of income discrimination

•

Lack of information and engagement in languages
other than English

•

Lack of affordable and accessible transportation

•

Subprime lending

•

Displacement of low-income residents of color in
gentrifying neighborhoods

•

Lack of sufficient investment in areas of
concentrated poverty
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c. Analysis of Areas of
Need and Opportunity

R

acial and economic segregation, and the high
correlation between race and poverty, has
resulted in a map of the region that includes
neighborhoods with intense concentrations of
poverty with limited access to quality schools,
jobs, services and other assets. The challenge is
to implement housing, transportation and other
policies that can better connect residents in
high need communities with opportunities that
are concentrated elsewhere and/or bring these
opportunities to their neighborhoods. While many
of jurisdictions have and are making substantial
investments in affordable housing and programs
to expand economic opportunity, the scope of the
problem and the fragmentation of authority indicate
a need to reinforce, connect and expand on these
efforts.
A comprehensive regional strategy would have
multiple components. There is a need to improve
conditions within low-income communities,
expanding housing options and local job
opportunities, improving schools and public services,
and insuring access to fresh food, quality health
facilities, bank services and other resources that
improve public health and build social and economic
capital. Overcoming the history of public policies that
have reinforced segregation also means expanding
affordable housing in locations that already have
these assets, and ensuring that racial and ethnic
minorities that have been excluded from these
communities have an equal opportunity to rent or
own in them. Improving transportation connections,
labor market information and institutional
partnerships between areas of need and areas of
high opportunity can also expand opportunity, as well
as support stronger economic growth that benefits
residents throughout the region.
All of these elements—community improvements,
access to housing in areas with high opportunities,
and improved physical and institutional
connections—need a map that locates communities
by their different characteristics. The following
analysis builds and connects the layers of this map. It
begins by locating racially and ethnically concentrated
areas of poverty, i.e., places that have both high
poverty and a majority of racial or ethnic minorities.

It continues by identifying where affordable housing,
high-achieving schools and job access are located
in relation to race, ethnicity and poverty, and
concludes with a summary of conditions in each type
of neighborhood and the implications for a regional
strategy.

i. RACIALLY/ETHNICALLY
CONCENTRATED AREAS OF POVERTY

T

he high correlation of race and poverty, combined
with racial and ethnic segregation and the
concentration of low-cost housing in cities and older
suburbs, leaves many African-American and Hispanic
residents in isolated, high poverty neighborhoods.
The effects of concentrated poverty on the lives
of people who live in these neighborhoods have
been shown to deepen and perpetuate economic
and social disparities, creating vicious cycles of
disinvestment and impacting outcomes from school
quality to public health.
To locate and analyze racially concentrated areas of
poverty, two alternative definitions were used. The
first, based on poverty relative to the metropolitan
average, is useful for analyzing region-wide patterns
and the differences between cities and suburban
areas. The second definition, using average poverty
rates for major geographic sectors, or subregions,
permits identification of areas of relative poverty for
large areas such as Long Island, the Hudson Valley
and southwestern Connecticut.

Using a definition of racially and ethnically
concentrated areas of poverty (R/ECAPs) provided
by HUD, census tracts with populations that over
50% non-white and a poverty rate of more than 40%
are shown in the map below.22 These census tracts
are highly concentrated urban areas, primarily in
the Bronx, upper Manhattan and central Brooklyn in
New York City, and in Yonkers, Stamford, Norwalk,
Bridgeport, New Haven and Meriden.
In all, 320 of the region’s 3,903 census tracts meet
this definition of an R/ECAP. Nearly 1.4 million people
reside in these communties, a number larger than
the total population of all but a handful of American
cities. And while 9% of the region’s total population
lives in these communities, 16% of African-Americans
and 20% of Hispanics reside in them. By contrast,
22
Tracts with over three times the metropolitan area’s
average poverty rate, or 40%, whichever is lower, are considered to
meet the poverty threshold. Since the area’s average poverty rate is
14%, the threshold of 40% was used.
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Figure xxxxi. Map of Racially Concentrated Areas of Poverty

only 1% of whites and 4% of Asians live in R/
ECAPs. The share of federally-subsidized housing is
disproportionatly located in these communities, with
about 29% of the region’s total.
Even at this very macro scale, a few conclusions are
evident. The geographic extent of these areas and the
large number of people living in them mean that the
challenges of entrenched poverty and segregation are
not isolated problems but are integral to the social
and economic fabric of the region. At the same time,
these areas house only a portion of the region’s poor
and nonwhite population. Only about one if four poor
residents live in R/ECAPs, as do less than 20% of the
nonwhite population. The vast areas of the region
without R/ECAPs highlights their isolation.

RACIALLY AND ETHNICALLY CONCENTRATED
AREAS OF POVERTY FOR MAJOR
GEOGRAPHIC SECTORS

T

he map of R/ECAPs based on the average
metropolitan poverty rate demonstrates the
stark divide between cities and suburbs over the
expanse of the New York-Connecticut region.
However, it can give the misleading impression that
the suburbs are an undifferentiated geography of
affluence and opportunity. In fact, there are several
places that would qualify as R/ECAPs if large areas
such as Long Island or the Hudson Valley were
distinct metropolitan areas. Places like Hempstead
or Peekskill, which experienced many of the same
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the Hudson Valley and southwestern Connecticut,
as well as New York City. The places shown have at
least three times the poverty rate of the subregion in
which they are located, and are over 50% nonwhite.
The patterns are different in each location, reflecting
their historical development and mix of densities and
community types.

Long Island

Figure xxxxii. Share of Groups
in RCAP/ECAPs, NY-CT Region
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development

effects of segregation as urban neighborhoods, need
to be considered as places with their own dynamics
of race and poverty that are far different from
surrounding communities.
The following maps identify areas that can be
considered R/ECAPs in the context of the Long Island,

Eleven communities on Long Island, six in Nassau
and five in Suffolk—meet the Nassau-Suffolk R/
ECAP definition. These are located in places ranging
from large Nassau villages such as Hempstead
and Freeport with large African-American and
Latino populations to Suffolk hamlets with growing
immigrant populations such as Wyandanch and
Central Islip. Four in Nassau are parts of cities or
villages—Glen Cove, Long Beach, Hempstead and
Freeport. The others are under the jurisdictions of
larger town governments and include Inwood and
New Cassel in Nassau and Huntington Station, North
Amityville and North Bellmore in Suffolk.
The R/ECAPs on Long Island are geographically
dispersed across a wide area from the NassauQueens border to the town of Brookhaven in central

Figure xxxxiii. Map of RCAPs on Long Island
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Suffolk County. None are adjacent, and each has a
distinct historical, economic and political context.
The challenge of addressing the needs of these
communities reflects the larger issues of Long Island.
Each place needs its own strategy that reflects its
unique characteristics and advantages, yet are too
small and isolated to develop a critical mass for
economic development or forge a collaborative
development strategy. The majority of these areas
also depend on the town in which they are located
for zoning, taxation and other authority.
However, these communities are also in close
physical proximity to communities with good schools,
vibrant downtowns and other assets. Several also
have other potential advantages, including highuse transportation facilities, mixed-use downtowns
and land for redevelopment. The majority have
developed vision plans or downtown redevelopment
strategies in recent years with mixed success. One
that could provide a model for intergovernmental
collaboration is Wyandanch Rising, a comprehensive
community revitalization plan that is proceeding

with support and funding from multiple levels of the
government, including the Town of Babylon, Suffolk
County, the Regional Economic Development Council,
the Long Island Rail Road and New York State.

Hudson Valley
Eight R/ECAP communities can be found in the
three-county area of Westchester, Rockland and
Putnam based on the poverty rate for the lower
Hudson Valley. Seven of these are in Westchester
County and one, Spring Valley, is in Rockland. Two
are in the southern Westchester cities of Yonkers and
Mt. Vernon, which are linked by the Cross County
Parkway and by their proximity to both the Bronx
and Midtown Manhattan via Metro-North Railroad.
Three others—Port Chester, White Plains and Spring
Valley are linked by I-287. Ossining and Mt. Pleasant
are a village and unincorporated area, respectively,
each with a substantial institutional population that
contributes to their high poverty levels. Peekskill
is a formerly industrial city on the Hudson River in
northern Westchester.

Figure xxxxiv. Map of RCAPs in Hudson Valley and Coastal Connecticut
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Most of the Hudson Valley R/ECAPs are in older
industrial cities or villages, and some of these
municipalities are in the process of transit-oriented
development that is transforming their populations
and economies. Yonkers and White Plains, for
example, have attracted private downtown
development in recent years. These have improved
job opportunities, public amenities and the municipal
tax base, but have also raised issues of affordability
and displacement. Others, such as Peekskill
and Spring Valley, have seen much less private
investment. The Westchester R/ECAPs are all located
on Metro North lines with direct access to Grand
Central Terminal.
While none of these R/ECAPs are clustered, several
are in close enough proximity and have similar
enough characteristics to consider linked strategies.
Yonkers and Mt. Vernon, along with New Rochelle,
have similar strengths and weaknesses and have
examined the potential of improving connections
in southern Westchester. White Plains is a regional
commercial center and occupies a central location
and is connected to Mt. Vernon and Mt. Pleasant
along the Harlem line of Metro-North and to Spring
Valley and Port Chester along I-287, although the
transit connections of the latter are very limited.
Peekskill, Ossining and Yonkers share both the
Hudson line of Metro-North and the Hudson River
waterfront. While each place is distinct, there are
greater possibilities for shared strategies that could
be coordinated at the county or regional level.

Coastal Connecticut
Coastal Connecticut has seven R/ECAP communities
in four cities—three in New Haven, two in Bridgeport,
and one each in Norwalk and Meriden. The R/ECAPs
in Bridgeport and New Haven are contiguous and
represent the largest agglomerations of raciallyconcentrated poverty in the region outside of New
York City. Norwalk and Meriden are smaller cities,
similar to some of the small cities in the Hudson
Valley. As there are no county governments in
Connecticut, the governmental entities that link the
cities with the surrounding towns are the state and
the regional planning organizations (RPOs) designated
by the state. Each of the cities is in a different RPO,
although the state is considering reorganizing and
consolidating the existing RPOs.
The R/ECAPs in the three coastal cities of New Haven,
Bridgeport and Norwalk are near the downtowns and

train stations of cities that are connected by the New
Haven line of Metro-North and I-95. All three, along
with Stamford, have neighborhood revitalization
plans that include projects developed as part of the
New York-Connecticut Sustainable Communities
initiative. Meriden is connected to this corridor as
well as Hartford and Springfield by Amtrak and I-91.
Regional strategies to address conditions in these
R/ECAPs can build on both these transportation
and institutional linkages , as well as commonalities
between these urban centers. However, each has
a very unique profile of assets and challenges.
New Haven is both a major transportation hub at
the nexus of interstate and rail corridors, and the
home of Yale University, Bridgeport is Connecticut’s
largest and poorest city, with ambitious strategies
to redevelop much of its underutilized industrial
land. Norwalk’s downtown and waterfront have
experienced significant private investment and is
within shorter commuting distance to both Stamford
and New York City.

New York City
New York City R/ECAPs are located in 31 distinct
neighborhoods. Except for a part of Long Island
City in Queens and West New Brighton in Staten
Island, all of these neighborhoods are in the Bronx,
Brooklyn or Manhattan. The largest contiguous
area stretches from East Harlem into the South and
Central Bronx, including neighborhoods such as Mott
Haven, Hunts Point, Melrose, Soundview, Morrisania,
Highbridge and Fordham. Other upper Manhattan
and Bronx neighborhoods include West Harlem,
Norwood and Woodlawn. Two neighborhoods
on the lower East Side are across the East River
from several neighborhoods leading into central
Brooklyn—Fort Greene, Crown Heights, BedfordStuyvesant, Bushwick, East New York, Brownsville
and Flatbush. Neighborhoods in southeast Brooklyn
include Canarsie, Flatlands, Spring Creek, Arverne
and Sheepshead Bay. R/ECAPs along New York Harbor
waterfront include parts of Red Hook and Sunset
Park.
The number and diversity of R/ECAPs in New York
City result in range of conditions and needs. Some
are dominated by public housing while others have
low-scale, unregulated buildings. Racial and ethnic
composition varies greatly from neighborhood to
neighborhood. Some communities have experienced
little recent change in average incomes or poverty
levels, but an increasing number have seen an
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Figure xxxxv. Map of RCAPs in New York City

increase in higher income and white households as
the city’s neighborhoods become more desirable
and as many middle income households are priced
out of nearby neighborhoods and look for less
expensive housing. Some are within close commuting
distance of Midtown or Downtown Manhattan,
while many have longer commutes into the central
business district than residents of many suburban
communities.
While each individual neighborhood requires distinct
interventions, some strategies will have a greater
impact in neighborhoods with certain characteristics.
Housing preservation strategies may be most
important in gentrifying neighborhoods. Mixedincome transit-oriented development is applicable to
neighborhoods with good transit capacity, a strong
market and development capacity. Initial actions in
other places may need to focus on public amenity,
safety and service improvements.

ii. NEIGHBORHOOD TYPOLOGIES
TO ADDRESS AREAS OF NEED AND
OPPORTUNITY

R

/ECAPs represent the areas of most intense
need, but other communities also suffer from
high poverty and the effects of segregation. Areas
with high levels of economic, education and living
opportunities also fall along a continuum. To
understand where these communities are located,
how they relate to one another and where there
could be potential for connecting the poor and
underrepresented minorities to greater opportunity,
the region’s census tracts were mapped and analyzed
by their racial/ethnic composition and level of
poverty. Three attributes essential to expanding
access to opportunity—affordable housing, highachieving schools and access to jobs—were then
mapped to see how these were distributed among
neighborhood types defined by race and poverty.
The use of neighborhood typologies has several
advantages for developing both local and regional
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strategies. It provides a regional framework
for prioritizing and coordinating strategies in a
large region with hundreds of neighborhoods of
varying characteristics. It lends itself to applying
policy “toolkits” with multiple strategies that are
appropriate in different kinds of places. And it can
facilitate discussions of issues and solutions at both
regional and local scales.
The typologies cannot substitute for the placespecific analysis and strategies of individual
communities. They can, however, provide a
perspective for evaluating existing efforts, targeting
resources and identifying new approaches.

The typologies are a useful but limited tool. While
they can surface broad patterns, they also mask
important differences. The two-dimensional race/
ethnic categories of white and non-white do not
account for the proportion of African-American,
Hispanic and Asian populations, much less differences
in nationality within race and ethnic categories. There
are also significant differences in poverty levels within
the three groupings, particularly in the high poverty
category where poverty rates can rise well above the
20% threshold. These variations need to be taken
into account when interpreting the results.

RATIONALE AND DEFINING CHARACTERISTIC
Typologies can be created using any number of
characteristics, such employment characteristics,
educational attainment, density, etc. Race and
poverty were selected in part because these
attributes are central to a fair housing and equity
analysis. In addition, because race and poverty are
highly correlated with several measures of distress
and opportunity, the analysis began with the
hypothesis that high opportunity can be found in
largely white, low-poverty communities, and declines
as poverty and minority representation increase.
This hypothesis was then tested by analyzing the
distribution of housing, schools and job access among
neighborhood types.
Nine neighborhood typologies were defined across a
continuum of race/ethnicity and poverty. As shown in
table below, neighborhoods were defined as white if
the population was over 75% white, multi-racial if it
was 25-75% white, and non-white if it was over 75%
non-white. These breaks were chosen in part because
the region is approximately half white and half nonwhite, halfway between 25 and 75 percent. Similarly,
poverty thresholds were set at less than 10% for
Low Poverty, 10-20% for Medium Poverty and over
20% for High Poverty. The poverty rate for the entire
region is 14%, about midway between 10 and 20%.
Other thresholds could have been used, but these
provided enough differentiation to analyze patterns
of how resources are distributed. The region’s
population is roughly evenly distributed between
neighborhoods in the three race/ethnic categories.
About half the region’s population lives in lowpoverty neighborhoods, and both the medium and
high poverty neighborhoods have about a quarter of
the population.

Neighborhood Typologies: Defining Characteristics
Defining Indicators
Neighborhood Type

Race &
Ethnicity

Poverty
Rate

White, low poverty

Over 75%
white

Less than
10%

White, medium
poverty

Over 75%
white

10-20%

White, high poverty

Over 75%
white

Over 20%

Multi-racial, low
poverty

25-75% white

Less than
10%

Multi-racial, medium
poverty

25-75% white

10-20%

Multi-racial, high
poverty

25-75% white

Over 20%

Non-white, low
poverty

Over 75%
non-white

Less than
10%

Non-white, medium
poverty

Over 75%
non-white

10-20%

Non-white, high
poverty

Over 75%
non-white

Over 20%

Figure xxxxvi. Neighborhood Typologies: Defining
Characteristics
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LOCATION AND DEMOGRAPHIC PATTERNS

tend to be in rural and exurban areas.

As shown in the map below, most of the lowdensity geographic areas of the region are white,
low poverty neighborhoods, while dense centers of
population show more variation. Non-white, high
poverty neighborhoods have a similar footprint to R/
ECAPS, which have a higher poverty but lower nonwhite threshold. These are primarily in the Bronx,
Brooklyn, upper Manhattan, Yonkers, Bridgeport and
New Haven, with a few others on Long Island and in
the Hudson Valley. Medium and low poverty nonwhite neighborhoods are concentrated in Queens,
Brooklyn, lower Westchester and Long Island.

The population distribution across typologies shows
a bi-furcated region with the most heavily populated
types at the two ends of the race/poverty spectrum.
Twenty-seven percent of the region’s residents live in
white, low poverty neighborhoods, while 22% live in
non-white, high poverty communities. Multi-racial
neighborhoods have the next highest numbers with
16% in multi-racial, low poverty neighborhoods and
12% in multi-racial medium-poverty neighborhoods.

Multi-racial neighborhoods are much more widely
distributed throughout both urban and suburban
communities. The majority of these have low
poverty. white neighborhoods occupy most areas
outside of New York City, while within the city most
are located in Staten Island, southern Brooklyn, parts
of Manhattan below 96th Street and scattered areas
of Queens. The few medium and high poverty areas

The racial distribution and average poverty rates
within typologies begins to show the differences
between these communities. All three white
typologies are similar to each in their racial
composition. The multi-racial communities have
higher percentages of African-Americans and
Hispanics as the poverty index increases from low to
high, but the percentage of Asians, 14%, is the same
in all three groups. In general, there are far more
Hispanics than African-Americans in each of the
multi-racial neighborhood types. African-Americans

Figure xxxxvii. Neighborhood Typologies by Race/Ethnicity & Poverty, HUD Region
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are the largest group in low and medium poverty
non-white neighborhoods, but Hispanics are the
highest percentage in the non-white, high poverty
neighborhoods.

poverty neighborhoods, the share is 26% and in nonwhite, high poverty it stands at 31%.

The average poverty rates in the low and medium
poverty typology increase slightly going from white to
multi-racial to non-white. Interestingly, among high
poverty neighborhoods the poverty rate is highest in
the white communities at 36%. In multi-racial, high

Figure xxxxviii. Population by Neighborhood Type

Race, Ethnicity and Poverty by Neighborhood Type
Neighborhood Type

Population
2010

White

Hispanic

Asian

Other

Below
Poverty

White, low poverty

3,767,974

85%

2%

7%

4%

1%

4%

White, medium poverty

296,670

83%

2%

8%

5%

2%

12%

White, high poverty

195,691

89%

2%

6%

3%

1%

36%

Multi-racial, low poverty

2,279,895

59%

8%

17%

14%

2%

5%

Multi-racial, medium poverty

1,643,064

52%

9%

23%

14%

3%

14%

Multi-racial, high poverty

591,798

45%

12%

26%

14%

2%

26%

Non-white, low poverty

794,826

9%

54%

24%

9%

5%

6%

Non-white, medium poverty

1,281,264

9%

39%

33%

15%

4%

15%

Non-white, high poverty

3,004,544

7%

34%

48%

8%

2%

31%

Figure xlix. Race, Ethnicity and Poverty by Neighborhood Type
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census
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NEIGHBORHOODS CHANGING BY RACE AND
INCOME
An important consideration for strategies to improve
opportunity is whether neighborhoods are becoming
more or less diverse, or richer or poorer, and what
implications that has for existing residents in these
communities. Decreasing poverty can indicate
positive change for home values, amenities, schools
and services, but can also indicate higher rents
that can require low-income residents without rent
protections to move to a different area, or to be
replaced by a higher-income tenant when they move
for other reasons. When combined with an Increasing
white population, it can indicate that a significant
amount of displacement has taken place.
Looking at the decade from 2000 to 2010, a
significant number of census tracts showed either an
increase or decrease of 10 percentage points or more
in its white population share or poverty rate. For the
region as a whole, the white population of the region
decreased from 50% to 46%. Not surprisingly, 21% of
census tracts saw a decrease in white population of

10 percentage points of more. Most of these are in
multi-racial neighborhoods. But 137 census tracts, 4%
of the total, had an increase in white population of at
least 10 points. These were also primarily in multiracial neighborhoods, but 22 were in non-white, high
poverty neighborhoods.
Eleven percent of census tracts saw their poverty rate
drop by at least 10 percentage points. Most were in
non-white communities, with the largest number in
non-white, high poverty communities. About 4% of
census tracts saw their poverty rate increase. These
were mostly in high-poverty areas, with the most in
non-white, high poverty communities.
Care needs to be exercised in interpreting these
findings. Without knowing the characteristics of who
moved into or out of a community, it’s impossible
to know whether poverty rates decreased because
more affluent residents moved in or because the
income of some residents rose above the poverty
threshold. It’s also not known how much of the race
or poverty changes are the result of in-migration, out-

Change in Race and Poverty, 2000-2010 (Number of Census Tracts)
White Population
Poverty Rate

Little Change

Decrease
of 10+
percentage
points

Increase of 10+
percentage
points

Little
Change

2

796

16

-

819

3

2

84

8

7

74

-

10

40

6

14

29

291

24

256

41

-

513

155

37

216

39

11

356

37

31

94

9

36

112

65

2

179

56

-

181

65

7

271

72

8

263

36

22

607

133

53

476

Total
693
137
Figure l. Change in Race and Poverty, 2000-2010

2,543

380

129

2,823

Neighborhood
Type
White, low poverty
White, medium
poverty

Decrease
of 10+
percentage
points

Increase
of 10+
percentage
points

41

White, high poverty
Multi-racial, low
poverty
Multi-racial,
medium poverty
Multi-racial, high
poverty
Non-white, low
poverty
Non-white, medium
poverty
Non-white, high
poverty

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census
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migration, births or deaths. By this measure, most
census tracts showed little change. However, one out
of four census tracts showed a substantial change in
its racial composition and 16% saw a large change
in its poverty rate, either positive or negative. These
indicate the need for a closer look at the dynamics of
neighborhoods where these changes took place.

iii. ACCESS TO EXISTING AREAS OF
HIGH OPPORTUNITY

G

ood quality housing, high-performing schools,
job opportunities and conditions which promote
health and safety are most likely to be found in white,
affluent communities and in racially and economically
integrated places. The types of opportunities may
vary. Residents in a poor neighborhood close to a
downtown may have good physical access to jobs,
but not to the education or workforce development
resources needed to qualify for these jobs or develop
a career. Residents in a suburban community may
have more amenities but be more isolated from jobs
and other economic opportunities.

To determine how resources are distributed among
the neighborhood typologies, three of the primary
ingredients necessary to connect poor and minority
residents to opportunities were examined. The
availability of affordable rental housing is a necessary
condition for connecting residents to opportunities.
Of all the assets necessary to foster upward mobility,
high quality schools are among the most desired
and arguably the most important. Access to job
opportunities, either jobs located within walking
distance or accessible by public transportation,
is the most basic locational factor for addressing
unemployment. However, physical access alone is
generally insufficient without additional job growth
or improving workforce skills.

Distribution of Affordable and Subsidized
Housing
The distribution of housing by type, tenure, rent
and subsidy indicates different types of challenges
for different types of neighborhoods. Tenure and
structure type show where rental housing is available,
and how land use patterns can add to the challenge
of building additional rental homes. Single-family,

Housing Tenure by Neighborhood Type
Occupied Single-Family, Single-Family,
Housing Units,
Owner
Renter2010
-Occupied
Occupied

Neighborhood Type
White, low poverty

MultiFamily,
OwnerOccupied

MultiFamily,
RenterOccupied

1,415,921

64%

4%

13%

19%

116,031

35%

4%

18%

43%

56,205

16%

5%

15%

63%

Multi-racial, low poverty

872,209

43%

5%

18%

34%

Multi-racial, medium poverty

666,040

18%

4%

19%

59%

Multi-racial, high poverty

206,567

10%

4%

14%

72%

Non-white, low poverty

249,107

45%

6%

18%

31%

Non-white, medium poverty

424,547

21%

5%

16%

58%

Non-white, high poverty

1,015,424

6%

3%

9%

83%

Total

5,022,051

49%

6%

10%

34%

White, medium poverty
White, high poverty

Figure li. Housing Tenure by Neighborhood Type
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census
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Rental Units by Monthly Rent as a Share of All Housing
Neighborhood Type
White, low poverty
White, medium poverty

$449 or Less
1%
3%

$450-$799
2%
7%

$800 - $1249
5%
16%

White, high poverty
Multi-racial, low poverty
Multi-racial, medium poverty

10%
2%
5%

12%
4%
10%

25%
11%
21%

17%
14%
18%

3%
7%
8%

Multi-racial, high poverty
Non-white, low poverty
Non-white, medium poverty

12%
2%
5%

15%
6%
11%

24%
16%
28%

17%
11%
17%

7%
1%
1%

Non-white, high poverty

18%

22%

30%

13%

1%

6%

9%

17%

13%

5%

Total

Figure xv. Rental Units by Monthly Rent as a Share of All Housing

$1,250 - $1,999 $2,000 and Over
8%
6%
12%
6%

Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development

Federally-Subsidized Units and Housing Choice Voucher Households
as a Share of All Housing

Neighborhood Type
White, low poverty
White, medium poverty
White, high poverty
Multi-racial, low poverty
Multi-racial, medium poverty
Multi-racial, high poverty
Non-white, low poverty
Non-white, medium poverty
Non-white, high poverty
Total

Public
Housing
0.4%
0.7%
2.2%
1.2%
11.2%
2.6%
1.0%
2.9%
20.6%

LIHTC
0.2%
0.1%
0.2%
1.3%
6.0%
1.0%
0.3%
1.7%
3.7%

5.7%

1.6%

Other
Assisted All Subsidized
Multi-Family
Units
0.1%
1%
0.0%
0.9%
1.1%
3.6%
0.4%
2.9%
1.2%
18.4%
0.2%
3.8%
0.4%
1.7%
0.5%
5.1%
2.4%
26.7%
0.7%

8.0%

Figure lii. Federally-Subsidized Units and Housing Choice Voucher Households as a Share of All Housing

Housing
Choice
Vouchers
0.4%
2.7%
14.3%
1.3%
2.3%
5.5%
1.7%
4.3%
8.4%
3.2%

Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development

owner-occupied housing predominates in white, low
poverty neighborhoods, where it accounts for nearly
two-thirds of all housing units (Figure xxxviii). The

share is even higher in suburban areas, since much
of the multi-family housing in white, low poverty
neighborhoods is in New York City. Single-family
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housing is also the largest category in multi-racial
and non-white low poverty neighborhoods, but
there is a far more multi-family and rental housing
in these communities than in white low poverty
neighborhoods.
By contrast, 83% of homes in non-white, high
poverty neighborhoods are rentals in multi-family
buildings. The shares in multi-family and white high
poverty areas are 72% and 63%, respectively. Multifamily rentals are also the largest housing type in all
medium poverty typologies.
The differences in structure type and tenure do not
appear to be related solely to poverty. Even though
average poverty rates are similar for each race/ethnic
grouping at each poverty tier (i.e., poverty rates
are similar for white, multi-racial and non-white in
the low poverty, medium poverty and high poverty
tiers), the composition of single vs. multi-family and
owner vs. rental is very different. The differences do
reflect location differences, with both single-family
owner-occupied housing and white residents more
prevalent outside of New York City within each of the
typologies.
The cost of rental housing, the primary limit on
housing choice for most low-income households,
varies significantly by both racial composition and
poverty level. The table below shows rental homes at
different rent levels as a share of all housing in each
neighborhood type. As expected, low rent units are
more prevalent in high poverty areas. However, they
are also a higher share in non-white neighborhoods
at similar levels of poverty. Rents of under $800 per
month are a small share of all housing in each low
poverty neighborhood type: 3% in white, 6% in multiracial and 8% in non-white. At medium poverty levels,
the corresponding shares are 10%, 15% and 16%, and
at high poverty are 22%, 17% and 40%.
The pattern is similar at a more moderate rent level,
$800-1,250. The share rises from 5% in white, low
poverty neighborhoods to 16% in non-white , low
poverty neighborhoods, and from 11% in white, high
poverty neighborhoods to 30% in non-white, high
poverty neighborhoods. Multi-racial neighborhoods
usually fall in between in each poverty tier.
A substantial part of the reason for differences in rent
levels among the different types of neighborhoods
is the location of subsidized housing. There are
400,000 units of federally subsidized housing in the
region. 163,000 households also receive Section 8

housing choice vouchers, capping their rent at 30%
of household income, although some of these are
included in the 400,000 subsidized housing units.
There are also some units that receive state or city
subsidies without federal subsidies, particularly
in New York City, but units with federal subsidies
make up the largest share of subsidized housing.
It’s important to keep in mind that most lowincome housing does not receive a direct subsidy,
as there are more than 1.6 million units that rent
for less $1,250. Other forms of government policies,
particularly rent regulation and zoning, also have a
substantial impact on both supply and rent levels.
But government subsidies remain the primary tool
for expanding the supply of housing that is affordable
for low-income households. Of the 400,000
federally-subsidized housing units, the largest share
is publically-owned housing. With 285,000 units,
this represents 71% of the total. The next largest
proportion are units that were constructed with lowincome housing tax credits (LIHTC), about 20% of the
total. The remainder receive other types of subsidy
for multi-family rental housing.
Public housing, the large majority of which was built
several decades ago, is concentrated in non-white,
high poverty neighborhoods. 21% of all housing in
these neighborhoods is public housing. The only
other type with more than 3% is multi-racial, medium
poverty, where public housing is 11% of the total.
This could result from these neighborhoods capturing
a wider mix of incomes and housing types, or from a
concentration of moderate-income public housing.
The neighborhood type with the highest share of
LIHTC housing is multi-racial, medium poverty, where
6% of all housing units have an LIHTC subsidy. Nonwhite, high poverty has the next highest share at 4%.
Very little LIHTC housing is built in predominantly
white neighborhoods. Other assisted multi-family
housing is a smaller share of the total, but is most
prominent in non-white, high poverty neighborhoods,
and to a lesser extent in white, high poverty and
multi-racial, medium poverty neighborhoods.
The largest share of households receiving housing
choice vouchers are in high poverty neighborhoods.
White, High poverty neighborhoods have the highest
share at 14%, followed by non-white at 8% and
multi-racial at 6%. On its face, this would indicate
that vouchers have not resulted in families moving
to lower poverty areas. It may indicate that vouchers
have facilitated movement to less racially segregated
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Figure liii. Map of Subsidized Housing in NYC

Figure liv. Map of Subsidized Housing on Long Island
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Figure lv. Map of Subsidized Housing in Southwestern Connecticut

neighborhoods, or could mean that households
already living in white areas receive a higher
proportion of vouchers.
It is difficult to reach conclusions about the policy
choices leading to these patterns based on this data
alone. Other factors, such as the age restrictions
or residency requirements placed on many
subsidized units can limit choice for many of these
units. Particular neighborhood configurations and
characteristics can also impact the results. However,
there are a few findings that indicate the need for
closer examination. Subsidized units of all types are
more heavily concentrated in non-white, high poverty
and multi-racial, medium poverty areas than either
population or poverty numbers would indicate. White
areas have lower shares than one would predict
based on population size and poverty rate. Housing
vouchers are concentrated in high poverty areas but
are more dispersed by race.

ACCESS TO GOOD SCHOOLS AND JOBS
The assumption that opportunities are greater in
white and multi-racial areas and in in low poverty
neighborhoods was tested by looking at the
distribution of schools with high and low test scores
on state examinations, and by places with the access
to the largest number of jobs.
To look at access to high-achieving schools, the
number of census tracts in school districts with
the top 30% of 8th grade reading and math scores,
and those in the bottom 30%, were calculated for
each neighborhood type. Test scores are only one
measure of school quality, but it is a quantitative
benchmark that can be compared across district and
state boundaries. School district boundaries also do
not measure access to particular schools, which can
vary within districts. But districts have the authority
to allocate resources to schools and activities, and
district test scores are indicative of achievement
levels for most schools in the district.
The distribution of school districts by this measure
shows a clear bifurcation. There is nearly a 20:1
ration of census tracts in high achieving school
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School District Proficiency and Job Access by Neighborhood Typology
as a Share of All Housing

Neighborhood Type
White, low poverty
White, medium poverty
White, high poverty
Multi-racial, low poverty
Multi-racial, medium poverty
Multi-racial, high poverty
Non-white, low poverty
Non-white, medium poverty
Non-white, high poverty

Census Tracts in
Districts with Top
30% of 8th Grade
Test Scores
506
36
13
221
101
31
9
19
22

Census Tracts
in Districts with
Bottom 30% of 8th
Grade Test Scores
26
2
8
84
65
39
83
152
483

Index of Jobs
Accessible by
Transit*
0.35
0.55
0.54
0.48
0.86
0.84
0.23
0.49
0.78

958

942

N/A

Total

* Index based on U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Smart Location Database: An index score of 1.0 is equivalent to a
database measurement of 100,000 jobs accessible per person within 45 transit commute, weighted by travel distance from
central business districts
Figure lvi. School District Proficiency and Job Access by Neighborhood Typology as a Share of All Housing
Source: New York and Connecticut Departments of Education; U.S. Environmental Protection Agency; Regional

districts in white, low poverty neighborhoods, with
506 in districts in the top 30% based on 8th grade test
scores, and only 26 in districts in the bottom 30%.
The ratio is almost exactly reversed in non-white, high
poverty neighborhoods, where 483 tracts re n the
bottom 30% and 22 are in the top 30%.
The profile of multi-racial communities is much
closer to that of white than non-white communities.
The share of multi-racial neighborhoods in both
high-achieveingachieving districts is more closely
resembles white communities, and the share of lowachieving schools in high poverty neighborhoods
is much less in multi-racial than in non-white
neighborhoods. This data supports research that
both poverty and racial segregation negatively impact
school achievement, and that integrated schools
can improve achievement levels for low-income and
minority students without harming overall school
quality.
The job access index shown in Figure I is based on
a database from the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) that shows the number of jobs

accessible per person within a 45 minute commute
by walking, bus, subway, commuter rail or other
public transit. Unlike the school data, this shows
that low poverty areas have fewer jobs accessible
via transit than medium and high-poverty areas. This
is the outcome of more low-poverty communities
being located in auto-dependent suburban locations
than either medium or high poverty neighborhoods.
multi-racial communities have the best access by this
measure across all three poverty tiers.
The measure does not take into account the quality
of jobs or the cost and quality of transit service, all
of which can limit access. However, it does indicate
the good transit access can be an asset to build on
in many low-income and segregated communities,
and that poor transit access can be an impediment
to living in communities with good schools and other
opportunities for those who don’t own a car or
have to stretch to meet car payments and gasoline
purchases.
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iv. CONCLUSION

tracts experienced substantial change in racial
composition and poverty levels between 2000
and 2010. Places with decreasing poverty
tended to be in high poverty areas while those
with an increasing white population tend to be
multi-racial areas. While there are a number of
place-specific causes that could result in this
type of change, a closer examination of these
communities could determine if existing residents
are experiencing or at risk of displacement.

B

ridging the divide between the opportunities
available in low poverty, white and multi-racial
areas and the needs of residents in high poverty and
non-white areas requires a combination of strategies,
including but not limited to improving access to
affordable housing in areas where it doesn’t currently
exist, improving transit access in areas with high
opportunities, building on the transportation access
available in many low income communities, and
improving job opportunities, education levels and
workforce skills and preserving affordable housing
in high poverty and non-white communities. The
distribution of people, housing, schools and transit
access among different types of neighborhoods
demonstrates where the gaps are greatest and
provides a framework for designing strategies. The
major findings from this analysis that should be
incorporated into strategy development include the
following:
•

Population, housing opportunities and school
quality are sharply divided. The largest shares of
the region’s population are in white, low poverty
neighborhoods and non-white high-poverty
neighborhoods. Rent levels and the amount of
subsidized housing are imbalanced, even taking
into the account the different poverty levels
of these communities. School achievement
is non-white, high poverty neighborhoods is
almost the mirror opposite of white, low poverty
neighborhoods when viewed through the lens of
school district test scores.

•

Multi-racial neighborhoods, which represent
a large share of the region’s population,
are a complex mix of places in both urban
and suburban areas. In many respects, such
as housing tenure and rent levels, they fall
roughly midway between white and non-white
communities. But in other respects they are
more similar to neighborhoods that are more
racially concentrated, or have their own unique
profile. They are closer to white neighborhoods
in terms of school performance, but more similar
to non-white areas regarding transportation
with more jobs per person that are accessible
by public transportation. Medium poverty multiracial communities also have a high proportion of
subsidized housing.

•

A modest but significant number of census

•

Non-white, high poverty communities vary
considerably in levels of poverty, physical
isolation, market conditions, racial composition
and other factors. Some have significant assets to
build on, such as good transit access. Some are
experiencing more rapid demographic change.
Broad policies to increase investment, preserve
affordable housing and enhance economic
mobility in these communities will need to be
tailored to the specific needs of each place.’
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d. Identification and
Assessment of Major
Public Investments: NonHousing Investments
and Their Relationship
to Fair Housing and
Access to Opportunity

T

ransportation connections between the region’s
housing and its educational institutions and
employment impact the ability of the region’s
residents to access the region’s employment and the
household budget that is spent on transportation.
Home values and housing costs are sensitive to the
presence of local and regional transit connections
or lack thereof, with home values in neighborhoods
around rail stations especially benefitting from access
to commuter rail and other transit services.23 The
increase in home values can bring new services and
better conditions for neighborhood residents, but
can also lead to the displacement of renters who
can’t afford the higher costs that come with these
improvements. Low-income areas with quality bus
service provide residents with reliable transportation
without the need to own and maintain a private
vehicle. Transportation conditions can also discourage
access. A lack of comfortable and safe pedestrian
routes can isolate households and discourage the
use of available transit services. Employment centers
and rail stations designed for access by car make it
difficult for those traveling by transit, walking, or
biking to reach their final destinations without a
private vehicle.
In order to evaluate the potential impact of
the region’s current and future transportation
investments on conditions impacting housing
affordability and access to opportunity for residents
of racially concentrated areas of poverty, the
Consortium’s metropolitan planning organization
(MPO) members reviewed projects included in
their long-range transportation plans and regional
transportation improvement programs (TIPs), with

23
For literaturee supporting this finding, see relevant
studies reviewed in The ARC Effect: Appendix A, available at
http://www.rpa.org/pdf/RPA-The-ARC-Effect-Appendices.pdf.

a particular focus on projects whose total cost is
expected to be greater than $100 million upon
completion. The projects were evaluated for their
potential to impact accessibility between the region’s
R/ECAP neighborhoods and centers of employment
and educational opportunity.
For each sub-region below, a description of the
R/ECAPs located within the subregion is followed
by an inventory of major planned transportation
investments that will impact accessibility to the
sub-regions R/ECAPs and then a discussion of how
these projects are likely to improve access and their
expected benefits. This analysis will be useful as a
first step towards more explicitly linking potential
transportation investment evaluations with expected
equity outcomes.
Projects marked vision are those listed in long range
transportation plans for which funding has not yet
been identified. The remaining projects are included
in the current five-year TIP for each MPO or are
expected to be included in subsequent TIPs.

i. NEW YORK CITY
CONDITIONS IN RACIALLY-CONCENTRATED
AREAS OF POVERTY

T

he majority of households located in Racially
Concentrated Areas of Poverty (R/ECAPs) within
New York City do not have access to a private vehicle.
The only exception is the R/ECAP located in Spring
Creek, Brooklyn, in which roughly 70% of households
have access to a private vehicle. This aspect of New
York City’s R/ECAPs is in stark contrast to most of the
nation, where a clear majority of households have
access to private vehicles.
New York City enjoys the highest level of public
transportation service in the region. Because of this,
none of New York City’s R/ECAPs are isolated from a
transportation standpoint. In many instances, subway
lines are located either within the R/ECAP or within a
reasonable distance in adjacent areas. In those cases
where a subway line is not immediately available to
an R/ECAP, there is typically very good bus service
available.
While access to public transportation service is
generally more than adequate in New York City, one
barrier that many travelers from New York City’s R/
ECAPs face is the length of their trips. The majority

110 Implementation Plan for Sustainable Development | May 2014

of commuters in New York City’s R/ECAPs face a
45 minute or greater commute via mass transit.
Commutes of at least 45 minutes are typically
considered lengthy. The median travel time to work is
35 minutes for all New York City workers, and reaches
42 minutes in the Bronx.
More than 70% of public transit users from R/ECAPs
located in the southeastern communities of Brooklyn
such as Canarsie, Flatlands and Spring Creek feature
particularly lengthy commutes of 45 minutes or
more. A similar proportion of travelers in a handful
of R/ECAPs in the Bronx, most notably Norwood
and Soundview, also experience commutes of this
length. Arverne, an R/ECAP located in the Rockaways
in Queens sees roughly 80% of its commuters
experience commutes of that length.

MAJOR PROJECTS IMPACTING ACCESS TO
OPPORTUNITY FROM NEW YORK CITY’S R/
ECAPS
Bike/Ped

East River crossings and Hudson River crossings
bus/HOV capacity – Creation/implementation
of the Bus lanes/HOV Lanes on the East River
and Hudson crossing. Measure has already been
implemented in Lincoln Tunnel vision
Additional New York City Select Bus Service
routes – Expansion of Select Bus Services
throughout the five boroughs of NYC. B46 (Utica
Ave) and the M60 (LaGuardia Airport Corridor)
slated for SBS Service in 2014 vision
Trans-Hudson Bus System Improvements –
This project will improve the efficiency of bus
operations across the Hudson River, into and out
of Manhattan. vision
MTA NYCT vehicle fleet, depot and station
expansion; sustainability investments. Vision
Staten Island Ferry terminals and vessels - Over
the period 2014-2018 NYCDOT plans to upgrade
existing Staten Island Ferry vessels vision

Rail

Advance programmed pedestrian-bicycle projects
in the 2014-2018 TIP
Advance the Plan 2040 Pedestrian-Bicycle
Element – Create new ped-bike paths throughout
the region
Continue application of Complete Streets policies
– Implementation of complete street principles,
mainly the employment of ped-bike friendly
measures throughout the NYMTC region
Hudson River Valley Greenway Link – Involves the
improvement and extension of the ped-Bike Trail
along the Hudson River in the Bronx, Manhattan
& Westchester. The specific link being studied
is between Inwood in Manhattan and the Old
Croton Aqueduct in the Glenwood section of
Yonkers vision

Bus/Ferry
Advance Bus Rapid Transit and managed-use lane
projects as part of a regional system
Select Bus Service routes – Expand select bus
service onto new generally overcrowded routes
in New York City

MTA LIRR East Side Access – Project involving the
connection of the LIRR to Grand Central Terminal
Moynihan Station Phase I – First phase in
transforming the existing main post office in
Manhattan into a terminal for Penn Station
Amtrak Gateway project – Project will allow
provision for High-Speed Rail as well as provision
for a second separate set of rail tunnels for
Amtrak under the Hudson River. vision
North-East Corridor and Empire Corridor intercity passenger and freight rail improvements
– Calls for the improvements along Freight Line
vision

Cross-Harbor goods movement Improvements
– Project encouraging the movement of freight
across the harbor vision

Subway
MTA NYCT Second Avenue Subway phases
2-4 - An extension of Phase 1 of the Second
Avenue Subway (between 96-63rd St), the other
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three phases would see the completion of the
Second Avenue Subway from 125th Street (and
Lexington) to Hanover Square

Van Wyck Expressway Bridges – Calls for the
rehabilitation or replacement of the Van
Wyck Expressway Bridges along the Van Wyck
Expressway

PATH system modernization – Modernizing the
existing infrastructure of the PATH system, it
includes measures such as providing real-time
arrival information to customers Rail

Cross Bronx Expressway Bridge rehabilitation design work in anticipation of rehabilitating 15
bridges on the Cross Bronx Expressway

No. 7 Subway Tenth Avenue Station – Funding to
create a new 10th Avenue station (at 42nd Street)
on the 7 line extension vision

Cross Bronx Expressway Improvements - $9
million slated in 2013 to be spent on design work
in anticipation of rehabilitating 15 bridges. vision

MTA NYCT Queens Communications-Based Train
Control - To be primarily implemented on the
Flushing (7) Line this would enable trains to
operate at higher frequencies and speeds. vision

Long Island Expressway (Queens) HOV/Active
Transportation Demand Management - project
will improve mobility on the LIE by extending a
managed-use HOV lane from 58th Street to 99th
Street in Queens and explores new ITS variable
speed and queue warning signs. vision

Resiliency
Advance resiliency-related improvements to the
existing system in the 2014-2018 TIP, including
Hurricane Sandy recovery projects as appropriate

Transportation Demand Management
Expand Park Smart, Commercial Paid Parking,
Delivery Windows and other approaches to
address congestion

Roads
Advance programmed mobility and traffic
improvement projects in the 2014-2018 TIP

Promote and Expand DeliverEase - a program to
increase off-hour deliveries (typically between
7PM and 6AM) with the goal of reducing
congestion, improving quality of life, and
increasing the efficiency of urban deliveries.

Advance congestion-related improvements and
enhancements in the 2014-2018 TIP
Kosciuszko Bridge Replacement – Involves the
replacement of the existing Kosciuszko Bridge
with an entirely new structure

Other
Advance programmed mobility and traffic
improvement projects in the 2014-2018 TIP

Bronx River Parkway Bridge Replacement
– Involves replacement of the Bronx River
Parkway’s bridges over the Amtrak/CSX Line, E.
Tremont Ave and the viaduct over Morris Park/
East 180th Street in the Bronx

Advance congestion-related improvements and
enhancements in the 2014-2018 TIP
Advance programmed transit improvements and
enhancements in the 2014-2018 TIP

Brooklyn Queens Expressway - Grand Central
Parkway interchange - This reconstruction project
aims to reduce accidents and relieve congestion
on the roadway network at the BQE/ GCP east leg
interchange
Major Deegan Expressway deck Replacement
- Replacement of the Major Deegan Expressway
deck from 138 St – 161 St/Macombs Dam
Bridge Interchange, as since it exhibits advanced
deterioration

Advance preservation-related and SOGR-related
projects in the 2014-2018 TIP
Advance safety improvements and enhancements
in the 2014-2018 TIP

Impact of transportation investments on New
York City R/ECAP conditions
•

Application of Complete Streets policies and
improvements to bicycle and pedestrian facilities
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can improve both safety and mobility in R/ECAPs
while expanding lower cost and more healthy
transportation options as well as access to
recreational opportunities.
•

Implementing the Hudson River Valley Greenway
Link can expand lower cost and more healthy
transportation options as well as access to
recreational opportunities.

•

Continued expansion of improved bus service
through MTA’s Select Bus Service program can
expand access to employment opportunities
through higher quality services, particularly in
areas with lower levels of subway service.

•

Maintenance and expansion of bus services
generally can improve the quality of an important
mobility option.

•

Improvements to subway, commuter rail and
intercity rail services can expand mobility options
and access to employment opportunities.

•

Subway expansions such as the Second Avenue
Subway and extension of the #7 subway line
to the far west side of Manhattan can expand
access to new and emerging employment and
residential locations and opportunities.

•

Queens Communications-Based Train Control
can increase the capacity of services such as the
#7 subway line and in doing so expand mobility
options and access to employment opportunities.

•

Enhanced demand management can both make
mobility alternatives more available and can
ease congestion for those with access to private
vehicles.

•

Significant capital investment in fixed
transportation infrastructure can lead to greater
private investment and rising home prices.
These can improve neighborhood conditions but
also make the area less affordable to existing
residents and contribute to displacement.

ii. LONG ISLAND
CONDITIONS IN RACIALLY-CONCENTRATED
AREAS OF POVERTY

L

ong Island residents generally have more limited
public transportation options than New York
City residents. Unlike New York City’s R/ECAPs, the
majority of households in Long Island’s R/ECAPs have
access to private vehicles, but most have limited
public transportation options. The R/ECAP in the
Town of Hempstead in Nassau County, which lies in
close proximity to Queens and has the lowest rate
of vehicle ownership of Long Island’s R/ECAPs, still
features roughly 80% of households having access to
at least one private vehicle.
Users of public transit in Long Island’s R/ECAPs
generally may experience more in the way of
transportation barriers. However, there is a marked
difference between the levels of service that
residents in Nassau County’s R/ECAPs experience in
comparison to their counterparts in Suffolk County.
Residents of Nassau’s R/ECAPs generally have access
to noticeably better transit service than residents of
Suffolk’s R/ECAPs. Commuter rail service in Nassau’s
R/ECAPs generally runs every 15-30 minutes during
rush hours and 30 minutes to 1 hour outside of rush
hours. Although trains serving Sullfok County R/ECAPs
also run every 15-30 minutes at peak, reverse peak
and off-peak service in many of Suffolk’s R/ECAPs is
more limited. Even in places with good commuter rail
service, the cost is often prohibitive for low-income
residents in R/ECAPs.
Bus service in Nassau County generally runs every
15 to 30 minutes during peak travel periods, with
a number of more frequent routes running every
5 to 10 minutes and a handful of less frequent
routes running every 30 to 60 minutes. Generally,
bus service in Suffolk County is less frequent, even
during peak travel periods; headways (gaps between
bus arrivals) of an hour or more are not uncommon
on a number of routes, even during rush hours.
Additionally, bus service coverage is markedly better
in Nassau County than in Suffolk County, with more
routes available to more residents.
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MAJOR PROJECTS IMPACTING ACCESS TO
OPPORTUNITY FROM LONG ISLAND’S R/
ECAPS
Bike/Ped
Advance programmed pedestrian-bicycle projects
in the 2014-2018 TIP
Advance the Plan 2040 Pedestrian-Bicycle
Element – Create new ped-bike paths throughout
the region
Continue application of Complete Streets policies
– Implementation of complete street principles,
mainly the employment of ped-bike friendly
measures throughout the NYMTC region
Long Island Motor Parkway Trail – Providing a
non-motorized trail paralleling the existing Long
Island Motor Parkway vision

Bus
Advance Bus Rapid Transit and managed-use lane
projects as part of a regional system
Suffolk County Connect Long Island –
(Wyandanch Rising, Heartland, Ronkonkoma
Hub, transit-oriented development, Route 110,
Sagtikos/Sunken Meadow Parkways and CR97
transit improvements)
Advance programmed transit improvements and
enhancements in the 2014-2018 TIP

Rail

across the harbor vision

Sustainable Development
Nassau Hub Preliminary Regional Study Area
Study - Involves studies on the redevelopment of
the area surrounding the Nassau County Veterans
Memorial Coliseum.
Sagtikos Parkway Truck Bypass – Entails the
construction of a bypass of the Sagtikos Parkway
for trucks in the Brentwood/Hauppauge area.
The project will support the needs of proposed
developments and future growth in the area.
Vision

Resiliency
Advance resiliency-related improvements to the
existing system in the 2014-2018 TIP, including
Hurricane Sandy recovery projects as appropriate
Nassau County Coastal Evacuation Routes project
– Its primary goal is to improve Nassau County’s
Coastal Evacuation Infrastructure.

Roads
Long Island Expressway (Queens) HOV/Active
Transportation Demand Management - project
will improve mobility on the LIE by extending a
managed-use HOV lane from 58th Street to 99th
Street in Queens and explores new ITS variable
speed and queue warning signs vision

Other

MTA LIRR East Side Access – Project involving the
connection of the LIRR to Grand Central Terminal

Advance congestion-related improvements and
enhancements in the 2014-2018 TIP

MTA LIRR Ronkonkoma Branch second track –
Project involved in adding a second track to the
existing single track on the Ronkonkoma line
between Farmingdale and Ronkonkoma.

Advance preservation-related and SOGR-related
projects in the 2014-2018 TIP

MTA LIRR Mainline Corridor Planning – Addition
of a third track on the LIRR Mainline vision
Cross-Harbor goods movement Improvements
– Project encouraging the movement of freight

Advance safety improvements and enhancements
in the 2014-2018 TIP
Advance programmed mobility and traffic
improvement projects in the 2014-2018 TIP
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IMPACT OF TRANSPORTATION INVESTMENTS
ON LONG ISLAND R/ECAP CONDITIONS
The major projects listed above will impact conditions
in Long Island’s R/ECAPs in the following ways:
•

Application of Complete Streets policies and
improvements to bicycle and pedestrian facilities
can improve both safety and mobility in R/ECAPs
while expanding lower cost and more healthy
transportation options as well as access to
recreational opportunities.

•

Implementing the Long Island Motor Parkway
Trail can expand lower-cost and more healthful
transportation options as well as access to
recreational opportunities.

•

Expanded premium bus service, particularly
in north-south corridors, can expand access
to employment opportunities through higher
quality services, such as bus rapid transit services
coordinated with MTA Long Island Rail Road
service in the Route 110 corridor, which is a
major employment area.

•

Maintenance and expansion of bus services
generally can improve the quality of an important
mobility option.

•

Improvements to commuter rail services that
improve reverse-peak and off peak service, as
well as service to New York City, can expand
mobility options and access to employment
opportunities. MTA Long Island Rail Road East
Side Access will improve service to the East
Side of Manhattan and significantly reduce
commute times for Long Island travelers to this
employment location.

•

Sustainable growth with adequate transportation
access can expand access to employment
opportunities.

•

Enhanced demand management can both make
mobility alternatives more available and can
ease congestion for those with access to private
vehicles.

•

Improved access can lead to greater private
investment and rising home prices. These can
improve neighborhood conditions but also make
the area less affordable to existing residents and

contribute to displacement.

iii. LOWER HUDSON VALLEY
CONDITIONS IN RACIALLY-CONCENTRATED
AREAS OF POVERTY

S

imilar to suburban Long island, the majority
of households located in R/ECAPs in the Lower
Hudson Valley have access to at least one private
vehicle. The R/ECAP in the City of Yonkers, which is
roughly two miles from the Bronx and has the lowest
household vehicle ownership percentage of all Lower
Hudson Valley’s R/ECAPs, still has just under 60% of
its households with access to private vehicles.
Public transportation options in the Lower Hudson
Valley are good in the southern and central areas
of Westchester County, particularly the suburban
cities of Yonkers, Mount Vernon, New Rochelle and
White Plains and, to a lesser extent, the villages of
Tarrytown, Greenburgh, Harrison and Port Chester.
Buses in these areas tend to run every 10 to 30
minutes during peak travel periods. Bus coverage is
less extensive in the northern portion of the county.
Rockland County’s bus service runs buses every 30
minutes on a number of its routes during the course
of the day, though a number of its routes feature
one-hour headways and its service coverage is
generally more restricted. Putnam County bus service
is minimal.
Commuter rail service tends to be more uniform in
the Lower Hudson Valley, although service frequency
is lower in the northern sections of the region and
service east of the Hudson River is more extensive
and direct than service west of the river. Thus,
commuter rail service in Rockland County is generally
less frequent and less direct, as transfers are needed
to reach destinations in New York City. As in Long
Island and Connecticut, the cost of commuter rail can
in certain circumstances limit its utility as a means of
travel to low-wage jobs.
Given this service pattern, a number of R/ECAPs in
the Lower Hudson Valley enjoy good bus service and/
or commuter rail. However, R/ECAPs to the north and
west experience, lower and less direct levels of both
bus and commuter rail service.
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MAJOR PROJECTS IMPACTING ACCESS TO
OPPORTUNITY FROM THE LOWER HUDSON
VALLEY’S R/ECAPS

Southern Westchester East-West Corridor transit
Improvements – Study involving improving transit
service/access along the Southern Westchester
East-West Corridor, which primarily centers
around the Cross-County Parkway vision

Bike/Ped
Advance programmed pedestrian-bicycle projects
in the 2014-2018 TIP
Hudson River Valley Greenway Link – Involves the
improvement and extension of the ped-Bike Trail
along the Hudson River in the Bronx, Manhattan
& Westchester. The specific link being studied
is between Inwood in Manhattan and the Old
Croton Aqueduct in the Glenwood section of
Yonkers vision
Advance the Plan 2040 Pedestrian-Bicycle
Element – Create new ped-bike paths throughout
the region
Continue application of Complete Streets policies
– Implementation of complete street principles,
mainly the employment of ped-bike friendly
measures throughout the NYMTC region

Rail

IMPACT OF TRANSPORTATION INVESTMENTS
ON LOWER HUDSON VALLEY R/ECAP
CONDITIONS
•

Application of Complete Streets policies and
improvements to bicycle and pedestrian facilities
can improve both safety and mobility in R/ECAPs
while expanding lower cost and more healthy
transportation options as well as access to
recreational opportunities.

•

Implementing the Hudson River Valley Greenway
Link can expand lower cost and more healthy
transportation options as well as access to
recreational opportunities.

•

Expanded premium bus service, particularly
in east-west corridors, can expand access to
employment opportunities through higher quality
services.

•

Bus rapid transit improvements in major eastwest corridors such as the Cross County Parkway
and I287 corridors, as well as north-south
corridors such as Central Avenue, can expand
access to employment opportunities through
higher quality services.

•

Maintenance and expansion of bus services
generally can improve the quality of an important
mobility option.

•

Improvements to commuter rail services that
improve west-of-Hudson service to New York
City, such as the Gateway Project, as well as
access to the west side of Manhattan and the
linkage of jobs and workers in the I-95 corridor
in Bronx, eastern Westchester, and southwestern
Connecticut, can expand mobility options and
access to employment opportunities.

•

Enhanced demand management can both make
mobility alternatives more available and can
ease congestion for those with access to private
vehicles.

MTA MNR Penn Station Acccess Study -- This
study is evaluating the proposed extension of
Metro North Services to Pennsylvania Station via
the MNR New Haven Division/LIRR and Hudson
Di¬vision /Amtrak Empire Line. vision

Bus
Central Avenue Bus Rapid Transit – Implementing
Bus Rapid transit on the Central Avenue corridor
in Westchester vision
Advance Bus Rapid Transit and managed-use lane
projects as part of a regional system
Interstate 287 Corridor Transit Enhancements –
Adding a designated transit-exclusive/HOV lane
to the existing I-287 Corridor vision
Tarrytown-Port Chester local transit
improvements – This project will examine
options on improving transit in the TarrytownPort Chester corridor in the Lower Hudson Valley
vision
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•

Improved access can lead to greater private
investment and rising home prices. These can
improve neighborhood conditions but also make
the area less affordable to existing residents and
contribute to displacement.

iv. SOUTH-CENTRAL &
SOUTHWESTERN CONNECTICUT:
NORWALK, BRIDGEPORT, MERIDEN &
NEW HAVEN
TRANSPORTATION ACCESS CONDITIONS
IN RACIALLY-CONCENTRATED AREAS OF
POVERTY

R

acially concentrated areas of poverty in this
region include parts of central Norwalk, central
and eastern parts of Bridgeport, downtown New
Haven and neighborhoods to the north and west,
and central Meriden. Major employment centers for
residents living in these R/ECAPs include core areas of
Bridgeport, Norwalk, Stamford, New Haven, Hartford,
Westchester County, and New York City; as well as
local commercial corridors and highway interchanges
such as the route 1/I-95 corridor south of New Haven
and the I91/I691 interchange in Meriden.
Commute times to work by car average 20-30
minutes. The percent of households without
cars ranges considerably across the R/ECAP
neighborhoods, with 25-30% of households
commonly lacking any vehicle, but in particular
census tracts in each of the communities the
percentage of vehicle-free households is as high as 50
to 70% of all households.
Commute times by transit tend to be longer, but still
under one hour. R/ECAP neighborhoods are served by
local bus service that can run as frequently as every
ten minutes but more commonly run only once or
twice per hour even during peak service. Rail service
is available either by foot, when the rail station is in
close proximity, or by local bus connections. Barriers
to transit use include the sometimes limited span
of frequent bus service, poor pedestrian conditions
(especially in more suburban areas), cost and, in
New Haven, a lack of east-west bus routes providing
connectivity. All R/ECAPs have good road and
highway connections.
This data suggests that transportation access to R/
ECAPs in southwestern/south-central Connecticut
would be improved by investments improving
pedestrian and transit accessibility to and from R/

ECAPs and major employment centers.

MAJOR PROJECTS IMPACTING ACCESS TO
OPPORTUNITY (GENERALLY OVER $100
MILLION IN TOTAL COST)
Bike/Ped
Stamford Urban Transitway- new multi-use
roadway connecting Stamford Transportation
Center to East Main Street w/bike & HOV lanes

Bus
Stamford Urban Transitway- new multi-use
roadway connecting Stamford Transportation
Center to East Main Street w/bike & HOV lanes

Other
Ferry to New York-would connect Norwalk to
Lower Manhattan vision

Rail
MTA MNR Penn Station Acccess Study -- This
study is evaluating the proposed extension of
Metro North Services to Pennsylvania Station via
the MNR New Haven Division/LIRR and Hudson
Di¬vision /Amtrak Empire Line. vision
Catenary replacement- replace electrical wires on
New Haven Line
Repair/Reconstruct rail bridges- repair aging rail
bridges on New Haven Line
Positive train control- install new signalizations/
speed-control system on New Haven Line
Shoreline East Station Improvements- include
second platforms & other improvements to
enable service expansion vision
Construct Stamford East Main Street Railroad
Station- build new rail station on Stamford’s East
Side vision
Construction Bridgeport Barnum Station and
associated improvements- build new rail station
in Bridgeport’s East Side/East End vision
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Wall Street (Norwalk) Rail Station- build new rail
station near site of historic Wall St station vision
New Haven- Hartford -Springfield Rail Stationsimprovements to current Amtrak stations for use
with new commuter rail service

Roads
Stamford Urban Transitway- new multi-use
roadway connecting Stamford Transportation
Center to East Main Street w/bike & HOV lanes
On/off systems bridge improvements
Revise interchange/speed lanes-AC Conv.
Exit 14-15 Operational Lanes/Revise Interchange
7-15 Interchange (Norwalk)
I95 Bridge over MNRR and Exit 8-10 Operation
Lanes
Q-Bridge and I-95/I-91 RT 34 Interchange (New
Haven)
West River Bridge replacement (Norwalk)

IMPACT OF TRANSPORTATION INVESTMENTS
ON SOUTHWESTERN & SOUTH CENTRAL CT
R/ECAP CONDITIONS

A

suite of rail-related improvements are necessary
to maintain the existing rail system connecting
New York City with its urban centers along the
Connecticut coast between Stamford and New
Haven. The replacement of hundred-year old rail
bridges and electrical components will preserve
and improve service from the region’s core cities
to each other and to employment opportunities
in Westchester County and New York City. Rail
expansion projects include the refurbishment of
stations east of New Haven, new stations along a
new commuter line linking coastal Connecticut to
Hartford (a potential major employment destination
once access is improved), and new stations serving
neighborhoods in Stamford, Bridgeport, and Norwalk
that will help existing and new residents to reach jobs
in the major employment centers of Hartford, New
Haven, Stamford, and points towards New York City
as well as provide opportunities for transit-served
economic development that is accessible to all of the

region’s residents.
Roadway projects generally involve the replacement
or refurbishment of existing roads and improvements
to exits and interchange that will improve safety
or reduce congestion. A ferry under development
in Norwalk would provide alternative connectivity
between southwestern Connecticut and jobs in
Manhattan, improving access to lower Manhattan
and also providing redundancy to the commuter rail
system.
The Stamford Urban Transitway improves access
to Stamford’s main transportation center in
several ways. For drivers, it creates a new roadway
connecting the station and I-95 to the east. A
component of the roadway is an HOV-only lane that
will provide dedicated space for improved bus service
from the east as well. A bike lane and high-quality
pedestrian infrastructure is available along the length
of the transitway to improve bike/ped access to and
from the station from neighborhoods to the south
and east.
The above projects will maintain or improve
connections between low-income communities and
employment and educational opportunities across
the region. These investments can have a positive
impact on neighborhood conditions, including
increased home values and improved amenities and
services. Rising housing costs can also exacerbate
affordability issues, especially where regional access
changes drastically as a result of transportation
investments, such as around the proposed Barnum
Rail Station in Bridgeport, East Side rail station
in Stamford, and where the Stamford Urban
Transitway provides better connections to rail from
Stamford’s South End and East Side neighborhoods.
The impact on affordability makes it essential to
combine new transit investment with strategies to
limit displacement, including affordable housing
preservation, inclusionary zoning and marketing of
affordable housing in high opportunity areas.
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e. Identification and
Assessment of Fair
Housing Issues, Services,
and Activities
i. PATTERNS OF DISCRIMINATION

T

o understand the underlying causes of segregation
and opportunity disparities in the region, one
must explore the extent and type of unlawful
discrimination by both public and private actors and
the efficacy of the system designed to combat that
discrimination in addition to the historical trends
and impacts of governmental policies and public
and private investments that are explored in other
sections of the FHEA.

It is difficult to reveal the true extent and type of
discrimination, especially in the housing market.
In many circumstances, a protected group
member may never know that he or she has been
discriminated against. Without any way to detect
the discriminatory conduct, the discrimination goes
unreported and unaddressed. Indeed, according
to the National Commission on Fair Housing and
Equal Opportunity, which released its report in
2008, “[m]ore than four million instances of housing
discrimination occur annually in the United States
and yet fewer than 30,000 complaints are filed
every year….Literally millions of acts of rental, sales,
lending, and insurance discrimination, racial and
sexual harassment discrimination, and zoning and
land use discrimination go virtually unchecked.”24
Understanding these limitations, the Consortium
collected available resources to help shed light on the
patterns of discrimination in the housing and lending
markets.

ii. FAIR HOUSING COMPLAINTS

F

irst, the Consortium collected fair housing
complaint data from HUD and the state and county
Fair Housing Assistance Program (FHAP) entities to
which HUD refers complaints for investigation. (See
24
The Future of Fair Housing: Report of the National
Commission on Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity, Dec. 2008,
p. 13.

discussion of FHAP agencies in section B below). This
data includes the fair housing complaints filed with
HUD and the state and local FHAPs from 2009 to
2013 and the bases of the alleged discrimination that
are covered by the federal Fair Housing Act.
One cannot draw conclusions about the exact extent
of discrimination in any particular area or on any
particular basis from such complaints because the
frequency with which complaints are filed, or not
filed, is influenced by many factors other than the
extent of that type of discrimination. Nonetheless,
the number and type of complaints offers an initial
understanding of, and helps to raise questions about,
the patterns of discrimination and provides insight
into how the fair housing enforcement system is
being used.
As shown in the tables below, in both Connecticut
and New York, more than half of the fair
housing cases filed in the region allege disability
discrimination.25 The fair housing advocates in the
region confirmed that disability discrimination,
primarily in the form of failure to provide reasonable
accommodations, continues to be a rampant
problem. It cannot be assumed that disability
discrimination is actually more pervasive than other
forms of discrimination, however. Indeed, New York
City’s Analysis of Impediments suggests that the “[t]
he preponderance of disability-related cases reflects
the reality that these cases don’t generally present
complicated factual disputes, i.e., it is clear when
one cannot enter a building, use a laundry room, or
participate in a meeting.”26
Race is the second most frequently cited bases of
alleged discrimination – alleged in just under 25%
of the cases in Connecticut statewide and just over
40% of the cases in the Consortium planning area
in New York. Advocates and testing results also
confirm that racial discrimination is a wide-spread
problem throughout the region. As discussed
below, understanding the actual extent of racial
discrimination will require most extensive testing,
however.
There are also several other forms of discrimination
that are understood to be pervasive, but do not
make up large number of the complaints or are
25
Because some complaints allege more than one bases
of discrimination, the total number of bases may exceed the total
number of cases.
26
New York City, 2007 Consolidated Plan Annual
Performance Report Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing
(AFFH) Statement, 17 (2007).
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otherwise not revealed by the data. For instance, a
small portion of the complaints allege discrimination
on the basis of familial status. It is possible that
this is not because there is limited familial status
discrimination but because families are not familiar
with their rights or are not detecting when they are
victims of discrimination. Further, because source of
income discrimination is only banned in some cities
and counties in New York, this form of discrimination
is invisible in the complaint data from HUD and
New York State. In Connecticut, on the hand, where
source of income discrimination is prohibited under
state law, the Connecticut Commission on Human
Rights and Opportunities reported that it received 71
complaints from Section 8 voucher holders between
2009 and 2013 alleging discrimination on the basis of
source income.
The data received from the FHAP entities also reveals
a decreasing trend in the number of complaints.
While the number of complaints filed in Connecticut
each year has decreased only slightly with some
fluctuation, there has been a dramatic decline in
the number of complaints filed with, or referred to,
NYSDHR each year, with 555 in 2009 and 266 in 2013.
One should be cautioned against assuming this trend
suggests a decrease in discrimination. It may suggest
weaknesses in the anti-discrimination system or
shifts in complaints due to year-to-year variations in
outreach and education efforts.
Several secondary sources have drilled deeper into
the complaints filed in specific geographic areas
and on specific issues. For instance, the 2008 Racial
Equity Report Card released by ERASE Racism,
which analyzed complaint data from 2000 to 2007,
found that “the vast majority (70%) of race-based
fair housing inquiries to the [NYSDHR] from Long
Island in the period 1999 to 2007 were made by
African-Americans.”27 This report also identified
the type of actors who are frequently the subject
of discrimination complaints finding that “[r]eal
estate professionals made up 37% of defendants
in race-based discrimination complaints filed with
NYSDHR.”28 This pattern was particularly stark on
Long Island, where “Real estate professionals were
defendants in 73% of all race-based complaints filed
with NYSDHR where an African-American alleged
housing discrimination.”29

While these data provide some insights into likely
patterns of discrimination, complaint data cannot
be used to draw conclusions about actual rates of
discrimination. As discussed below, this is why the
system needs a robust, systemic testing regime to
accurately identify and challenge discrimination.
Complaints filed 2009-2013 alleging discrimination
under the Fair Housing Act
Complaints filed with HUD or New York State
Division of Human Rights (NYSDHR)
New York portion of the Consortium Planning Area

Bases of
Discrimination
Race/Color
National Origin
Religion
Sex
Disability
Familial Status
Retaliation

# of Cases
Alleging Bases
858
488
179
435
1149
401
328

Total Cases

20152

Figure lvii. Complaints filed with HUD or New York State
Division of Human Rights (NYSDHR)

Fair housing cases filed with HUD or the Rockland
Commission on Human Rights between 2009 –
2013
Alleging discrimination on bases covered by the Fair
Housing Act in Rockland County

Bases of
Discrimination
Race/Color
National Origin
Religion
Sex
Disability
Familial Status
Retaliation

# of Cases
Alleging
Bases
15
13
21
2
12
11
5

Total Cases
27
ERASE Racism, The Racial Equity Report Card: Fair
Housing on Long Island, 2008, p. 5.
28
Id. at 18.
29
Id.

% of Total
Cases
42.58%
24.22%
8.88%
21.59%
57.02%
19.90%
16.28%

% of Total
Cases
25.86%
22.41%
36.21%
3.45%
20.69%
18.97%
8.62%

58

Figure lviii. Fair housing cases filed with HUD or the
Rockland Commission on Human Rights between 20092013
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Complaints filed with HUD or the Connecticut Commission on Human Rights and Opportunities (CHRO)
Statewide and in Connecticut Entitlement Jurisdictions in Consortium Planning Area1

Statewide

Bases of Discrimination
Race
Color
National Origin
Religion
Sex
Disability
Familial Status
Retaliation
Total Cases

# of Cases Alleging
Bases
129
17
74
7
25
302
79
25

Entitlement jurisdictions in the region

% of Total Cases
23.93%
3.15%
13.73%
1.30%
4.64%
56.03%
14.66%
4.64%

# of Cases Alleging
Bases
43
5
21
1
6
104
30
4

539

% of Total Cases
24.71%
2.87%
12.07%
0.57%
3.45%
59.77%
17.24%
2.30%

174

Figure lix. Complaints filed with HUD or the Connecticut Commission on Human Rights and Opportunities (CHRO)

TESTING RESULTS
Fair housing organizations and other stakeholders
consistently stated in interviews and Advisory
Committee meetings that the most important way
to understand and root out housing discrimination
is paired testing. It is widely accepted that “[t]esting
is one of the most important investigative methods
that [fair housing] organizations use.”30 Accordingly,
several fair housing organizations in the region use
testing to uncover discrimination practices and
build individual fair housing enforcement actions.
Stakeholder feedback revealed, and HUD reports
have confirmed, however, that there is limited
funding for testing, outside of the small pool of funds
available through HUD’s Fair Housing Initiatives
Program (FHIP) program.31 Due, in part, to this lack
of funding, there has been little strategic, systemic
testing in the region.
While there is no regional compilation of testing
results, there are several local studies that offer some
evidence of the patterns of housing discrimination
experienced in the region. The primary focus of
most of this testing is the practices of real estate
agents. For instance, in the 2006 study Do Real Estate
Agents Treat Minorities Differently Than Whites?”
30
See U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD), Study of the Fair Housing Initiatives
Program, May 2011, at p. x.
31
See id. at xi.

Westchester Residential Opportunities, Inc. (WRO)
reported race-based discrimination in 48% of the 115
tests conducted at Westchester real estate offices.32
WRO’s 2011 and 2012 reports also highlighted the
discriminatory conduct of real estate professionals,
while also looking at other housing providers and
related actors.33 The 2011 study found “thirteen of
the 69 (18.84%) real-estate offices, management
companies and apartment complexes tested treated
White testers differently than African-American
testers and 23 (20.72%) of the 111 tests produced
“unequal” results” — meaning the office treated the
white tester differently than the African-American
or Hispanic tester.34 While overall the testing
produced mostly “equal results,” some important
trends emerged. First, in every case where there
was an unequal result, the non-white tester was
African-American.35 Second, the “unequal” test
results were geographically concentrated. There
was a significantly higher percentage of unequal
tests results in the Sound Shore area of Westchester
32
WRO 2012 Fair Housing Testing Report: Fair Housing
in Westchester County?, at 3.
Westchester Residential Opportunities, Inc., WRO
33

Fair Housing Testing Report: Equity Housing in the Lower
Hudson Valley?, January 2011, 3, 10 (reporting findings of 111
paired testing of real-estate offices, management companies and
apartment complexes in Westchester, Rockland and Putnam
Counties between February 2009 and August 2010).
34
35

Id.
Id. at 10.
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County and in Rockland County.36 Third, most of
the discrimination found was subtle with the most
blatant unequal treatment exhibited by just one
management company.37 WRO’s 2012 testing report
expanded this study, focusing on a subset of the
“eligible communities” subject to the WestchesterHUD housing settlement (discussed further below).38
Of the 59 audit-based tests and 31 complaint-driven
tests, which primarily explored the practices of real
estate agencies, 40% were unequal.39
A 2004 paired testing study conducted on Long
Island by the Long Island Housing Services, Inc.
revealed similar patterns. There, 37 paired tests
were conducted by white and African-American
testers targeting real estate companies in the Towns
of Oyster Bay, North Hempstead, and Smithtown.
Long Island Housing Services reports that 46% of the
tests revealed less favorable treatment of AfricanAmerican testers than white. As in Hudson Valley, the
results varied significantly by town. For instance, in
Smithtown, 20% of the tests revealed less favorable
treatment for African-Americans when seeking
out rental listing, while 55.5% of the tests revealed
less favorable treatment for African-Americans
responding to a rental listing in Oyster Bay. Further,
in nearly all areas, the African-American testers were
treated less favorably at a higher rate when the tester
was seeking out a home for sale rather rental.
While these testing reports offer troubling
evidence that African-American residents are facing
discrimination, particularly at the hands of some
real estate agents, they fall short of offering regionwide conclusions about discriminatory patterns.
For instance, they do not help to understand the
experiences of the growing Latino population in
Eastern Long Island and other parts of the region.
Nor do these studies help to explain patterns of
discrimination based on familial, status, disability,
source of income, and other protected classes. In
addition, there were no available testing results
from a broad-based Connecticut study. Accordingly,
significantly expanded testing would be needed to
provide a clear snapshot of discrimination in the
region needed for both enforcement and public
awareness purposes.
Further, it should be noted that different testing
methodologies produce different results and that as
36
Id.
37
Id. at 17-18.
38
WRO, WRO 2012 Fair Housing Testing Report: Fair
Housing in Westchester County?, 2012, p. 5.
39
Id. at 6.

discrimination is buried further beneath the surface
investigatory methods need to adjust. For instance,
The Fair Housing Justice Center (FHJC), recently
explained how testing methodologies impact results
in its comparison of its own testing to that conducted
for Housing Discrimination Against Racial and Ethnic
Minorities 2012, the 2012 study of national housing
discrimination trends commissioned by HUD. The
2012 HUD study, which sampled online housing
listings focusing on discrimination at the initial inquiry
stage, made the following finding regarding AfricanAmerican renters in New York City: “Home seekers
encounter minimal variation in their experiences with
the New York rental market. There is no significant
difference in the number of units African-Americans
and whites either learn about or inspect, nor in
the financial variables.”40 However, FHJC, which
conducts testing and fair housing services in the
New York metro area, pointed out that these test
results are likely missing discriminatory practices.41
Indeed, FHJC’s testing, which is not limited to housing
listings on online sites nor to the initial inquiry
stage, has uncovered a great deal of discrimination
against African American renters in New York City.
As examples, FHJC highlighted the following cases,
among others:
•

FHJC v. 1777 Management LLC: This case
involved allegations of race and national origin
discrimination against African Americans and
Latinos at a 76-unit apartment building in
Midwood, Brooklyn. One “wrap-around test” was
conducted using five testers. African American
and Latino testers were lied to about available
apartments. A white tester was told about two
available apartments. The case was resolved
in 2011 for injunctive relief and a monetary
recovery of $100,000 for damages, attorney’s
fees and costs.

•

FHJC et al. v. Broadway Crescent Realty LLC
et al: This case involved allegations of race
discrimination against African Americans at a 72unit apartment building in Astoria, Queens. Four
paired tests were conducted. African American
testers were lied to about available apartments,
while white testers were told about and shown
available apartments. The case was resolved in
2011 for injunctive relief that applied to multiple

40
Freiberg, F., Racial Discrimination in Housing:
Underestimated and Overlooked, 2012, p. 1-4 (citing Housing
Discrimination Against Racial and Ethnic Minorities 2012 (HDS
2012), Appendix F, p.143).
41
Id.
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rental properties and a monetary recovery of
$341,000 for damages, attorney’s fees, and costs.
•

•

Lee v. Bais Seller Real Estate & Construction: This
case involved allegations of race discrimination
against African Americans by a small real
estate company based in Brooklyn that offered
properties for rent. Five paired tests were
conducted. African American testers were denied
service and provided no information about
available apartments, while white testers were
told about and, in some cases, shown available
apartments. The case was resolved in 2012 for
injunctive relief and a monetary recovery of
$50,000 for damages, attorney’s fees, and costs.
FHJC et al. v. Kara Realty LLC et al.: This case
involves allegations of race discrimination against
African Americans by the owners and managers
of 19 rental buildings in New York City. Two
paired tests and one wrap-around test were
conducted. African American testers were lied to
about available apartments, while white testers
were told about and shown available apartments.
The case was filed in 2013 and is still pending.42

In sum, testing has revealed the kinds of insidious
discrimination protected groups face in the region
but more testing by experienced testers with
sophisticated methods is needed to fully understand
the scale, scope, and types of discrimination in
the region. This testing is important for both
enforcement purposes and to raise awareness about
discriminatory practices.

iii. HOME MORTGAGE DISCLOSURE
ACT (HMDA) DATA

S

takeholders across the region pointed to
discrimination in lending and the impact of the
foreclosure crisis on communities of color as a
critical issue that needs to be addressed by the antidiscrimination enforcement system. Indeed, studies
show wide-spread racial disparities in mortgage
default patterns in the region. A 2012 report from the
New Economy Project found that “two-thirds of the
90-day pre-foreclosure notices (66%) in New York City
were sent to homeowners in communities of color.”43

Further, with the economic downturn, access to
42
Id. at 5-6.
43
NEDAP (New Economy Project), Foreclosures in New
York, What’s Really Going On, Jan. 2012, p. 2.

Fair housing cases filed with HUD or the
Westchester Human Rights Commission between
2009 – 2013
Alleging discrimination on bases covered by the Fair
Housing Act in Westchester County

Bases of
Discrimination
Race/Color
National Origin
Religion
Sex
Disability
Familial Status
Retaliation

# of Cases
Alleging
Bases
19
15
3
7
70
15
5

Total

% of Total
Cases
15.57%
12.30%
2.46%
5.74%
57.38%
12.29%
4.10%
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Figure lx. Fair Housing cases filed with HUD or the
Westchester Human Rights Commission between 20092013

prime, conventional mortgage lending has declined
significantly more for communities of color than for
white communities. An analysis of lending patterns in
seven key metropolitan areas: Boston, MA; Charlotte,
NC; Chicago, IL; Cleveland, OH; Los Angeles, CA; New
York, NY; and Rochester, NY between 2006 and 2008
revealed:
•

Prime lending in communities of color decreased
by 60.3 percent, compared to 28.4 percent in
predominantly white neighborhoods.

•

Prime refinance lending declined by 66.4 percent
in neighborhoods of color, and by 13.9 percent in
predominantly white areas.

•

The overall share of prime refinance loans made
to communities of color shrank by 35 percent,
whereas the share made to predominantly white
communities increased by 11 percent.

•

Prime refinance lending by the country’s four
largest banks – Bank of America, Citigroup,
JPMorgan Chase, and Wells Fargo – to
predominantly white communities collectively
increased by 32 percent, whereas prime
refinance lending to communities of color
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declined by 33 percent. 44
An analysis of the Home Mortgage Disclosure Act
(HMDA) data for the Consortium planning area also
showed disparate access to conventional lending in
the region.
Shining a spotlight on New York City, the New
Economy Project recently released maps of
convention home purchase lending in the five
boroughs included below. This analysis found
“New Yorkers who live in predominantly white
neighborhoods on average receive twice as many
conventional home purchase loans as New Yorkers
who live in predominantly African-American or
Latino neighborhoods, for every 100 owner-occupied
housing units in the neighborhood.”45

44
California Reinvestment Coalition et al.. Paying
More for the American Dream IV The Decline of Prime Mortgage
Lending in Communities of Color, Executive Summary, May 2010.
New Economy Project, Maps Reveal Stark Inequities
45

in Mortgage Lending Based on Race in NYC, Jan. 29, 2014.
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Figure lxi. Map of Conventional Home Purchase Lending, NYC
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FAIR HOUSING ANTI-DISCRIMINATION
INFRASTRUCTURE
The anti-discrimination infrastructure that identifies
and roots out discrimination in the region is made
up of several critical components: (1) laws that ban
discrimination; (2) private organizations that assess,
educate the public about, and help individuals
combat discriminatory practices; and (3) federal,
state, county, and local governmental actors that
are charged with investigating and addressing acts
of discrimination. There is considerable room for
improvement in each of these components of the
system.

sexual orientation, disability, marital status,
partnership status, lawful occupation, family status,
or lawful source of income.50
Numerous other counties and cities have passed local
fair housing laws covering discrimination beyond the
Fair Housing Act. The discrimination ban that many
advocates and stakeholders discussed as critically
important to advancing fair housing goals, but
missing in many parts of the region, is the protection
against source of income discrimination. The State
of Connecticut, New York City, Nassau County, and
Westchester County have such a ban, but the other
parts of the region do not.

FAIR HOUSING LAWS
An understanding of fair housing laws governing the
region begins with the federal Fair Housing Act. The
Fair Housing protects against discrimination in the
sale and rental of housing, and in other housingrelated transactions and services based on race,
color, national origin, religion, sex, familial status, and
disability.46
In the region there are several other fair housing
laws governing public and private actors. Both New
York State and Connecticut have laws that expand
the coverage of the federal law. The New York State
Human Rights Law covers the federal protected
classes as well as creed, age, sexual orientation,
marital status, and military status.47 The Connecticut
Human Rights and Opportunities Act covers the
federal protected classes plus ancestry, marital status,
source of income, age, sexual orientation, and gender
identity or expression.48 The Connecticut Constitution
additionally provides that “No person shall be denied
the equal protection of the law nor be subjected
to segregation or discrimination in the exercise or
enjoyment of his civil or political rights because of
religion, race, color, ancestry or national origin.”49
Several cities and counties, particularly in New
York, have further expanded the classes protected
against housing discrimination. The New York City
Human Rights Law, for instance, protects against
discrimination on the basis of race, color, creed, age,
national origin, alienage or citizenship status, gender
(including gender identity and sexual harassment),
46
42 U.S.C. §§ 3601-3619.
47
NYS Executive Law, Article 15 Human Rights Law, §
296.
48
Connecticut Human Rights and Opportunities Act,
Conn. Gen. State, §§ 46a-51 et seq.
49
Conn. Constitution Art. I, § 20.

50

New York City Admin. Code § 8-107(5).
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First-Lien Loan Denial Rates for 1-4 Unit Applications
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009

County

Race

Rockland

White

10.4%

12.5%

13.2%

14.8%

20.6%

American
Hispanic
Asian
Other
Not Reported

18.5%
18.1%
11.3%
18.2%
22.1%

25.4%
21.9%
11.6%
6.7%
18.1%

29.7%
25.7%
14.4%
20.0%
19.2%

33.5%
30.2%
14.7%
36.4%
25.0%

White

10.7%

11.6%

11.7%

American
Hispanic
Asian
Other
Not Reported

21.8%
14.5%
11.4%
7.1%
16.6%

26.1%
23.6%
12.2%
25.0%
16.9%

White

17.3%

American
Hispanic
Asian
Other
Not Reported

Westchester

Bronx

New York

Kings

Queens

2010

2011

2012

20.3%

15.2%

16.7%

21.1%

34.6%
30.1%
14.7%
50.0%
20.9%

21.6%
26.4%
14.6%
0.0%
17.7%

29.4%
26.8%
15.0%
0.0%
14.6%

31.3%
27.6%
30.5%
0.0%
19.5%

34.3%
27.9%
21.1%
0.0%
17.1%

12.4%

16.3%

16.6%

14.7%

15.2%

13.6%

32.5%
27.0%
15.1%
41.4%
19.8%

36.9%
30.9%
15.7%
21.4%
17.6%

32.1%
24.5%
17.9%
33.3%
19.6%

32.7%
27.2%
17.1%
50.0%
18.6%

34.2%
21.4%
16.5%
12.5%
16.9%

28.3%
26.5%
16.4%
0.0%
16.4%

33.9%
15.9%
16.2%
0.0%
15.3%

18.9%

25.3%

24.2%

27.8%

25.3%

24.2%

20.0%

21.7%

25.0%
22.2%
23.4%
33.3%
32.0%

28.1%
26.0%
22.7%
32.7%
38.2%

35.1%
33.6%
27.9%
44.4%
33.4%

42.6%
35.9%
31.8%
41.7%
37.0%

38.9%
38.8%
33.5%
45.5%
34.8%

34.2%
38.2%
31.2%
60.0%
33.7%

36.8%
32.5%
32.2%
50.0%
29.7%

34.5%
30.1%
28.6%
0.0%
33.7%

31.5%
29.6%
25.8%
33.3%
37.3%

White

14.6%

14.9%

15.6%

16.2%

25.2%

21.7%

17.0%

16.0%

16.0%

American
Hispanic
Asian
Other
Not Reported

24.6%
20.5%
13.3%
20.6%
15.6%

33.3%
23.9%
16.5%
24.0%
18.5%

29.0%
22.6%
16.9%
10.0%
19.2%

27.9%
22.9%
17.9%
27.6%
15.6%

37.8%
33.2%
25.7%
29.4%
24.3%

48.8%
31.4%
25.5%
35.3%
24.3%

34.9%
27.1%
16.7%
0.0%
18.5%

32.5%
22.8%
20.7%
40.0%
16.6%

35.5%
21.9%
18.6%
26.7%
13.9%

White

16.3%

18.5%

21.2%

22.0%

27.4%

24.7%

20.7%

18.8%

19.6%

American
Hispanic
Asian
Other
Not Reported

25.4%
21.4%
14.6%
23.3%
29.6%

31.7%
26.8%
19.0%
18.8%
31.3%

37.8%
32.3%
22.7%
38.1%
34.2%

48.3%
39.9%
20.7%
51.4%
34.0%

40.4%
35.9%
21.9%
40.0%
30.9%

35.0%
32.7%
15.4%
44.4%
31.4%

32.4%
30.7%
17.4%
28.0%
24.6%

29.1%
29.8%
20.1%
36.4%
20.6%

31.1%
30.9%
19.7%
17.6%
19.4%

White

14.5%

17.3%

21.5%

22.1%

23.8%

22.1%

19.9%

19.2%

21.2%
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Richmond

Suffolk

Nassau

Fairfield

New Haven

AfricanAmerican
Hispanic
Asian
Other
Not Reported

23.0%

27.8%

37.2%

46.3%

38.3%

31.1%

25.3%

27.2%

28.0%

21.7%
16.4%
26.4%
23.8%

27.2%
20.0%
26.6%
27.5%

32.1%
24.3%
33.2%
33.6%

37.7%
25.4%
45.5%
34.3%

33.2%
25.8%
37.9%
30.3%

33.1%
19.4%
16.3%
30.8%

32.2%
21.0%
32.7%
27.1%

24.9%
21.4%
20.8%
27.0%

31.1%
22.2%
41.9%
23.7%

White

14.7%

16.6%

19.0%

19.3%

18.5%

17.1%

16.1%

16.9%

15.2%

American
Hispanic
Asian
Other
Not Reported

23.7%
21.1%
14.5%
10.7%
21.4%

27.8%
22.4%
14.5%
18.2%
21.3%

38.5%
26.5%
18.4%
38.5%
26.8%

39.6%
27.5%
20.2%
11.1%
30.1%

36.0%
27.1%
21.6%
57.1%
29.4%

27.2%
20.9%
12.2%
0.0%
22.8%

31.4%
26.4%
12.0%
12.5%
26.1%

25.2%
21.9%
15.4%
7.7%
25.5%

30.1%
19.9%
24.7%
25.0%
23.7%

White

12.5%

14.1%

15.7%

18.8%

18.2%

14.4%

14.2%

13.9%

14.1%

American
Hispanic
Asian
Other
Not Reported

21.4%
17.4%
16.0%
18.3%
21.6%

30.0%
21.7%
17.3%
42.2%
24.1%

34.0%
27.4%
21.8%
25.6%
24.9%

44.0%
35.2%
25.0%
28.8%
31.6%

37.8%
31.4%
23.9%
32.1%
23.9%

26.4%
26.5%
18.2%
26.9%
19.9%

25.7%
28.4%
19.6%
40.0%
19.2%

24.5%
26.2%
19.9%
16.7%
17.9%

27.9%
24.5%
20.0%
14.3%
17.4%

White

10.9%

13.6%

15.6%

16.8%

17.5%

14.9%

13.7%

12.9%

12.8%

American
Hispanic
Asian
Other
Not Reported

20.0%
17.7%
14.8%
16.9%
18.6%

26.6%
22.9%
15.8%
27.8%
22.1%

34.1%
28.6%
20.8%
36.5%
27.2%

42.8%
34.2%
22.0%
31.6%
28.6%

37.0%
32.2%
21.7%
33.3%
23.4%

28.5%
23.5%
15.2%
16.7%
21.1%

28.1%
24.4%
17.5%
19.0%
22.2%

31.0%
24.6%
17.9%
16.7%
21.5%

29.4%
23.2%
18.1%
18.5%
21.8%

9.5%

12.1%

11.6%

11.4%

13.2%

11.7%

10.9%

10.3%

11.0%

American
Hispanic
Asian
Other
Not Reported

21.7%
22.1%
10.9%
14.0%
15.7%

24.7%
26.1%
14.9%
27.1%
20.3%

28.4%
27.8%
14.7%
12.5%
19.6%

32.3%
30.8%
15.2%
21.7%
18.0%

28.7%
27.9%
15.6%
23.5%
14.1%

22.2%
21.6%
14.9%
25.0%
13.6%

25.3%
23.0%
13.7%
42.9%
15.5%

31.9%
22.4%
15.1%
50.0%
12.1%

24.3%
25.1%
14.0%
20.0%
25.4%

White

10.8%

11.3%

12.8%

12.7%

13.8%

12.6%

12.7%

13.4%

11.7%

American
Hispanic
Asian
Other
Not Reported

21.5%
21.8%
12.4%
14.3%
21.2%

25.6%
23.1%
12.9%
26.3%
25.5%

29.9%
27.5%
12.5%
21.9%
23.9%

32.2%
26.9%
13.6%
21.4%
23.3%

29.8%
28.0%
18.1%
29.4%
19.2%

23.3%
20.6%
18.3%
25.0%
17.5%

22.3%
25.7%
18.9%
18.2%
18.7%

22.3%
24.9%
15.3%
19.0%
18.7%

22.1%
18.6%
11.5%
31.6%
17.4%

White

Figure lxii. Home Mortgage Disclosure Act Data
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PRIVATE FAIR HOUSING ORGANIZATIONS
Actualizing these anti-discrimination rights requires
expert private and public organizations assessing
where unlawful discrimination is taking place and
challenging that discriminatory conduct through
legal challenges. Through the Fair Housing Initiatives
Program (FHIP), HUD funds non-profit agencies and
legal services organizations to investigate claims
of discrimination, often through testing, and assist
aggrieved individuals with administrative claims.51
These FHIP organizations also conduct fair housing
outreach and education. In fiscal year 2013, seven
FHIP agencies in the region received HUD funding.
They include South Brooklyn Legal Services, Inc.;
Long Island Housing Services, Inc.; Fair Housing
Justice Center, Inc.; Legal Services NYC; LSNY Bronx
Corp.; and Brooklyn Legal Services in New York. In
Connecticut, there is only one FHIP agency for the
state: the Connecticut Fair Housing Center.
In addition to the organizations currently funded as
FHIPs, there are many organizations in the region
focused on assisting individuals and families who
have been discriminated against. These organizations
also raise awareness about fair housing rights and
advance policies to further fair housing goals. They
include advocacy groups, grassroots organizations,
legal services organizations, and many others. Many
of these groups participated in the developed of the
FHEA through the Advisory Committee and through
the public workshops.
Unfortunately, funding for such fair housing
organizations is unstable.52 There are limited funding
sources beyond the FHIP program. Further, the
FHIP program is a competitive grant program with a
budget that has faced significant cuts in recent years.
As a result, while some organizations are funded
for a three-year cycle, others receive FHIP funding
for just a year and may lose that funding the next
year. Several New York-based organizations that
have received FHIP funds in the past spoke about
how the erratic nature of the funding disrupts their
fair housing work. Many also noted that the funding
levels, which are the same across the country, are
low, especially in this region where costs of doing
business are high and the needs are great. Better and
more stable support is needed to ensure that these
locally-based organizations can effectively identify
and help residents address discriminatory practices.
51
52

See Study of the Fair Housing Initiatives Program, at ix.
See id. at x.

PUBLIC FAIR HOUSING ENFORCEMENT
AGENCIES
HUD also funds state and local agencies that
enforce fair housing laws that are “substantially
equivalent” to the Fair Housing Act through the
Fair Housing Assistance Program (FHAP). There are
four FHAP entities within the Consortium region.
The Connecticut Commission on Human Rights and
Opportunities (CHRO) covers the entire state of
Connecticut. The CHRO investigates and responds
to complaints of discrimination and pursues legal
actions in administrative and judicial proceedings to
challenge discrimination. In New York State, two local
entities are deemed “substantially equivalent” and
process complaints of discrimination: The Rockland
County Commission on Human Rights (Rockland
County CHR) and the Westchester County Human
Rights Commission (Westchester County HRC). The
New York State Division of Human Rights (NYSDHR)
covers the rest of the region, including Long Island
and New York City. NYSDHR investigates complaints
of discrimination and determines whether there
is probable cause to believe discrimination has
occurred. Where there is probable cause, NYSDHR
will present the case to an Administrative Law Judge
and where discrimination is found the Commissioner
will issue an order.53 In addition to NYSDHR, the New
York State Attorney General is authorized to bring
actions to challenge violations of the fair housing
laws.
Several stakeholders with whom the Consortium
consulted expressed concern about the fair housing
complaint handling capacities in the region, especially
at the county-level FHAP entities. ERASE Racism’s
2008 Racial Equity Report Card: Fair Housing on Long
Island report also reflected these concerns. It found
that “NYSDHR has a very low rate of meeting the
statutory deadlines for all aspects of investigations
and prosecution of complaints in regard to fair
housing laws and a lack of documented attempts to
conciliate.”54 Other stakeholders expressed concern
that complaints, especially complaints alleging
race discrimination and those alleging a pattern
and practice of discrimination, are not effectively
investigated and resolved and that the FHAP
agencies need more training and staff capacity to
meaningful respond to discrimination complaints.
Further exploration is needed to assess these
53
See New York State Division of Human Rights,
How to File a Complaint, http://www.dhr.ny.gov/how-filecomplaint.
54
ERASE Racism, The Racial Equity Report Card: Fair
Housing on Long Island, 2008, p. 5.
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concerns, including an analysis of the capacity of
FHAP staff, the impact of the appointment process
for Commissioners, the timeliness of their complaint
handling, the thoroughness of their investigation
procedures, and adequacy of complaint resolution.

by the defendants.”57
•

Following an 11-day bench trial, the court issued
its decision on December 6, 2013, finding the
Village of Garden City in violation of the Fair
Housing Act and other civil rights laws. The
court considered the testimony of the expert
demographer who opined that the zoning change
disproportionately affected minority residents
and the evidence that the town changed its
zoning plan to one that effectively blocked the
development of affordable housing on the site
after the public objected, which, the court found,
represented racial animus by at least some
residents.58 Based on these and other findings,
the court held that “discrimination played a
determinative role” in Garden City’s zoning
decision.59 In addition, the court found the zoning
plan perpetuated racial segregation and thus
had an illegal disparate impact based on race in
violation of the Fair Housing Act.60

•

U.S. ex rel. Anti-Discrimination Center v. Westchester
County: In 2006, the Anti-Discrimination Center

In addition the FHAP entities, numerous local entities
have some form of fair housing complaint handling
mechanism. Nassau County, for instance, amended its
county-level fair housing law in 2006, creating a local
fair housing enforcement system that allows victims
of housing discrimination to file complaints with the
Nassau County Commission on Human Rights and
have their complaint investigated and prosecuted
at the local level.55 The New York City Human Rights
Commission also responds to complaints and
enforces the New York City Human Rights Law.

FAIR HOUSING ENFORCEMENT ACTIONS
In addition to the sampling of cases summarized
above, there are a handful of high profile fair housing
enforcement actions in the region that help to
highlight discriminatory practices and how the fair
housing infrastructure can work to root them out.
•

ACORN et al. v. Nassau County and the
Village of Garden City: In 2005, the New York
Association of Community Organizations for
Reform Now (ACORN) and several individual
plaintiffs, later joined by New York ACORN
Housing Co. Inc. (NYAHC)56 and represented by
the Lawyers Committee for Civil Rights, Law
Offices of Frederick K. Brewington, and the law
firm of Hogan & Hartson, filed a fair housing
action against the Village of Garden City and
the Garden City Board of Trustees as well as
the County of Nassau. The complaint alleged
that the defendants violated the federal Fair
Housing Act, the Equal Protection Clause of the
14th Amendment, and other civil rights laws by
“discriminatorily rezon[ing] two parcels of Nassau
County-owned land that were located in Garden
City to prevent the building of low and middleincome housing on that site. The Plaintiffs further
allege that this decision was part of a longstanding racially discriminatory policy maintained

55
Nassau County Admin. Code § 21-9.7.
56
In 2010, ACORN disbanded, New York Communities
for Changes intervened in the case, and NYHAC changed its
name to Mhany Management Co. See 270 F.R.D. 123 (E.D.N.Y.
2010).

(ADC), joined by Relman, Dane, and Colfax, PLLC,
sued the County of Westchester, claiming the
County had received $52 million in HUD and
other government funds after falsely certifying
that it had complied with its obligation to
affirmatively further fair housing (AFFH), in
violation of the False Claims Act. ADC alleged
that the County, among other things, failed to
consider race-based impediments to fair housing
choice and identify and take steps to overcome
impediments. The district court denied the
County’s motion to dismiss in 2007, finding that
an interpretation of the AFFH obligations that
excludes consideration of race would be an
“absurd result.”61 In February 2009, the court
granted partial summary judgment for ADC,
holding that the County had falsely certified
compliance with its AFFH obligations by failing
to analyze race in conducting its Analysis of
Impediments.62
57
MHANY Management et al. v. Incorporated Village of
Garden City et al., Memorandum of Decision and Order 05-CV2301 (Dec 6, 2013).
58
See id. at 34-41.
59
Id. at 52.
60
Id. at 60.
Anti-Discrimination Center v. Westchester County
61
, 495 F. Supp. 2d 375 (S.D.N.Y. 2007)
Anti-Discrimination Center v. Westchester County,
62
2009 WL 455269, at *16 (S.D.N.Y. Feb. 24, 2009).
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•

Shortly thereafter, the U.S. Department of
Justice, representing HUD, intervened in the
case, and entered into a $62.5 million settlement
agreement with the County. In the agreement,
the County committed to expend a total of $51.6
million to “ensure the development” of 750
new affordable housing units in municipalities
with little racial and ethnic diversity, at least
50% of which must be low-income rental units
and no more than 25% of which may be agerestricted senior units. The County is also
obligated to undertake other actions, including
revision of its Analysis of Impediments to
Fair Housing; fair housing outreach; targeted
marketing; and promotion of legislation to ban
“source of income” discrimination. The County
agreed to use all available means to achieve the
settlement goals, including taking all appropriate
actions necessary to ensure the cooperation
of municipalities. The implementation of the
settlement, which has been overseen by a courtappointed Monitor, has been the center of much
attention and controversy.

•

Vargas v. Town of Smithtown: In 2007, individuals
represented by the Lawyers Committee for Civil
Rights sued the Town of Smithtown, NY alleging
that the Town’s use of a residency preference
in administering its Section 8 Housing Voucher
Program violated the Fair Housing Act, the Equal
Protection Clause of the 14th Amendment, and
other civil rights laws. The plaintiffs alleged
that Smithtown’s policy to give a preference to
applicants for Section 8 vouchers who lived or
worked in Smithtown had a disparate impact
on minorities. Further, they alleged that the
program was administered in an intentionally
discriminatory manner because the preference
functioned as a residency requirement,
prevented African American and Latino applicants
from being considered for Smithtown Section
8 vouchers, and blocked the reopening of the
Section 8 waiting lists when they grew to be
predominantly minority.63

•

In 2009, the parties filed, and the court
approved, a settlement agreement in this suit.
The agreement required Smithtown to pay
$925,000 for damages to the named plaintiffs
and the proposed class members – “African
American and Hispanic individuals who do not

63
Vargas v. Smithtown, Class Action Complaint, CV 07
5202 (Dec. 13, 2007 E.D.N.Y).

live or work in Smithtown, New York and who
applied to the Smithtown Section 8 Voucher
Program in 2002 or 2006 when the waitlist
opened and who subsequently were or would
have been determined not eligible for the
Program because they did not live or work in
Smithtown.” Smithtown also agreed to modify
its Section 8 voucher administration. It must
continue to examine and adjust the residency
preference when the wait list is open to ensure
that the residency preference does not result in
a selection rate for minority applicants that is
less than four-fifths of what the selection rate for
African American and Hispanic applicants would
be without the residency preference.64
•

Commission on Human Rights & Opportunities
v. Sullivan Associates: In 1999, the Connecticut
Commission on Human Rights & Opportunities,
representing two tenants, challenged a landlord’s
refusal to accept rental applications under the
Connecticut state law that prohibits landlords
from refusing to rent or offering different terms,
conditions, or privileges based on “lawful source
of income.”65 The landlord, Sullivan Associates,
had denied applications from two Section
8 recipients, citing their failure to meet the
minimum income requirements, and noting
that the required security deposit exceeded
the maximum allowed by Section 8. The court
rejected these arguments. It noted that the
law makes landlord participation in Section 8
mandatory, and found allowing landlords to
reject applications based on objection to the
Section 8 lease would undermine the source of
income law. However, the court did not address
whether Sullivan could lawfully reject the tenants
under the exception in the Connecticut law that
states that the law “shall not prohibit the denial
of full and equal accommodations solely on
the basis of insufficient income.” Nonetheless,
in a second case against the same landlord
in 2008, the court addressed the question of
whether rejections of Section 8 tenants based on
“insufficient income, bad credit, or bad attitude”
were non-discriminatory reasons. In that case,
the court rejected the landlord’s argument
finding that Sullivan failed to prove it would
have denied the applicants if they had not been

64
Vargas v. Smithtown, Stipulation of Settlement and
Consent Decree, 07-CV-5202 (March 4, 2009 E.D.N.Y)
65
Commission on Human Rights & Opportunities v.
Sullivan Assocs., 250 Conn. 763 (1999) (Sullivan I).
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fully articulate the goals that AFFH must advance.
In addition, HUD has never provided data to
grantees to help frame their analysis, and AIs are
not regularly submitted to HUD for review.71

Section 8 voucher holders.66

Analyses of Impediments
Another important element of the region’s
fair housing infrastructure is the fair housing
planning processes required of states, entitlement
jurisdictions, and county consortia that receive
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) and
other HUD formula funding.67 These obligations,
which are imposed by the Housing and Community
Development Act of 1974, extend from the Fair
Housing Act mandate that HUD and other federal
agencies administer their programs relating to
housing and urban development “in a manner
affirmatively to further the purposes” of the Fair
Housing Act.68 The primary obligation placed on block
grant recipients is to sign a certification that they will
“affirmatively further fair housing,” meaning they
will undertake an analysis to identify impediments to
fair housing choice (AI), take appropriate actions to
overcome the effects of any impediments, and keep
records on such efforts.69 The AI, according to HUD,
“covers public and private policies, practices, and
procedures affecting housing choice. Impediments
to fair housing choice are defined as any actions,
omissions, or decisions that restrict, or have the
effect of restricting, the availability of housing
choices, based on race, color, religion, sex, disability,
familial status, or national origin.”70
Unfortunately, these mandates do not often
produce deep analyses of the underlying causes of
segregation and very rarely result in changes in policy
and investment. Indeed, in its recently released
proposed rule to reform the AFFH obligations, HUD
acknowledged that:
[T]he AI process can be a more meaningful tool to
integrate fair housing into program participants’
planning efforts. HUD’s Fair Housing Planning
Guide (Planning Guide), a document issued in
1996, provides extensive suggestions but does not
66
Commission on Human Rights & Opportunities v.
Sullivan Assocs., 285 Conn. 208 (2008) (Sullivan II).
67
These obligations are placed on recipients of
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG), HOME
Investment Partnerships (HOME), Emergency Solutions Grants
(ESG), and Housing Opportunities for Persons With AIDS
(HOPWA) formula funding.
Fair Housing Act, § 808(d); 42 U.S.C. § 3608(d).
68
69
See 24 CFR 91.225(a)(1), 91.325(a)(1).
70
HUD, Promoting Fair Housing, available at http://

portal.hud.gov/hudportal/HUD?src=/program_offices/
fair_housing_equal_opp/promotingfh.

Further, fair housing organizations and other
stakeholders with which the Consortium conferred
were very critical of the AI processes in the region
because they have not changed local policies or
practices in a manner that would advance fair
housing. Several also expressed concern about basing
any FHEA findings on the conclusions of the local
AIs. In light of these shortfalls, the AIs are not used
to draw conclusions about fair housing barriers or
solutions for the purposes of the FHEA, but overall
help to confirm the findings and recommendations of
the FHEA and, more importantly, to highlight how the
fair housing planning process could be more effective.
Of the 27 states, entitlement jurisdictions, and county
consortia in the region that are required by HUD to
have an AI, all but four Connecticut towns have an
AI available. While most have been revised in the
last five years – HUD’s recommended timeframe for
revision72– five of those AIs were produced before
2009 and need to be updated. The 23 AIs vary
considerably in thoroughness and approach. Most
rely heavily on census data, housing needs data,
complaints filed with FHAPs and HUD, testing data
from FHIPs where it is available, and HMDA data
to draw basic conclusions about segregation and
discrimination patterns.
To the extent the AIs make findings about
contributing causes to segregation and opportunity
disparities, at a high level, they echo the findings of
the FHEA. The most cited impediments to housing
choice included in the AIs are (1) lack of affordable
housing, (2) discrimination in the rental, ownership,
and lending markets, (3) zoning and land use barriers,
(4) lack of fair housing awareness, and (5) NIMBYism
or resistance to affordable housing.
However, very few AIs include a sufficiently deep
level of analysis to identify the specific public
policies, practices, and investments that fuel
these impediments. Worse, they generally fail
to include concrete, measureable actions that
would meaningfully address these impediments.
For AIs or other fair housing-related plans to be
meaningful components of the anti-discrimination
infrastructure, they must be developed through data71
72

78 F.R. 43713, July 19, 2013.
HUD, Fair Housing Planning Guide Vol. 1, 1996, 2-6.
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driven, community-based, action-oriented planning
processes that influence investment and policy
decision-making.
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Appendix B: New YorkConnecticut Fair Housing and
Equity Assessment (FHEA)
Advisory Committee Report &
Strategy Recommendations
i. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

•

Long Island Community Foundation

FHEA ADVISORY COMMITTEE

•

Long Island Housing Partnership

iverse stakeholder groups were invited by the
NY-CT Consortium to participate in the Fair
Housing and Equity Assessment (FHEA) Advisory
Committee to provide input on the FHEA and develop
policy and strategy recommendations to address the
segregation patterns and opportunity disparities in
the New York-Connecticut region.

•

Long Island Housing Services, Inc.

•

Make the Road New York

•

New Economy Project

•

New Neighborhoods, Inc.

The members of the Advisory Committee are:

•

New York Communities for Change

•

Open Communities Alliance

•

Partnership for Strong Communities

•

Westchester Community Foundation

•

Westchester Residential Opportunities

D

•

Bridgeport Neighborhood Trust

•

Center for Popular Democracy

•

Charter Oak Communities

•

Community Development Corporation of Long
Island

•

Community Housing Innovations

•

Community Voices Heard

•

Enterprise Community Partners

•

ERASE Racism

•

Fair Housing Justice Center

•

Groundwork Hudson Valley

•

Local Initiatives Support Corporation (LISC)

•

Long Island Builders Institute

In addition, the following members of the Consortium
and other public entities joined the Advisory
Committee discussions and deliberations but were
not decision-makers in the development of the
recommendations:
•

City of Bridgeport

•

City of White Plains

•

Greater Bridgeport Regional Council

•

Nassau County

•

New York City

•

New York Metropolitan Transportation Council
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•

New York State

•

Regional Plan Association

•

South Western Regional Planning Agency

•

Suffolk County

In addition, local experts in the fields of affordable
housing development and fair housing assisted
the advisory committee. In particular, the Advisory
Committee conferred with Felix Ciampa of the
Urban Land Institute and Jon Vogel of Avalon Bay
Communities provided technical assistance regarding
inclusionary housing policies and development
issues.
Between October 2013 and February 2014, the
Advisory Committee met as a full committee twice
in person and twice by phone and participated
in dozens of smaller conference call sessions and
through written correspondence to provide input
on the FHEA analysis and action planning. As its
primary task, the Advisory Committee reviewed
available relevant data and information and
engaged in extensive discussions to develop strategy
recommendations to address the fair housing
impediments in the region.

demand additional resources or shifting limited funds
from other governmental programs. Nonetheless, by
setting forth the strategies below, the Committee is
recommending how governmental resources should
be targeted to address the dramatic inequities in the
region and to advance fair housing.
As an overview of the strategy recommendations,
the issue areas and brief summaries of the priority
strategies are set forth here. Please note that these
are only summaries and the full strategy details
agreed to by the Advisory Committee are included in
the charts below.
Section I. Strategies to strengthen the antidiscrimination investigation and enforcement system
•

Increased federal, state, and local funding for
strategic fair housing enforcement testing;

•

Adoption and enforcement of state, county, and
local “source of income” anti-discrimination laws;

•

Assessment by HUD of “substantially equivalent”
entities to ensure meaningful investigation and
enforcement of fair housing complaints;

•

Use of the State Attorney General and other state
enforcement agencies to bring legal actions to
address fair housing violations;

•

Use of state authority and resources to
investigate real estate licensees accused of
fair housing violations and make public such
accusations;

•

State and local legislative action to requires
condominiums and cooperatives to disclose their
reasons for rejecting applications;

•

HUD enforcement of affirmatively furthering fair
housing obligations.

FHEA STRATEGY RECOMMENDATIONS

T

he strategy recommendations developed by the
Advisory Committee aim to address the most
critical underlying causes of segregation and racial
and ethnic disparities in access to opportunity in the
region. The complete strategy recommendations
agreed upon by the Advisory Committee are set
forth in the charts in the Strategy Recommendations
section below. These strategies are organized by
issue area, and within each issue area, are separated
into higher-priority strategies and lower-priority
strategies.
With such a large and complex region it was not
possible to make strategy recommendations
specific to every neighborhood, jurisdiction, or even
county in the region. Instead, as the charts below
demonstrate, the Advisory Committee recommends
strategies linked with the level of government
that is responsible for implementing each strategy
and the type of neighborhood as identified in the
neighborhood typology grid for which each strategy
is appropriate. In addition, the Committee recognizes
that actions that require financial support may

Section II. Strategies to enhance the engagement of
low-income people and underrepresented racial and
ethnic minorities in local and regional planning
•

Funding for, and implementation of, state,
county, local jurisdiction, and Metropolitan
Planning Organizations (MPOs) partnerships with
community-based organizations to educate and
engage members of low-income communities in
housing-related decision-making;
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•

Development of and commitment to community
engagement best practices.

Section III: Strategies to promote investment in and
revitalization of Racially/Ethnically Concentrated
Areas of Poverty (R/ECAPs) and high-poverty
communities while protecting against displacement
•

Investment by transportation operators/service
providers, counties, and local jurisdictions in
equitable transit-oriented investment (ETOD)
with mixed-income housing, including verylow and extremely-low income housing, where
conditions suggest ETOD investment will improve
neighborhood conditions and foster mixedincome neighborhoods;

•

Extension, strengthening, and expansion of the
New York State rent control and stabilization
laws;

•

Increased federal, state, and local resources for
rehabilitation of existing, occupied extremely-low
income housing, especially public housing;

•

Investment in redevelopment of public housing
to replace existing units with new housing in
mixed-income settings while preserving or
expanding the number of extremely-low income
units;

•

Investment in and administration of local job
training and job placement services;

•

Adoption and enforcement of local income-based
hiring preferences and living wage requirements;

•

Increased support for code enforcement;

•

Adoption and enforcement of local mandatory
inclusionary housing ordinances;

•

Preservation of affordable housing by local
jurisdictions when affordability requirements are
expiring;

•

Additional investments in transportation services
that connect local residents to job centers.

Section IV. Strategies to promote new affordable
housing in high-opportunity areas
•

Adoption of a New York State builder’s remedy

law modeled after Connecticut General Statute
Sec. 8-30g and Massachusetts 40B as well as
other state incentive programs to promote the
development of new affordable housing in highopportunity areas;
•

Collaborative efforts to build community support
for affordable housing development;

•

Assessment and strengthening of the Long Island
Workforce Housing Act;

•

Increased state and federal funding for
extremely-low- and very-low-income housing
development;

•

Increased state and county funding for
infrastructure investments to ensure appropriate
sites are prepared for greater density of
affordable multifamily housing;

•

Adoption and enforcement of local mandatory
inclusionary housing ordinances;

•

Conditioning local jurisdictions’ receipt of county
and state competitive funds on municipal actions
to overcome zoning barriers and promote
affordable housing.

Section V. Strategies to ensure that underrepresented
racial and ethnic minorities, low-income families, and
other protected groups have access to affordable
housing in high-opportunity areas
•

State, local, and county enforcement of
affirmative marketing and mobility counseling
requirements;

•

Region-wide marketing and coordinating listings
of housing openings;

•

Elimination of the use of discriminatory local
preferences for housing;

Section VI. Strategies to stabilize housing
opportunities for middle and moderate-income
families
•

State and federal investigation and enforcement
to address redlining, steering, predatory lending,
and other discriminatory lending practices;

•

Creation by the U.S. Department of Housing
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and Urban Development (HUD) and the U.S.
Consumer Financial Protection Bureau (CFPB) of
a database of mortgage defaults and foreclosures
as required by Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform
and Consumer Protection Act;
•

Investment in and administration of foreclosure
prevention counseling.

Section VII: Strategies to advance regional
approaches to affordable housing
•

Creation of a roundtable of jurisdictions,
practitioners, developers, organizers and
membership organizations, advocates, attorneys,
and business leaders to share best practices
across the region.

Section VIII: Strategies to ensure regional
infrastructure planning and investments incorporate
equity considerations
•

Requirement imposed by U.S Department of
Transportation on MPOs to consider state and
municipal housing plans in developing regional
transportation and other plans and document
how proposed investments and services would
impact the objectives of local housing plans;

•

Reduced transportation fares;

•

Increased access to job centers through strategic
transportation investments by MPOs.

As used in these summaries and the strategy
recommendations below, the term affordable housing
means housing affordable to families at or below 80
percent of Area Medium Income (AMI); low-income
refers to families at or below 80 percent of AMI;
very-low-income refers to families at or below 50
percent of AMI; and extremely-low-income refers to
families at or below 30 percent of AMI. Further, the
term “underrepresented racial and ethnic minorities”
refers to African American, Latino, Asian, and Native
American people.

STRATEGY RECOMMENDATIONS
I. Strategies to strengthen the antidiscrimination investigation and enforcement
system
The Advisory Committee found that governmental
entities and residents of the region do not know the
full extent and nature of the housing discrimination
that is occurring. Housing discrimination complaint
data may not provide a clear understanding of the
problem. As a result, more support is needed for
sophisticated, strategic enforcement testing across
the region to investigate housing discrimination of all
kinds.
To the extent discrimination has been revealed by
testing and anecdotal evidence, invidious steering
and other discriminatory practices by real estate
agents, rental housing providers, and others is clearly
a significant problem. For example:
•

A 2012 testing report by Westchester Residential
Opportunities found that 40% of 90 audit-based
and complaint-based tests, which primarily
explored the practices of real estate agencies,
produced unequal results.

•

A 2004 audit conducted by Long Island Housing
Services, Inc. (LIHS) involving 37 paired tests of
real estate agencies revealed that 46 percent
of the time African American prospective
purchasers and renters received less favorable
treatment (e.g. denied service, received
untruthful information about availability, steered
away) compared to similarly situated whites.

•

Over the past few years, testing by the Fair
Housing Justice Center in New York City resulted
in dozens of cases of alleged discrimination
against real estate companies, rental housing
providers, and subsidized housing programs. The
cases have involved thousands of housing units
and involved alleged discrimination based on
race, color, national origin, disability, and source
of income.

Accordingly, the Advisory Committee recommends
more pro-active enforcement of fair housing laws
as well as other anti-discrimination measures, and
the resources needed to support such measures. In
particular, the Advisory Committee determined that
rooting out patterns of discrimination will require
stronger investigation and enforcement systems at
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the local, county, state, and federal levels and legal
enforcement actions by State Attorneys General.
In addition, the Advisory Committee believes that
source of income discrimination is pervasive and
contributes to the perpetuation of segregation in the
region. However, it is currently legal in Rockland and
Suffolk counties and is inadequately investigated and
addressed in other areas.
In light of these findings, the Advisory Committee
recommends that:
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Priority Strategy Recommendations

a. HUD, states, counties, and local jurisdictions increase
funding for, and otherwise support, systematic and strategic
fair housing testing by experienced fair housing organizations
that investigate and pursue enforcement actions based on such
testing. Funding should be allocated based on demonstrated
need for more testing and enforcement. Fair housing
organizations should coordinate efforts with grassroots and
other community organizations to strategically target testing.

Neighborhood typologies
(1=High, 2=Medium, 3=Not appropriate)

White, low-poverty

1

White, medium-poverty

1

White, high-poverty

1

Multi-racial, low-poverty

1

Multi-racial, medium-poverty

1

Multi-racial, high-poverty
Responsible Parties: HUD; states; counties; local jurisdictions;
Non-white, low-poverty
fair housing organizations
Non-white, medium-poverty

b. States, counties, and local jurisdictions adopt and
affirmatively enforce laws to prohibit discrimination on the
basis of source of income to protect Section 8 Housing Choice
Voucher holders and families that receive other subsidies or
income from sources other than conventional employment
(e.g. pensions, court-order child support) from housing
discrimination.
Responsible Parties: states; counties; local jurisdictions

c. HUD assess the resource needs and staff capacity of state
and county “substantially equivalent”-certified fair housing
complaint handling entities every two years or based on a
complaint. This assessment would include the qualifications
and process governing the appointment of members; whether
the staff has sufficient expertise and experience; whether
the entities are adequately collaborating with fair housing
and community-based organizations; and how the entities
handle and refers pattern and practice cases. Such assessment
should, where needed, ensure changes to bring entities into
compliance with the “substantially equivalent” standards and
to provide meaningful and timely investigation and resolution
of complaints of discrimination. To ensure enforcement is
meaningful, HUD should withhold funding unless and until
specified actions are taken to address the deficiencies.

1
1
1

Non-white, high-poverty

1

White, low-poverty

1

White, medium-poverty

1

White, high-poverty

1

Multi-racial, low-poverty

1

Multi-racial, medium-poverty

1

Multi-racial, high-poverty

1

Non-white, low-poverty

1

Non-white, medium-poverty

1

Non-white, high-poverty

1

White, low-poverty

1

White, medium-poverty

1

White, high-poverty

1

Multi-racial, low-poverty

1

Multi-racial, medium-poverty

1

Multi-racial, high-poverty

1

Non-white, low-poverty

1

Non-white, medium-poverty

1

Non-white, high-poverty

1

Responsible Parties: HUD
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d. States use the powers of the State Attorney General and
other state enforcement agencies to address fair housing
violations through legal action. State legal actions are
particularly needed to challenge exclusionary zoning practices
that have a racially disparate impact and source of income
discrimination.
Responsible Parties: states

e. State agencies increase their capacity and resources to
investigate licensed real estate professionals accused of
violating fair housing laws and issue appropriate sanctions
and disciplinary action against licensees who are involved
in discriminatory practices. Initiation of investigations by
state licensing agencies should begin with the filing of
a fair housing complaint. The Advisory Committee also
recommends making publically available lists of licensees
who are the subject of fair housing complaints.
Responsible Parties: states

f. States and local jurisdictions consider legislative action
to require condominiums and cooperatives to disclose their
reasons for rejecting applicants to discourage discriminatory
decisions and that HUD encourage states and local
jurisdictions to enact such legislation.
Responsible Parties: HUD; states; local jurisdictions

White, low-poverty

1

White, medium-poverty

1

White, high-poverty

2

Multi-racial, low-poverty

2

Multi-racial, medium-poverty

2

Multi-racial, high-poverty

2

Non-white, low-poverty

2

Non-white, medium-poverty

2

Non-white, high-poverty

2

White, low-poverty

1

White, medium-poverty

1

White, high-poverty

1

Multi-racial, low-poverty

1

Multi-racial, medium-poverty

1

Multi-racial, high-poverty

1

Non-white, low-poverty

1

Non-white, medium-poverty

1

Non-white, high-poverty

1

White, low-poverty

1

White, medium-poverty

1

White, high-poverty

1

Multi-racial, low-poverty

1

Multi-racial, medium-poverty

1

Multi-racial, high-poverty

2

Non-white, low-poverty

2

Non-white, medium-poverty

2

Non-white, high-poverty

2
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g. HUD clarify and enforce the affirmatively furthering fair
housing obligations of states, counties, local jurisdictions,
and public housing authorities, including offering technical
assistance and, when recipient fail to comply, deny them
HUD funding until they have made meaningful steps toward
compliance.
Responsible Parties: HUD

Other Strategies to Consider

h. HUD, states, counties, and local jurisdictions increase
funding for, and otherwise support, fair housing testing aimed
at identifying patterns of discriminatory practices and the
public release of those findings to raise public awareness
about housing discrimination.

White, low-poverty

1

White, medium-poverty

1

White, high-poverty

1

Multi-racial, low-poverty

1

Multi-racial, medium-poverty

1

Multi-racial, high-poverty

1

Non-white, low-poverty

1

Non-white, medium-poverty

1

Non-white, high-poverty

1

Neighborhood typologies
(1=High, 2=Medium, 3=Not appropriate)

White, low-poverty

2

White, medium-poverty

2

White, high-poverty

2

Multi-racial, low-poverty
Responsible Parties: HUD; states; counties; local jurisdictions;
Multi-racial, medium-poverty
fair housing organizations
Multi-racial, high-poverty

i. States consider legislative action to establish state
commissions within existing agencies to review
new multifamily housing plans for compliance with fair
housing accessibility requirements and require rental housing
providers to file an annual multifamily housing report,
including number of accessible units in their buildings.
Responsible Parties: states

2
2
2

Non-white, low-poverty

2

Non-white, medium-poverty

2

Non-white, high-poverty

2

White, low-poverty

2

White, medium-poverty

2

White, high-poverty

2

Multi-racial, low-poverty

2

Multi-racial, medium-poverty

2

Multi-racial, high-poverty

2

Non-white, low-poverty

2

Non-white, medium-poverty

2

Non-white, high-poverty

2
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j. HUD evaluate the fair housing impact of credit checks and
tenant screening.
Responsible Parties: HUD

White, low-poverty

2

White, medium-poverty

2

White, high-poverty

2

Multi-racial, low-poverty

2

Multi-racial, medium-poverty

2

Multi-racial, high-poverty

2

Non-white, low-poverty

2

Non-white, medium-poverty

2

Non-white, high-poverty

2

Figure lxiii. Recommendations to strengthen the anti-discrimination investigation and enforcement system

II. Strategies to enhance the engagement of
low-income people and underrepresented
racial and ethnic minorities in local and regional
planning
The Advisory Committee found that local
community engagement processes, including those
used to develop Consolidated Plans, Analyses of
Impediments, zoning and land use codes, and other
housing and transportation plans and policies,
are frequently insufficient to meaningfully involve
community members. As a result, decisions shaping
the housing opportunities of the region’s residents
are not informed by the needs, experiences, and
knowledge of the community, especially low-income
people and underrepresented racial and ethnic
minorities and others vulnerable to discrimination,
making the decisions more likely to perpetuate
existing disparities. The Committee was specifically
concerned about the weaknesses in the community
engagement component of the FHEA process itself,
which was conducted over too short a time frame
and with too few resources to meaningfully engage
residents in the FHEA’s development.
The Advisory Committee provides recommendations
to improve engagement practices, including
partnering with and supporting community-based
organizations, developing and implementing
best practices in innovative, iterative community
engagement approaches, and dedicating agency staff
representatives to ongoing engagement.
In light of these findings, the Advisory Committee
recommends that:
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Priority Strategy Recommendations

a. States, counties, local jurisdictions, and MPOs provide
funding for and partner with experienced community-based
organizations to implement programs to educate members
of low-income communities about local and regional
planning processes and laws that impact their housing
and transportation opportunities, and dedicate community
engagement staff members who are continuously available to
serve as a liaison to community groups and members of the
public.
Responsible parties: states; counties; local jurisdictions;
MPOs

b. Counties, local jurisdictions, and MPOs develop and
commit to best practices in community outreach and
engagement, including iterative engagement processes that
involve staged outreach, education, and engagement and
sufficient time for meaningful engagement; language access
services; plain language explanations of planning proposals;
approaches that seek actionable strategy recommendations;
and meaningful responses to community input.
Responsible Parties: counties; local jurisdictions; MPOs

Neighborhood typologies
(1=High, 2=Medium, 3=Not appropriate)

White, low-poverty

1

White, medium-poverty

1

White, high-poverty

1

Multi-racial, low-poverty

1

Multi-racial, medium-poverty

1

Multi-racial, high-poverty

1

Non-white, low-poverty

1

Non-white, medium-poverty

1

Non-white, high-poverty

1

White, low-poverty

1

White, medium-poverty

1

White, high-poverty

1

Multi-racial, low-poverty

1

Multi-racial, medium-poverty

1

Multi-racial, high-poverty

1

Non-white, low-poverty

1

Non-white, medium-poverty

1

Non-white, high-poverty

1

Figure lxiv. Recommendations to enhance the engagement of low-income people and underrepresented racial and
ethnic minorities in local and regional planning
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III. Strategies to promote investment in
and revitalization of Racially/Ethnically
Concentrated Areas of Poverty (R/ECAPs) and
high-poverty communities while protecting
against displacement
The Advisory Committee agreed that alleviation of
segregation and opportunity disparities in the region
would require investment and policy approaches
aimed at revitalizing R/ECAPs and other high-poverty
areas. As the data shows, R/ECAPs and other highpoverty communities have a high concentration of
subsidized housing, but limited access to higherperforming schools, financial services, and other
assets important to both economic opportunity
and quality of life. At the same time, in a region
with strong market forces and high housing costs,
especially in and around New York City, the Advisory
Committee is concerned that revitalization efforts
can displace rather than benefit existing low-income
residents.
For example, the FHEA analysis shows:
•

R/ECAPs have only 9% of the population but
contain 29% of the region’s federally-subsidized
housing and are home to 24% of those living in
poverty.

•

Most schools in R/ECAPs and other high-poverty,
non-white neighborhoods score in the lowest
30% as measured by 8th grade English and math
test results.

•

In New York City, most areas that are over 50%
African American or Hispanic have less than one
bank branch for every 10,000 residents, while
those in other areas generally have two or more
branches.

•

While more empirical evidence is needed to
fully understand which revitalization strategies
work under which conditions, studies have
documented positive impacts for residents of
different forms of investment in low-income
neighborhoods. For example:
a. According to NYU Furman Center studies,
the construction of Low-Income Housing
Tax Credit (LIHTC) units in New York City
was found to have positive and significant
impacts on the surrounding neighborhood.
Community development practitioners
recognize, however, that affordable

housing alone is rarely sufficient to change
neighborhood conditions or give residents a
path out of poverty.
b. NYU Furman Center has also found
subsidized homeownership to have a positive
impact on reading and math scores in local
schools.
c. Studies of equitable transit-oriented
development have documented how
compact development around transportation
access points, including those with adequate
affordable housing development and
preservation, can result in job growth,
increased property values, and reduced car
expenses that benefit existing residents.
•

From 2000 to 2010, there were 148 census
tracts in high-poverty areas that experienced
a substantial decrease in poverty (poverty rate
declined by at least 10 percentage points) and
55 high-poverty, non-white or multi-racial census
tracts where the white population increased by at
least 10 percentage points. These census tracks
are primarily but not exclusively in New York City.
Both the causes and effects of these changes are
complicated, but there is widespread concern
that residents of these neighborhoods are at risk
of displacement.

To achieve the goals of revitalization while benefiting
and not displacing existing residents, especially
underrepresented racial and ethnic minorities and
low-income households, a number of different policy
tools should be employed with careful consideration
of the market conditions, demographic changes,
and likely catalytic impact of specific investments
and policies at a neighborhood level. The goal of the
recommended strategies is to make investments in
high-poverty areas in combination with affordable
housing development and preservation strategies
that will improve neighborhood conditions, catalyze
other public and private investments, and help foster
mixed-income, diverse neighborhoods.
In light of these findings, the Advisory Committee
recommends that:
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Priority Strategy Recommendations

a. Counties, local jurisdictions, and transportation operators/
service providers encourage investment in mixed-income
equitable transit-oriented development (ETOD) projects,
including very-low and extremely-low-income housing, where
transit needs and market conditions suggest the investment
will catalyze other investments, improve neighborhood
conditions, and help foster mixed-income neighborhoods.
To further fair housing goals, the balance of extremely-,
very-, and low-income units with market rate units must
take into consideration the kind of housing that is needed to
create balanced mixed-income neighborhoods, given existing
poverty rates, neighborhood assets and opportunities, and
displacement pressures. Further, low-income units must be
proportionately and simultaneously developed within the
development or neighborhood.

Neighborhood typologies
(1=High, 2=Medium, 3=Not appropriate)

White, low-poverty

1

White, medium-poverty

1

White, high-poverty

1

Multi-racial, low-poverty

1

Multi-racial, medium-poverty

1

Multi-racial, high-poverty

1

Non-white, low-poverty

1

Non-white, medium-poverty

1

Non-white, high-poverty

1

b. New York State extend, strengthen, and geographically
expand rent stabilization and rent control laws when they are
up for renewal in 2018.

White, low-poverty

1

White, medium-poverty

1

Responsible Parties: New York State

White, high-poverty

1

Multi-racial, low-poverty

1

Multi-racial, medium-poverty

1

Multi-racial, high-poverty

1

Non-white, low-poverty

1

Non-white, medium-poverty

1

Non-white, high-poverty

1

White, low-poverty

1

White, medium-poverty

1

White, high-poverty

1

Multi-racial, low-poverty

2

Multi-racial, medium-poverty

1

Responsible Parties: counties; local jurisdictions;
transportation operators/service providers

c. Federal and local entities increase resources for, and invest
in, rehabilitation of existing, occupied extremely-, very-, and
low-income housing stock, particularly dedicating federal,
state, and city funding to address critical public housing and
project-based Section 8 rehabilitation needs. This should
be done in a manner that promotes, where possible, mixedincome developments while preserving the number of
extremely-, very-, and low-income housing units.

Multi-racial, high-poverty
Responsible Parties: HUD; states; counties; local jurisdictions;
Non-white, low-poverty
public housing authorities (PHAs)
Non-white, medium-poverty
Non-white, high-poverty
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1
2
1
1

d. Where rehabilitation is not feasible, PHAs and local
jurisdictions invest in redevelopment of public housing
and project-based Section 8 housing, replacing existing
units with new housing in mixed-income settings. Such
redevelopment should expand the number of units or at the
very least must ensure one-for-one replacement of extremely
low-income units with some or all replacement units in highopportunity areas, to the extent possible. All efforts must be
taken to permit existing low-income residents to return to the
neighborhood, if they chose to do so.
Responsible Parties: PHAs; local jurisdiction
e. Jurisdictions invest in and administer locally-based
job training and job placement services in low-income
communities geared toward the skill level and employment
needs of the community, including holding developers and
contractors responsible for Section 3 compliance. These
efforts should employ best practices in pre-apprenticeship
programs and Section 3 implementation. Practices should be
selected based on concrete measures of whether job placement
is meaningful.
Responsible Parties: local jurisdictions
f. Local jurisdictions adopt and enforce income-based hiring
preferences and living wage requirements to ensure existing
low-income residents have access to, and benefit from,
jobs created in connection with commercial or residential
developments or other projects that receive public subsidy or
other public assistance. The Advisory Committee recognizes
that in a resource-constrained environment this requires
innovative underwriting and project development to prevent
the increased cost of such wages from reducing the creation
and preservation of affordable housing, and recommends
increased support for affordable housing developers to support
such wage increases.
Responsible Parties: local jurisdictions

White, low-poverty

1

White, medium-poverty

1

White, high-poverty

1

Multi-racial, low-poverty

1

Multi-racial, medium-poverty

1

Multi-racial, high-poverty

1

Non-white, low-poverty

1

Non-white, medium-poverty

1

Non-white, high-poverty

1

White, low-poverty

3

White, medium-poverty

2

White, high-poverty

1

Multi-racial, low-poverty

3

Multi-racial, medium-poverty

2

Multi-racial, high-poverty

1

Non-white, low-poverty

3

Non-white, medium-poverty

2

Non-white, high-poverty

1

White, low-poverty

2

White, medium-poverty

1

White, high-poverty

1

Multi-racial, low-poverty

2

Multi-racial, medium-poverty

1

Multi-racial, high-poverty

1

Non-white, low-poverty

2

Non-white, medium-poverty

1

Non-white, high-poverty

1
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g. Local jurisdictions support code enforcement with sufficient
resources to address non-compliance and that counties or
states develop systems to identify best code enforcement
practices and encourage municipalities to adopt them, through
education, training, and other incentives. Additional measures
must be employed to ensure that code enforcement is not used
to discriminatorily target and displace existing residents.
Responsible Parties: counties; states; local jurisdictions

h. Jurisdictions adopt and enforce inclusionary housing laws
to promote the development of affordable housing as part
of market rate housing developments, especially in highopportunity and gentrifying neighborhoods and in areas with
new ETOD projects or other investments that will increase
property values and catalyze neighborhood changes. Such
ordinances must be tailored to local market conditions to
promote market rate multifamily developments while also
ensuring such development benefits the local community by
including affordable family housing. Such ordinances should
set mandatory affordable housing set-asides. To the extent
possible, the policies should produce housing that serves
a variety of family sizes and that is affordable to families
at less than 30%, 30-50%, 50-80%, and 80-100% of AMI.
Laws should specify that affordable units must be built
simultaneously and should have no fewer bedrooms than the
market rate units.
Responsible Parties: local jurisdictions

White, low-poverty

2

White, medium-poverty

1

White, high-poverty

1

Multi-racial, low-poverty

2

Multi-racial, medium-poverty

1

Multi-racial, high-poverty

1

Non-white, low-poverty

2

Non-white, medium-poverty

1

Non-white, high-poverty

1

White, low-poverty

1

White, medium-poverty

1

White, high-poverty

2

Multi-racial, low-poverty

1

Multi-racial, medium-poverty

2

Multi-racial, high-poverty

2

Non-white, low-poverty

2

Non-white, medium-poverty

2

Non-white, high-poverty
All non-white/multiracial,
high/medium-poverty and
increasing white
All non-white/multiracial,
high/medium-poverty and
increasing income

2
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1
1

i. Local jurisdictions take proactive steps or expand existing
programs to preserve affordable housing when affordability
requirements are expiring, especially when new ETOD
projects or other catalytic investments are likely to increase
property values in that area. Tools to consider include tax
abatements and other incentives to encourage developers
to extend affordability on existing affordable housing. The
Advisory Committee also recommends that local jurisdictions
consider other innovative strategies to establish new
permanently affordable housing, including collaborations with
non-profits to establish land banks and land trusts.
Responsible Parties: local jurisdictions, not-for-profit
organizations

White, low-poverty

2

White, medium-poverty

2

White, high-poverty

2

Multi-racial, low-poverty

2

Multi-racial, medium-poverty

2

Multi-racial, high-poverty

2

Non-white, low-poverty

2

Non-white, medium-poverty

2

Non-white, high-poverty
All non-white/multiracial,
high/medium poverty and
increasing white
All non-white/multiracial,
high/medium poverty and
increasing income

2

j. Federal agencies, transportation operators/service providers,
White, low-poverty
and local jurisdictions invest in transportation services that
connect local residents to job centers, considering both the
White, medium-poverty
types of transportation and the hours of service that are needed
White, high-poverty
and the cost of the services.
Multi-racial, low-poverty
Responsible Parties: U.S. Department of Transportation
Multi-racial, medium-poverty
(DOT); transportation operators/service providers; counties;
local jurisdictions
Multi-racial, high-poverty

Other Strategies to Consider

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

Non-white, low-poverty

1

Non-white, medium-poverty

1

Non-white, high-poverty

1

Neighborhood typologies
(1=High, 2=Medium, 3=Not appropriate)

k. Counties and local jurisdictions invest in active parkland,
public open space/civic space, and the maintenance of existing White, low-poverty
municipal parks and open space. Accessibility (pedestrian
White, medium-poverty
safety) to downtown/suburban pocket parks in central
White, high-poverty
business districts should be improved.
Multi-racial, low-poverty
Responsible Parties: counties; local jurisdictions
Multi-racial, medium-poverty

3
2
2
3
2

Multi-racial, high-poverty

2

Non-white, low-poverty

3

Non-white, medium-poverty

2

Non-white, high-poverty

2
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l. Local jurisdictions engage with youth and families to
develop initiatives to reduce violence, property crime, and
other threats to public safety.

White, low-poverty

3

White, medium-poverty

2

Responsible Parties: local jurisdictions

White, high-poverty

1

Multi-racial, low-poverty

3

Multi-racial, medium-poverty

2

Multi-racial, high-poverty

1

Non-white, low-poverty

3

Non-white, medium-poverty

2

Non-white, high-poverty

1

White, low-poverty

3

White, medium-poverty

2

White, high-poverty

1

Multi-racial, low-poverty

3

Multi-racial, medium-poverty

2

Multi-racial, high-poverty

1

Non-white, low-poverty

3

Non-white, medium-poverty

2

Non-white, high-poverty

1

White, low-poverty

3

White, medium-poverty

2

White, high-poverty

1

Multi-racial, low-poverty

3

Multi-racial, medium-poverty

2

Multi-racial, high-poverty

1

Non-white, low-poverty

3

Non-white, medium-poverty

2

Non-white, high-poverty

1

m. Federal agencies reform federal regulations, including
Community Reinvestment Act and HUD multifamily
funding, to permit and incentivize more retail and commercial
development in projects supported by HUD programs and
Fannie Mae mortgages, while not allowing such changes to
reduce the limited resources available for affordable housing.
Responsible Parties: HUD; Federal Reserve

n. Federal agencies and states create financial incentives for
private mixed-income development targeted to R/ECAPs and
other distressed communities.
Responsible Parties: HUD; U.S. DOT; states
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o. Counties or local jurisdictions develop a measurement
and tracking system with community input to identify where
residents are at risk of displacement because of neighborhood
changes, and to respond to such identified risks with antidisplacement strategies.
Responsible Parties: counties; local jurisdictions

p. Local jurisdictions limit condominium conversion to, or
only implement in a manner that will, preserve affordable
housing opportunities, particularly in areas with less than 10%
affordable units and in areas with rent stabilization.
Responsible Parties: local jurisdictions

White, low-poverty

3

White, medium-poverty

3

White, high-poverty

3

Multi-racial, low-poverty

3

Multi-racial, medium-poverty

3

Multi-racial, high-poverty

2

Non-white, low-poverty

3

Non-white, medium-poverty

3

Non-white, high-poverty
All non-white/multiracial,
high/medium- poverty and
increasing white
All non-white/multiracial,
high/medium-poverty and
increasing income

2

White, low-poverty

3

White, medium-poverty

3

White, high-poverty

3

Multi-racial, low-poverty

3

Multi-racial, medium-poverty

3

Multi-racial, high-poverty

3

Non-white, low-poverty

3

Non-white, medium-poverty

3

Non-white, high-poverty
All non-white/multiracial,
high/medium-poverty and
increasing white
All non-white/multiracial,
high/medium-poverty and
increasing income

3

1
1

1
1

Figure lxv. Recommendations promote investment in and revitalization of Racially/Ethnically Concentrated Areas of
Poverty (R/ECAPs) and high-poverty communities while protecting against displacement
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IV. Strategies to promote new affordable
housing in high-opportunity areas
The FHEA analysis makes clear that affordable
housing, especially housing that serves very-low- and
extremely-low-income families, is disproportionately
concentrated in higher-poverty areas that do not
provide access to high-performing schools and other
opportunities:
•

53% of units renting for less than $800 are in
non-white, high-poverty neighborhoods, and only
6% are in white, low-poverty neighborhoods. For
units renting for less than $1,250, the shares are
70% and 9%, respectively.

•

Outside of New York City, over 80% of people
in white, low-poverty areas live in single-family,
owner-occupied housing. For non-white, highpoverty neighborhoods, the majority of residents
live in multifamily rental units everywhere except
Long Island, where residents in high-poverty
neighborhoods are just as likely to own as to rent.

•

Schools with the highest 8th grade English and
math scores are predominantly in low-poverty
neighborhoods, especially in low-poverty areas
that are predominantly white.

practices are not exclusionary and to capture
some of the value transferred to land owners and
developers with changes in zoning. To advance
the goal of equitable access to housing in highopportunity areas, the policies to promote affordable
housing production in this section must be paired
with strategies in section V that aim to ensure
underrepresented racial and ethnic minorities can
access such housing as well as the anti-discrimination
strategies in section I, the community engagement
strategies in section II, and regional approaches in
sections VII and VIII.
In light of these findings, the Advisory Committee
recommends that:

The Advisory Committee finds that one of the leading
causes of this disproportionate concentration of
affordable housing is the zoning and other regulatory
barriers erected by high-opportunity suburban
jurisdictions. The Committee determined that the
lack of state-level tools to challenge exclusionary
land use practices, especially in New York State,
worsens this problem. In consideration of the
possible strategies to overcome these barriers, many
members of the committee suggested the most
effective approach would be strongly-enforced state
or federal affordable housing mandates imposed
on each local jurisdiction. Short of such jurisdictionspecific mandates, the committee recommends other
state and county policies – both carrots and sticks –
to promote zoning and land use practices that would
facilitate affordable housing. The state level policies
are primarily based on laws in Massachusetts and
Connecticut.
In addition to such state-level tools, the committee
recommends actions local jurisdictions and, in
New York State, counties can take to fulfill their
affirmatively furthering fair housing obligations.
These strategies include policies to ensure zoning
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Priority Strategy Recommendations

a. New York State consider adoption of new legislative
and regulatory policies to promote affordable housing
development in high-opportunity areas. Specific policies
would include programs that (1) set a threshold percentage
of affordable housing that each jurisdiction needs to meet,
and allows a state agency or court to override local zoning
when an affordable housing proposal is denied in a local
jurisdiction that has not met those obligations (models
include Conn. Gen. Stat. Sec. 8-30g; Mass. Gen. Laws Ch.
40B); (2) incentivize local jurisdictions to create designated
zoning overlay areas that allow developers to increase
housing density in exchange for creating affordable housing
in areas of high-opportunity (models include Conn. Gen.
Stat. Sec. 8-13 (m-x) (HOME Connecticut); Mass. Gen.
Laws Ch. 40R); (3) give priority for state funding, such as
sales tax money and highway and public transit funding,
to those jurisdictions that are in compliance with the
programmatic obligations in (1) and (2); and (4) establish
criteria to ensure affordable housing built pursuant to these
programs is in accessible locations with well-performing
schools, and is outside of areas with existing concentrations
of low-income housing. Laws adopting these programs
should make every effort to promote the development of
housing serving all income levels, including low-, very-low-,
and extremely-low-income families in high-opportunity
areas.

Neighborhood typologies
(1=High, 2=Medium, 3=Not appropriate)

White, low-poverty

1

White, medium-poverty

2

White, high-poverty

3

Multi-racial, low-poverty

1

Multi-racial, medium-poverty

2

Multi-racial, high-poverty

3

Non-white, low-poverty

1

Non-white, medium-poverty

2

Non-white, high-poverty

3

White, low-poverty

1

White, medium-poverty

2

White, high-poverty

2

Multi-racial, low-poverty

1

Multi-racial, medium-poverty

2

Multi-racial, high-poverty

2

Non-white, low-poverty

1

Non-white, medium-poverty

2

Non-white, high-poverty

2

Responsible Parties: New York State
b. Counties, local jurisdictions, and regional planning
organizations collaborate with community groups to build
community support for affordable housing through outreach
to and education of residents.
Responsible Parties: counties; local jurisdictions; regional
planning organizations

152 Implementation Plan for Sustainable Development | May 2014

c. New York State and Nassau and Suffolk Counties assess
implementation and enforcement of the Long Island
Workforce Housing Act (LIWHA), clarify the requirements
on local jurisdictions, and address weaknesses in the
statutory requirements and enforcement of this law.
Responsible Parties: New York State; counties

d. HUD and states increase funding sources to subsidize
very-low and extremely-low-income housing for families,
especially for new housing in high-opportunity areas and
gentrifying areas that are emerging as new high-opportunity
areas.
Responsible Parties: HUD; states

e. States and counties increase funding for infrastructure
investments, such as sewers, and expedite approval
processes for new technology, such as decentralized
septic systems, to ensure appropriate sites are prepared for
greater density of affordable multifamily housing. Such
state funding can be provided with priority given to those
jurisdictions in compliance with the state policies addressed
in (a) above.
Responsible Parties: states; counties

White, low-poverty

1

White, medium-poverty

2

White, high-poverty

3

Multi-racial, low-poverty

1

Multi-racial, medium-poverty

2

Multi-racial, high-poverty

3

Non-white, low-poverty

1

Non-white, medium-poverty

2

Non-white, high-poverty

3

White, low-poverty

1

White, medium-poverty

2

White, high-poverty

3

Multi-racial, low-poverty

1

Multi-racial, medium-poverty

2

Multi-racial, high-poverty

3

Non-white, low-poverty

1

Non-white, medium-poverty

2

Non-white, high-poverty
All non-white/multiracial, high/
medium-poverty and increasing
white
All non-white/multiracial, high/
medium-poverty and increasing
income

3

White, low-poverty

1

White, medium-poverty

2

White, high-poverty

3

Multi-racial, low-poverty

1

Multi-racial, medium-poverty

2

Multi-racial, high-poverty

3

Non-white, low-poverty

1

Non-white, medium-poverty

2

Non-white, high-poverty

3
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1
1

f. Jurisdictions adopt and enforce inclusionary housing laws
to promote the development of affordable housing as part
of market rate housing developments, especially in highopportunity and gentrifying neighborhoods and in areas with
new TOD projects or other investments that will increase
property values and catalyze neighborhood changes. Such
ordinances must be tailored to local market conditions
to promote market rate multifamily development and to
ensure such development benefits the local community
by including affordable family housing. Such ordinances
should set mandatory affordable housing set-asides. To the
extent possible, the policies should produce housing that is
affordable to families at less than 30%, 30-50%, 50-80%,
and 80-100% of AMI. Laws should specify that affordable
units must be built simultaneously and should have no fewer
bedrooms than the market rate units.
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g. Counties and states condition local jurisdictions’ receipt of
competitive funds on municipal actions to overcome zoning White, low-poverty
barriers and promote affordable housing.
White, medium-poverty
Responsible Parties: states; counties

Other Strategies to Consider

h. Local jurisdictions with less than 10% of housing
affordable to families at 80% of AMI or lower assess the
availability of sites in high-opportunity areas for multifamily
housing, particularly those zoned for multifamily housing as
of right, identify specific sites for multifamily housing, and
conduct rezoning and remove other regulatory barriers where
appropriate to promote the development of multifamily
affordable housing.
Responsible Parties: local jurisdictions
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i. Counties and states require local jurisdictions with less
than 10% of housing affordable to families at 80% of
AMI to assess the availability of sites in high-opportunity
areas for multifamily housing, particularly those zoned for
multifamily housing as of right, identify specific sites for
multifamily housing, and conduct rezoning and remove
other regulatory barriers where appropriate to promote
the development of multifamily affordable housing. The
Advisory Committee further recommends that counties and
states incorporate these local assessments into their Analyses
of Impediments/Assessments of Fair Housing.
Responsible Parties: counties; states
j. States and New York City balance the need for LowIncome Housing Tax Credits and disaster recovery funds
to facilitate affordable housing development in highopportunity/low-poverty communities with affordable
housing needs in lower-income communities.
Responsible Parties: states; New York City

k. States and counties generate fair share housing plans
with allocations of affordable housing need assigned to
each local jurisdiction, identifying areas with employment
opportunities, thriving schools, higher median incomes,
transit access and safe streets for affordable/subsidized
housing, and award local jurisdictions that meet these
allocations, such as with bonus points for competitive
federal, state, and county funding.
Responsible Parties: states and counties
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l. Local jurisdictions collaborate with and support coalitions
to, among other activities to promote affordable housing,
identify specific sites suitable for affordable housing,
reach out to property owners, advocate for rezoning and
development of affordable units, including 2+ bedroom
units, and use successes as models in the region.
Responsible Parties: local jurisdictions

m. Counties strengthen County Transfer of Development
Rights policies.
Responsible Parties: counties
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Figure lxvi. Recommendations to promote new affordable housing in high-opportunity areas
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V. Strategies to ensure that underrepresented
racial and ethnic minorities, low-income
families, and other protected groups
have access to affordable housing in highopportunity areas
In addition to eliminating barriers to affordable
housing development in high-opportunity areas,
the Advisory Committee identified strategies that
are needed to ensure that members of protected
classes, particularly low-income families and
underrepresented racial and ethnic minorities, have
access to new and existing housing opportunities
in these areas. There is a need to make sure that
affirmative marketing practices are not perfunctory
and truly reach the least likely to apply throughout
the region. In addition, as shown by recent law suits,
residency preferences can serve to discriminatorily
exclude underrepresented racial and ethnic
minorities and must be carefully assessed for any
potential disparate impact on the basis of race and
ethnicity.
Finally, the Advisory Committee found that Section 8
Housing Choice Voucher holders are not sufficiently
accessing high-opportunity neighborhoods in the
region despite their purpose to provide mobility.
Section 8 voucher households are somewhat less
concentrated than subsidized housing units – 53%
of Section 8 voucher households are in non-white,
high-poverty neighborhoods, as opposed to 68% of
other subsidized units. However, only 4% of voucher
households are in white, low-poverty areas not far
ahead of subsidized units, 2% of which are in white,
low-poverty areas. In addition to anti-discrimination
laws banning source of income discrimination as
discussed in Section I, the Committee suggests
considering other approaches to modify the
administration of vouchers in the region, though it
recognizes that some innovations are difficult given
the significant budget cuts to this program at the
federal level.
In light of these findings, the Advisory Committee
recommends that:
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Priority Strategy Recommendations

a. States, counties, and local jurisdictions require affirmative
marketing at lease up and turn-over of all new construction
or newly open affordable units. Exact policies must be
locally tailored to take into consideration the needs of the
community and the applicant pool in the region. Marketing
should include mobility counseling provided by fair housing
organizations that have expertise in counseling.
Responsible Parties: states; counties; local jurisdictions
.

Neighborhood typologies
(1=High, 2=Medium, 3=Not appropriate)
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b. States, counties, and local jurisdictions ensure region-wide
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marketing and coordinate listings of properties in highopportunity/low-poverty areas for widespread distribution.
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Responsible Parties: states; counties; local jurisdictions
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c. States, counties, and local jurisdictions adopt and enforce
clear affirmative marketing standards to determine and
employ the “least likely to apply” definition.
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d. Local jurisdictions eliminate the use of preferences
for housing in areas where such a preference has a
disparate impact or perpetuates racial, ethnic, or economic
segregation.
Responsible Parties: local jurisdictions

Other Strategies to Consider

e. States and PHAs in the region assess the impacts of
the governance of the Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher
program and where needed explore shifting governance
to one organization or consortium at the metropolitan
level through a competitive process to distribute vouchers,
conduct mobility counseling for voucher holders, and reach
out to landlords on a regional level.
Responsible Parties: states; PHAs; HUD

f. PHAs and other Section 8 HCV administering entities use
Small Area Fair Market Rents (SAFMRs) to raise the HCV
payment standard in high-opportunity areas and reduce the
payment standard in lower rent areas, where doing so will
not reduce the overall number of vouchers available in the
region.
Responsible Parties: PHAs; Section 8 administering entities
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Figure lxvii. Recommendations to ensure that underrepresented racial and ethnic minorities, low-income families,
and other protected groups have access to affordable housing in high-opportunity areas
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VI. Strategies to stabilize housing opportunities
for middle and moderate-income families
In addition to the above findings regarding
impediments to fair housing related to housing
options and access to opportunity for low-income
families and racial and ethnic minorities, the Advisory
Committee finds that the foreclosure crisis and other
threats to the stability of middle and moderateincome homeowners must be addressed to further
fair housing in the region. Indeed, the analysis shows
that predatory lending practices and foreclosures
disproportionately impact underrepresented racial
and ethnic minorities. The Advisory Committee
recommends a number of measures to curb abusive
lending, servicing, and foreclosure practices and to
increase assistance to struggling homeowners.

In light of these findings, the Advisory Committee
recommends that:

Priority Strategy Recommendations

a. Federal and state agencies proactively assess, using both
supervisory and enforcement authority, patterns of redlining,
steering, predatory lending, and other discriminatory lending
practices and bring fair housing/lending actions to address
violations.
Responsible Parties: states; HUD; CFPB; Federal Deposit
Insurance Corporation (FDIC); the Federal Reserve Board;
the Office of the Comptroller of the Currency (OCC)
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b. HUD and CFPB create and make public the database of
mortgage defaults and foreclosures as required by the DoddFrank Wall Street Reform and Consumer Protection Act.
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c. HUD, states, counties, and local jurisdictions invest in and
administer foreclosure prevention counseling for propertyowners.
Responsible Parties: HUD; states; counties; local
jurisdictions

Other Strategies to Consider

d. Jurisdictions consider adopting “Responsible Banking
Ordinances” to enable municipalities to evaluate whether
or how well financial institutions are serving low-income
neighborhoods and underrepresented racial and ethnic
minorities, and use that evaluation to inform which
institutions receive municipal deposits and other city
business.
Responsible Parties: local jurisdictions
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e. Local jurisdictions consider the municipal use of eminent
domain to seize underwater mortgages and write down
principal, if such a strategy is determined to be lawful.
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f. Local jurisdictions target homeownership assistance to
stabilize changing neighborhoods and allow current residents White, low-poverty
to benefit from rising property values.
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Figure lxviii. Recommendations to stabilize housing opportunities for middle and moderate-income families

162 Implementation Plan for Sustainable Development | May 2014

VII. Strategies to advance regional approaches
to affordable housing
As shown above, the FHEA’s assessment of the
regional distribution of affordable housing shows that
subsidized and deed-restricted housing affordable to
families below 80% of AMI is inequitably distributed.
In addition to the neighborhood-focused policy
approaches discussed in Sections III and IV, regional
approaches are needed. Accordingly, the Advisory
Committee highlights the following regional
strategies to consider, recognizing that achieving
regional collaboration will require longer-term efforts
and likely state-level involvement.
In light of these findings, the Advisory Committee
recommends that:

Priority Strategy Recommendations

a. Local jurisdictions, regional planning entities, and nonprofits create a roundtable of jurisdictions, practitioners,
developers, organizers and membership organizations,
advocates, attorneys, and business leaders to share best
practices across the region.
Responsible Parties: local jurisdictions; regional planning
entities; non-profits
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Other Strategies to Consider

b. States and counties create county or regional waitlists
for all affordable housing developments and ensure that the
information is widely available, and also create regional
information portals for additional affordable housing
opportunities that are not subject to waitlist requirements.
Responsible Parties: states; counties

c. States coordinate local jurisdictions to adopt a regional
compact to consider and respond to the regional distribution
of affordable housing. The Advisory Committee further
recommends that states provide technical assistance to local
jurisdictions to coordinate among local and regional housing
and land use plans and promote regional housing and land
use planning.
Responsible Parties: states
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d. States, MPOs, and local jurisdictions collaborate to
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coordinate Regional Economic Development Council
(REDC) and Comprehensive Economic Development
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Strategy (CEDS) plans with TOD and regional transportation
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Figure lxix. Recommendations to advance regional approaches to affordable housing
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VIII. Strategies to ensure regional infrastructure
planning and investments incorporate equity
considerations
The Advisory Committee finds that to address
segregation patterns and opportunity disparities
decisions regarding regional transportation and
other infrastructure investments and policies
must take fair housing goals into consideration.
Currently, processes that determine how and where
transportation and infrastructure investments are
made are disconnected from state, county, and local
land use and housing planning processes, and do
not adequately consider the impacts on fair housing.
The Advisory Committee recommends approaches
to align these disjointed planning processes and
to better use transportation and infrastructure
investments to further fair housing.
In light of these findings, the Advisory Committee
recommends that:

Priority Strategy Recommendations

a. U.S. DOT require MPOs to consider state and municipal
housing plans, including HUD Consolidated Plans and
Analyses of Impediments/Assessments of Fair Housing
in developing Regional Transportation Plans (RTPs) and
other MPO plans. These MPO plans would document
how proposed investments and services would impact the
objectives of these local housing plans, especially their fair
housing strategies, and potential joint strategies developed
in consultation with agencies responsible for housing plans.
The Advisory Committee further recommends that states
and U.S. DOT provide adequate resources for MPOs to
perform this function and that housing and development
agencies consult with MPOs in developing their housing and
economic development plans to assess their transportation
implications.
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Responsible Parties: U.S. DOT; states; MPOs
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b. Reduce cost of providing transit to help reduce fare
barriers. Transportation planning should incorporate new
measures, such as housing-transportation cost burden, to
determine the impact of transportation pricing and its effect
on job access and transit use for low-income and auto-less
households.
Responsible Parties: transportation operators/service
providers; MPOs

c. MPOs increase access to job centers through strategic
transportation investments and that U.S. DOT continue to
require regional transportation plans to have a job access
component and provide adequate funding for both planning
and implementation. These expanded efforts should look
at new data that permits more fine-grained examination
of the types and location of jobs that are accessible at a
neighborhood level.
Responsible Parties: U.S. DOT, MPOs
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Figure lxx. Recommendations to ensure regional infrastructure planning and investments incorporate equity
considerations
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Appendix C: Responses to Public
Comments Received on the April
11, 2014 Draft Implementation
Plan for Sustainable Development
1.

Received April 17, 2014:

The proposals for the Sustainable East New York
area are exciting, however I am very concerned to
see no mention of plans to 1) improve connectivity
and safety between the LIRR East New York stop and
Broadway Junction and 2) make Broadway Junction
handicapped accessible for the many people in East
Brooklyn who use walkers, wheelchairs, strollers, and
other devices that make the transfers at this station
difficult or impossible.

Response:
The Implementation plan is the Consortium’s
platform to address broader issues of how our
Consortium partners can collaboratively work
towards a more sustainable region, in terms of
providing more jobs, fair and affordable housing,
transit-oriented development opportunities, and a
cleaner environment. More detailed information
on the East New York project can be found in
the final project report by the New York City
Department of City Planning.
Section 2B of the Draft Implementation plan
briefly touches upon the work of the several
different place-based projects by describing
their outcomes. The Sustainable East New
York’s description (on page 23), provides
some sense of the work completed. You can
access the Department of City Planning’s full
report at http://www.sustainablenyct.org/docs/
Sustainable%20Communities%20ENY%20
Report%203.7.14.pdf.
Pages 76 and 106 of the full report address your
first interest of improved connectivity between
the LIRR East New York stop and Broadway

Junction. The report recommends “maximizing
transit accessibility by improving the condition
of stations in the area, introducing new signage,
as well as exploring the feasibility of adding
accessibility elements.”
Furthermore, an overarching recommendation
throughout the report is to improve streetscape
conditions as a means of enhancing access to
transit, through the addition of better crosswalks,
sidewalks, curb extensions, safety medians, and
other measures that enhance connectivity for
residents with various levels of mobility.
2.
Received May 6, 2014
Transit-oriented development (TOD) is identified
as “a foundation for sustainable and equitable
development” (page 5). To support this, traffic
congestion reduction is implicitly assumed
as a TOD benefit. For example, referencing a
Federal Highway Administration website, page
33 of the draft includes the following statement:
“In addition, TOD boosts transit ridership and
reduce[s] automobile congestion, providing value
for both the public and private sectors, while
creating a sense of community and place.”  On
page 105 it states, “[The] vision has involved
working together to foster livable and sustainable
communities and growth centers around existing
and planned transit services in the New YorkConnecticut region to enhance affordable
housing, reduce traffic congestion, improve the
environment and continue to expand economic
opportunities.”
But statements implying congestion reduction is
a direct consequence of transit-oriented, higher
density, mixed-use developments are misleading.
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The need to selectively expand highway capacity
(in a smart way) and implement complementing
travel demand management actions as part of
TOD projects should be made transparent in the
final implementation plan. For example, on page
34, the following sentence could be modified by
adding the phrases in brackets: “TOD projects
should be evaluated based on their impacts to
neighborhoods and communities, [including
assessing localized traffic impacts,] as well as
how well they utilize existing infrastructure [and
whether additional transit, highway capacity,
and travel demand management actions will be
needed].”
It is possible that a mixed-use TOD could
experience worse local traffic congestion. Research
by Zhang looked at proposed TOD scenarios in
the Austin, Texas area. Among the conclusions
was that “the non-TOD area benefits more
than the TOD area, although TOD improves
congestion regionwide. Traffic conditions in the
TOD area may actually worsen due to the TODbased concentration of people and jobs.” Rubin,
Mansour, and Feigenbaum found via their technical
work that “Policies designed to promote transit
utilization can in certain instances increase traffic
congestion—as appears to have been the case in
Portland, Oregon.”
Consider areas such as car-based Long Island
where travel patterns may be described as
“everywhere-to-everywhere.” While it’s
plausible to suppose people living within a TOD
on Long Island would generate significantly fewer
automobile trips per household than typical
suburban residents due to increased opportunities
to walk, bike, or use transit, it’s also probable
the increased density of residential development
would lead to a significant number of additional
automobile trips in the area. Adding to the
additional auto trips produced by TOD residents
would be more auto trips attracted to the area as
people travel from “everywhere” to new activities
centrally developed within the TOD (office,
shopping, dining, recreation, etc.) or to the transit
station around which the TOD was developed.
It should not be surprising that some TOD
plans include additional parking. For example,
the Wyandanch Rising project on Long Island
includes construction of a 900-car LIRR parking
facility (http://new.mta.info/news/2013/07/17/
lirr-supports-wyandanch-rising-development).

Automobile parking will lead to more traffic
concentrated within TOD areas, particularly during
peak periods. Parking for retail activities will also
generate traffic and at higher rates than commuter
or residential parking.
Therefore, in addition to policies that promote
transit utilization and reductions in parking
requirements, other parking management
measures and travel demand management actions
(e.g., provision of 2+ high-occupancy-vehicle lanes
on arterial streets such as the one on Jefferson
Street in Stamford, Connecticut), as well as
additional local highway capacity may be required
to achieve transportation benefits claimed for TOD
projects.
The cumulative traffic impacts of proposed
TOD projects should be assessed on a regional
(or sub-regional) basis in order to understand
more fully the overall effect(s) of a multi-state
TOD strategy on future traffic congestion and air
quality. It is possible system-wide benefits from
TODs would outweigh negative local effects (if
any). NYMTC’s Best Practices Model may provide a
means to make such an assessment, and the final
plan could make that explicit recommendation.
Additional recommendations for the “kinds of
information” that could be made available on a
clearinghouse website (pages 106- 107) are: a).
Links to reports documenting actual experiences
related to traffic impacts of sustainable, highdensity, mixed-use developments in different types
of areas (urban, suburban, etc.); b). Information
should be made available in easy-to-use formats
including, but not limited to empirical data on
transit capture rates, before/after traffic volumes
during peak and off-peak periods, usage of nonmotorized facilities over time; and, c). A “toolbox”
of travel demand management and parking
management techniques to support sustainable
development.
Many tangible benefits of TODs will
accrue to private sector developers (more profit)
and to local governments (more tax revenue).
Since it is well understood that federal and state
transportation funding levels are inadequate to
meet existing needs, the final report should include
some detail about other funding mechanisms
that may be used to provide transportation
improvements needed for TODs (pages 115
and 116).  For example, can local-government/
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private-sector financing partnerships accelerate
transportation improvements needed for specific
plans (including transit operation and highway
modification)?  Would special taxing districts or
impact fees be appropriate?   Could tax increment
financing be used to provide needed infrastructure
on a timely basis enabling more TOD projects to
move forward more quickly?

Response:
As recommended, the referenced text on p. 34 of
the Draft for Public Comment will be amended
in the Final Draft to read as follows: “TOD
projects should be evaluated based on their impacts
to neighborhoods and communities, including
assessing localized traffic impacts, as well as how
well they utilize existing infrastructure and whether
additional transit, highway capacity, and travel
demand management actions will be needed.”
The referenced text on pp. 106-107 will be
amended to include the following sentence
(add bullet): “Links to reports and information
documenting actual experiences, strategies and
resources pertaining to sustainable development,
such as traffic impacts, travel demand
management, parking management techniques,
community design, public engagement, financing
and other issues.”
No changes are made to pp. 116-117, since an
analysis of other funding sources is beyond the
scope of what the Consortium can do at this stage
of the project.
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