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Executive Summary

ES-05 Executive Summary - 24 CFR 91.200(c), 91.220(b)

1. Introduction

The City of Rochester, New York, has prepared a Five Year Strategic Plan and Annual Action Plan as part
of the Consolidated Plan that guides the allocation of federal entitlement funds available through the
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Program, Home Investment Partnerships (HOME)
Program, Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG) Program, and Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS
(HOPWA) programs. The City of Rochester will submit this Five Year Strategic Plan and Action Plan to the
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD).

The Consolidated Plan serves the following functions:

e A planning document that enables the City to view its HUD funding, not in isolation, but as one
tool in a comprehensive strategy to address housing, community development, and economic
development needs.

e An application for CDBG, HOME, ESG, and HOPWA Program funds under HUD's formula grant.

e A strategy document to be followed in carrying out HUD programs.

e Anaction plan that provides a basis for assessing performance in carrying out use of CDBG
Program funds.

The Consolidated Plan is guided by three overarching goals that are applied according to a community's

needs as follows:

e To provide decent housing by preserving the affordable housing stock, increasing the availability
of affordable housing, reducing discriminatory barriers, increasing the supply of supportive
housing for those with special needs, and transitioning homeless persons and families into
housing.

e To provide a suitable living environment through safer, more livable neighborhoods, greater
integration of low- and moderate-income residents throughout the City, increased housing
opportunities, and reinvestment in deteriorating neighborhoods.

e To expand economic opportunities through more jobs paying self-sufficient wages,
homeownership opportunities, development activities that promote long-term community
viability, and the empowerment of low- and moderate-income persons to achieve self-

sufficiency.

The CDBG, HOME, ESG, and HOPWA programs are the primary federal funding resources in the 2015-
2019 Consolidated Plan. A brief overview of each program is as follows:

e Community Development Block Grant (CDBG): The primary objective of the CDBG program is to
develop viable urban communities by providing decent housing, a suitable living environment,
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and economic opportunities, principally for persons with low- and moderate-incomes. Funds can
be used for a wide array of activities, including: housing rehabilitation, homeownership
assistance, lead-based paint detection and removal, construction or rehabilitation of public
facilities and infrastructure, removal of architectural barriers, public services, rehabilitation of
commercial or industrial buildings, and loans or grants to businesses.

e HOME Investment Partnership Program (HOME): The HOME program provides federal funds for
the development and rehabilitation of affordable rental and ownership housing for low and
moderate income households. HOME funds can be used for activities that promote affordable
rental housing and homeownership by low and moderate income households, including
reconstruction, moderate or substantial rehabilitation, homebuyer assistance, and tenant-based
rental assistance.

° Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG): A federal grant program designed to help improve the quality
of existing emergency shelters for the homeless, to make available additional shelters, to meet
the costs of operating shelters, to provide essential social services to homeless individuals, and
to help prevent homelessness.

e Housing Opportunities for Persons With AIDS (HOPWA): HOPWA funding provides housing
assistance and related supportive services. Grantees are encouraged to develop community-
wide strategies and form partnerships with area nonprofit organizations. HOPWA funds may be
used for a wide range of housing, social services, program planning, and development costs.
These include, but are not limited to, the acquisition, rehabilitation, or new construction of
housing units; costs for facility operations; rental assistance; and short-term payments to
prevent homelessness. HOPWA funds also may be used for health care and mental health
services, chemical dependency treatment, nutritional services, case management, assistance
with daily living, and other supportive services.

2. Summary of the objectives and outcomes identified in the Plan Needs Assessment
Overview

The Needs Assessment identified significant needs for:

e Affordable housing

e Housing rehabilitation

e Economic development

e Safe neighborhoods

e Job and employment training

e Services for youth and persons with special needs.

3« Evaluation of past performance

According to the City’s 2013-14 CAPER, the following grant funds were received and expended:
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GRANT FUNDS RECEIVED FUNDS EXPENDED

CDBG $8,198,055.00 $7,477,780.65
HOME $1,897,548.00 | $1,634,552.51
ESG $571,885.00 $253,164.79
HOPWA $657,405.00 $160,131.71
Total $11,324,893.00 $9,525,629.66

In addition, $3,415,000 in HUD 108 Loan funds were expended.
Notes: Grant funds received include program income. Funds expended may include prior year balances.
Additional funds will be expended as invoices continue to be presented and processed.

In summary, the program accomplished the following during the 2013-14 program year:

Summary of Objectives, Outcomes and Results

OBJECTIVE OUTCOME MEASURE RESULT
Suitable Living Accessibility for the Number of Persons 92,926
Environment Purpose of Creating Assisted

Suitable Living
Environment

Decent Housing Affordability for the Number of Housing 689
Purpose of Providing Units and Households
Decent Housing Assisted

Number of First Time

Homebuyers
Economic Opportunity | Accessibility for the Number of Jobs 485
Purpose of Creating Created/Retained

Economic Opportunities

Number of Businesses

Assisted 103

Consolidated Plan ROCHESTER

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015)



4. Summary of citizen participation process and consultation process
The citizen participation and consultation process included the following components:

e Four public meetings, one in each quadrant of the City, to obtain input from residents,
neighborhood representatives and stakeholders '

e A public survey, available on-line in both English and Spanish, and distributed by mail to more
than 900 residents and stakeholders

e A survey of business needs, available on-line and distributed by mail to more than 900 residents
and business representatives

e Ten focus groups with representatives of agencies, organizations and stakeholders on the
following topics:

o Public Housing
o Fair Housing
o Affordable Housing Development/ Homeownership
o Housing Rehabilitation
o Homelessness Prevention and Services/ Supportive Housing
o Youth and Health Services
o Seniors and Persons with Disabilities
o Public infrastructure and facilities
o Large employers and manufacturers
o Small business
5. Summary of public comments

The needs mentioned most often were:

e youth employment and the high rate of youth poverty
e housing rehabilitation

°* homeownership

e economic development

e infrastructure and facilities

6. Summary of comments or views not accepted and the reasons for not accepting them
All comments received were accepted.

7. Summary

The needs of the community are varied and many. Funds will be used for a variety of goals including
promoting economic stability, improving the housing stock and general property conditions, and
addressing general community needs. Some funds will be used for planning and administration of the
grant programs.
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The Process

PR-05 Lead & Responsible Agencies 24 CFR 91.200(b)

1. Describe agency/entity responsible for preparing the Consolidated Plan and those
responsible for administration of each grant program and funding source

The City of Rochester’s Department of Neighborhood and Business Development is responsible for
preparing and submitting the Consolidated Plan and for administering funding.

The following are the agencies/entities responsible for preparing the Consolidated Plan and
those responsible for administration of each grant program and funding source.

Agency Role Name Department/Agency
Lead Agency City of Rochester NBD-Admin & Finance
CDBG Administrator City of Rochester NBD-Admin & Finance
HOPWA Administrator City of Rochester NBD-Business and Housing Dev.
HOME City of Rochester NBD-Business and Housing Dev.
ESG Administrator City of Rochester NBD-Business and Housing Dev.

Table 1 - Responsible Agencies

Narrative

The City of Rochester is designated the HOPWA grant recipient for the five county metropolitan area
that includes Monroe, Livingston, Orleans, Wayne, and Ontario counties.

Consolidated Plan Public Contact Information

Mary Kay Kenrick, Associate Administrative Analyst

City of Rochester

Department of Neighborhood and Business Development
30 Church Street, 224B

Rochester, NY 14614
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PR-10 Consultation - 91.100, 91.200(b), 91.215(l)

1. Introduction

Citizen Participation and Agency Consultation

The City of Rochester made the decision to encouraged extensive agency consultation in (a) identifying
priority needs and (b) engaging the participation of publlc agencies and nonprofit organizationsin a
positive and collaborative manner.

The City of Rochester engaged a consulting firm, LaBella Associates, D.P.C., to assist in the preparation
of the plan and facilitate the consultation process. City staff worked with the consultants to develop a
list of stakeholders, which included public agencies and private nonprofit organizations that provide
affordable housing and human services to LMI households and persons as well as business and other
community stakeholders. These stakeholders were invited to participate in a series of focus group
sessions held for the purpose of identifying needs for the CP and the Annual Plan. During the
consultation process, a wide range of organizations provided input on the City's housing and community
development needs.

Additionally, public and private agencies which were identified as stakeholders in the process were
asked to complete written questionnaires to provide data on special needs populations such as the
elderly, youth, persons with HIV/AIDS, public housing residents, persons with disabilities and the
homeless.

In an effort to solicit broader citizen participation, the City of Rochester conducted an online survey. The
online survey was developed and registered at www.zoomerang.com for a period of approximately one
month and was placed prominently on the City of Rochester's web site. Based on the focus group
sessions, comments received at the public meetings, the online survey, and input from agencies and
organizations, a set of priorities was established by the City of Rochester for the next five years.

In addition, quadrant meetings were held in January 2015 in each of the four quadrant areas of the city.
These meetings were designed to gather input from area residents on neighborhood issues of concern.
The meetings were held on January 14, two on January 20, and January 22, 2014. The City Council held a
public hearing on the draft CP on May 19, 2015. It is the City's practice to advertise meetings in the
Democrat & Chronicle. There were no speakers.

Provide a concise summary of the jurisdiction’s activities to enhance coordination between
public and assisted housing providers and private and governmental health, mental health
and service agencies (91.215(1)).

Rochester staff meets periodically with representatives of the Rochester Housing Authority to
coordinate in planning housing projects and providing employment training to public housing residents.
The City of Rochester, Monroe County and the Rochester Housing Authority also jointly prepared a
Community-wide Section 3 Plan to expand economic opportunities for low income persons.
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Describe coordination with the Continuum of Care and efforts to address the needs of
homeless persons (particularly chronically homeless individuals and families, families with
children, veterans, and unaccompanied youth) and persons at risk of homelessness

Rochester participates in the Rochester/Monroe County Continuum of Care (CoC). City staff currently
serve as Chair of the Steering Committee. The CoC coordinates the allocation of federal funding to
facilities and programs within the CoC’s service area. City staff chair the CoC Steering Committee and
consult on a regular basis with the organizations that participate in the CoC and the Homeless Services
Network.

A focus group meeting to discuss homelessness was attended by representatives of the Continuum of
Care and other agencies and organizations that serve homeless and people at risk of becoming
homeless.

Describe consultation with the Continuum(s) of Care that serves the jurisdiction's area in
determining how to allocate ESG funds, develop performance standards and evaluate
outcomes, and develop funding, policies and procedures for the administration of HMIS

City staff work closely with the CoC and other agencies to develop funding applications and determine
the best use of ESG funds. By working with the CoC, City staff are involved in improving coordination
among agencies, facilitating data collection through HMIS and allocating funds.

Describe Agencies, groups, organizations and others who participated in the process and
describe the jurisdictions consultations with housing, social service agencies and other
entities

A list of organizations who participated in the focus group meetings and public meetings is
attached.

Table 2 — Agencies, groups, organizations who participated-see attachment

Identify any Agency Types not consulted and provide rationale for not consulting

Rochester compiled an extensive list of agencies and organizations and requested their input into the
Consolidated Plan. A list of agencies contacted and those who participated in focus group meetings is

included as an appendix.
No agencies or organizations were deliberately excluded from the consultation process.
Other local/regional/state/federal planning efforts considered when preparing the Plan

The preparation of the Consolidated Plan was coordinated with several other local, regional, state and
federal planning efforts. The strategies in the Consolidated Plan align with those of the Rochester-
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Monroe County Anti-Poverty Initiative, which is supported by Governor Cuomo’s Opportunity Agenda
and involves numerous private and public organizations.

In its emphasis on homelessness prevention, housing and services for homeless and persons at risk of
becoming homeless, the Consolidated Plan advances the recommendations of:

o Homelessness Resolution Strategy for Rochester and Monroe County , prepared in 2012

e Housing Options for All: A Strategy to End Homelessness in Rochester/Monroe County (2007)

e Continuum of Care Plans (2010 and 2011) prepared for the US Department of Housing and
Urban Development (2010 and 2011)

e Quadrant Strategic Plans for each of the four quadrants (Southwest, Southeast, Northeast,
Northwest)

e Findings from charrettes and retreats facilitated by neighborhood associations and

Neighborhood Service Centers
e Housing Market Study and Housing Policy

Name of Plan Lead Organization How do the goals of your
Strategic Plan overlap with the
goals of each plan?

Continumm of Care Coordinated Care Services, Inc. See above

Table 3 — Other local / regional / federal planning efforts

Describe cooperation and coordination with other public entities, including the State and any
adjacent units of general local government, in the implementation of the Consolidated Plan
(91.215(1))

Representatives from Monroe County participated in focus group meetings and agency surveys. Monroe
County and adjoining municipalities were notified of the availability of the draft Consolidated Plan prior
to the public hearing.

Rochester works with Federal and New York State agencies involved in funding and regulating affordable
housing, services and infrastructure improvements. This coordination helps to leverage the limited
funding available throu gh HUD programs to meet the needs of Rochester’s population.

Narrative

Summary of public community needs survey responses and summary of business needs survey
responses can be found on the City's website at
http://www.cityofrochester.gov/article.aspx?id=8589937253.

Consolidated Plan ROCHESTER 8

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015)



PR-15 Citizen Participation

1. Summary of citizen participation process/Efforts made to broaden citizen participation
Summarize citizen participation process and how it impacted goal-setting

Public Notification
Notification of the meetings were placed in the Democrat and Chronicle and posted on the City website.
Public Forums

City staff promoted and organized four public quadrant meetings and two focus groups for the following

groups:
Public Forum Type Date of Meeting # of Attendees
Southwest January 14, 2015 31
Northwest January 22, 2015 44
Southeast January 20, 2015 19
Northeast January 20, 2015 26
Focus Group Meetings
City staff participated in 10 Focus Group meetings:
Date of Meeting # of Attendees
Focus Group Meeting Topic (excluding City
staff)
Public Housing February 6, 2015 (Board) / 3/4
January 2015 (staff)
Fair Housing January 21, 2015 9
Affordable Housing Development/ January 29, 2015 11
Homeownership
Housing Rehabilitation January 29, 2015 5
Homelessness Prevention and Services/ January 21, 2015 20
Supportive Housing
Youth and Health Services February 13, 2015 15
Seniors and Persons with Disabilities January 30, 2015 6
Large employers and manufacturers January 21, 2015 8
Small business January 21, 2015 8
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In addition to the focus group meetings with community stakeholder, a meeting held on January 26,
2015 with 14 City of Rochester staff in various departments addressed needs for Infrastructure and
public facilities.

The City held a public hearing on 5/19/15. There were no speakers.

Surveys

Two types of surveys were distributed in hard copies by mail and at community/neighborhood centers,
as well as online from the City’s website. The first was a resident survey, which was available in English

and Spanish languages. A separate business owner survey was also distributed.

Citizen Participation Outreach

Sort Mode of Target of Summary of Summary of Summary of URL (If
Order Outreach Outreach response/ Comments comments not | Applic-
attendance received accepted able)
and reasons
Newspaper Agencies
Ad Neighborhood
Groups
Public Businesses
Surveys City Residents
(English and Minorities
Spanish) (Hispanic)
Persons with
Public Quad dl\'f:nb"'t'es 128 attendees
meetings (4) targeted/broad
- community
Business Residents of
Owner Public and
Surveys Assisted
Housing
City Website
Table 4 - Citizen Participation Outreach
NOTE: See narrative for summary of comments.
All of the comments received were considered during the preparation of the Consolidated Plan.
Consolidated Plan ROCHESTER 10
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Summary of Public Survey Results

An attachment outlines the details of the Public Survey which was available in paper format and online
during the months of January and February, 2015. 434 people participated in the survey. A brief
summary of the results follows.

Results of the public survey ranked the following broad needs categories from most important to least
important:

Economic Development

Infrastructure Improvements

Neighborhood Facility Improvements and Neighborhood Services
Supportive Services

Affordable Housing

gL W e

The top five most urgent needs:

1. Job training / Provide employment training to city residents (Health and Human Service Needs /
Economic Development Needs)

Expand/improve crime prevention activities (Neighborhood Needs)

Increase energy efficiency / renewable energy (Housing Program Needs)

Service for youth (Health and Human Service Needs)

Provide incentives to manufacturers to create or retain jobs (Economic Development)

U & o

The public survey also revealed 42% of respondents feel that federal funding should be distributed
somewhat uniformly throughout the city while 58% of respondents feel that federal funding should be
concentrated in deteriorated areas or neighborhoods.

Summary of Public Meeting Comments
Responses during the four quadrant meetings focused on Housing Rehabilitation, New Housing/Home

Ownership, Economic Development, as well as Public Facilities and Services.
Overall, participants strongly voiced concerns over the following:

e Significant feedback was received from all quadrants about the need for youth employment and
youth activities (which correlates to the high youth poverty found in the data)

e Rehabilitation assistance for LMI, especially elderly (especially roof repair, energy efficiency, and
security systems for high crime areas)

e Need to rehabilitate existing housing stock over building new, as high vacancy rates lead to
criminal activity

e Better code enforcement, especially in blighted areas or where landlords are absentee

e Better lighting and streetscape improvements, especially in regard to creating safer
neighborhoods.

Representatives of neighborhood associations and quad organizations expressed a need for flexibility in
allocating funds to neighborhood priorities. Representatives from the Southwest Quadrant noted that
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their priorities have been documented and that funding is needed for action, rather than additional
plans and studies.

Summary of Business Survey Results

An attachment outlines the details of the Business Survey which was available in paper format and
online during the months of January and February, 2015. 90 businesses participated in the survey. A
brief summary of the results follows:

e Over 75% of respondents reported that their workforce needed training in basic skills (math,
reading, writing, customer service, interpersonal, etc.)

e Nearly 30% of respondents reported having difficulty recruiting precision production / specialty
skills workers. Only 4% of respondents reported having difficulty recruiting youth employees.

e Many businesses pointed towards poor worker quality (unreliable, poor work ethic, poor
attitudes) and the very small pool of skilled and experienced workers as the main reasons
behind their recruiting difficulties.

e Nearly 57% of respondents said their businesses are in need of financing for building
improvements (including fagade improvements and energy efficiency).

e Over 39% of respondents reported their businesses are in need of additional off-site public
parking and 37% of respondents reported a need for streetscape (decorative lighting, enhanced
sidewalks, etc.) improvements.

Summary of Focus Group Meetings
The City’s consultants organized and facilitated the following focus group meetings. Notes from these

meetings are attached.

Housing and Supportive Services

17 Rochester Housing Authority
o Topics: statistics reported by HUD and in the survey; ways to coordinate with City
programs
o Invitees: RHA George Moses; John Page; Interim Director
2. Fair Housing Services

o Topics: addressing racial disparities; testing; education and counseling
o Invitees: agencies that provide or have provided services with federal funding; City
housing staff
3. Affordable Housing Developers/ Homeownership Assistance
o Topics: Market conditions (rental/ owner; unit sizes; locations); energy
conservation/ renewable energy; CDBG/ HOME priorities; planning and zoning;
hiring practices; Financial literacy training, coordination
o Invitees: Housing developers, City housing staff, Monroe County housing staff;
agencies/ organizations that provide services
4, Housing Rehab
o Topics: Code enforcement, rehab assistance, new construction; housing market;
energy efficiency/ renewable energy; lead paint; contractor training; Section 3
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o Invitees: Organizations with housing rehab programs; City staff (housing, code
enforcement)
5. Homelessness Prevention and Services/ Supportive Housing
o Topics: Coordination between Monroe County and City; unmet needs; data
collection
o Invitees: CoC members (possibly hold meeting in conjunction with CoC meeting);
supportive housing providers
6. Seniors and Persons with Disabilities — housing and services
o Topics: Housing, transportation, infrastructure, community services
o Invitees: representatives of agencies and organizations that serve seniors and
persons with disabilities
7 Youth services/ Health and Human Services
o Topics: Recreation programs and facilities, education and job training, teen
pregnancy prevention; health care; nutrition; hospice, new mothers
o Invitees: City staff (Recreation & Youth Services); representatives of agencies/
organizations that serve youth; Organizations/ Agencies that provide services to
populations with special needs (seniors, persons with HIV/AIDS, Meals-on-Wheels,
Hospice, New mothers, etc.)

Infrastructure and Public Facilities

8. City Staff - Infrastructure and Public Facilities
o Topics: Infrastructure needs and funding sources; transportation concerns (streets,
sidewalks, bicycle, transit); parks; youth, senior and community centers; community
gardens; priorities among these for CDBG funds
o Invitees: City staff (Transportation -Erik Frisch, Inspection and Compliance -Gary
Walker, CDB Director, Environmental Services, Recreation & Youth Services, Fire
Dept; Police Dept.)

Economic Development

9. Economic Development - manufacturing
o Topics: Funding needs, job training — general and for specific businesses,
infrastructure needs, neighborhood issues
o Invitees: representatives from manufacturers; City staff (economic development,
job training)
10. Economic Development — small businesses
o Topics: micro-enterprises, facades/ signage, small business technical and financial
assistance, etc.); Section 3
o Invitees: City NBD staff that work with business assistance, job training; Urban
League Business Development Services; small business representatives;
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Common concerns of attendees at the large business owners and small business owners focus groups
were:

e Job training and skill development (basic skills, technical skills, apprenticeships)

e Marketing assistance and funding

e Job retention/availability post-training (promotion of jobs through high schools/community
college/BOCES)

e Entrepreneurial development

e Availability of minimum wage jobs.

The large business group’s issues were:

e Building renovations (environmental cost/risk)

e Land/building acquisition

e Equipment

e Signage

e Transportation

e Subsidy for students/youth (summer programs, after school programs)

The small business group’s issues were:

e Perception of safety
e Assistance to get access to funding
e Comprehensive Redevelopment
o Housing
o Residential ownership
e Jobs/neighborhood connection

Efforts Made to Broaden Citizen Participation
Efforts to broaden citizen participation included:

e Spanish survey
e Qutreach by Neighborhood Service Center Coordinators to Neighborhood groups

Consolidated Plan ROCHESTER 14
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Needs Assessment

NA-05 Overview

Needs Assessment Overview Provide in the overview a concise summary of the
sources used to estimate the needs projected for the
next 5-year period. This includes an estimate of the
number and types of families in need of assistance
for extremely low-income, low-income, moderate-
income, and middle-income families; for renters and
owners; and the specifications of such needs for
different categories of persons. Then describe the
analysis process used to determine the priority needs
from the overall needs.

Needs Assessment Overview

Using Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) and American Community Survey (ACS)
data, the City identified needs in the areas of housing, public housing, homelessness, special needs and
non-housing community development. The findings were augmented through the use of spatial analysis
where feasible and appropriate.

Housing

Housing needs including housing problems and severe housing problems were determined based on
income category, tenure, household type, and family type. In general, the lower income categories
tended to have greater percentages of households with housing problems as compared to the higher
income categories. Renter households tended to have greater percentages of households with housing
problems as compared to owner households. Results varied among different household types and
family types.

The most common housing problem in the City of Rochester is cost burden. A household is cost
burdened if their monthly housing costs including utilities exceed 30% of their monthly income. An
alarming 83.9% of extremely low income (0 to 30% Median Family Income (MFI)) renter households and
83.3% of extremely low income (0 to 30% MFI) owner households are cost burdened.

Other housing problems include overcrowding, lacking complete plumbing, or lacking a complete
kitchen; however, they are not as prevalent as being cost burdened.

Overall, 73.5% of low to moderate income (0 to 80% MFI) renter households and 61.1% of low to
moderate income (0 to 80% MFI) owner households had at least one of the four housing problems.

Disproportionately Greater Needs

Housing needs including housing problems and severe housing problems were determined based on
income category, tenure, and race/ethnicity. It was then determined whether certain races/ethnicities
were experiencing disproportionately greater needs. As defined by HUD, a disproportionately greater
need among any racial or ethnic group exists when a particular racial or ethnic group has housing
problems at least 10 percentage points higher than the percentage of households (regardless of
race/ethnicity) in that category as a whole. For example, 81.7% of all very low income (30 to 50% MFI)
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renter households (regardless of race/ethnicity) have at least one housing problem. 96.2% of very low
income Asian renter households have at least one housing problem. Because 96.2% is more than 91.7%
(81.7% + 10%), very low income Asian renter households are considered to have a disproportionately

greater need.

Asians, American Indian / Alaskan, Black / African American, Pacific Islander, and Other / Multiple Races
experienced disproportionate needs for various income categories, tenure, housing problems, and
severe housing problems. It should be noted that the data concerning American Indian / Alaskan, and
Pacific Islander households is misleading due to the extremely low raw numbers of those household

types.

Other / Multiple Races and Asian low to moderate income (0 to 80% MFI) renter households are
experiencing a greater need in terms of severe housing problems. Asian low to moderate income (0 to
80% MFI) owner households are experiencing a greater need in terms of severe housing problems.

Public Housing

Public housing provides a critical supply of decent, affordable housing for residents with iow incomes. As
evident from the Public Housing and Housing Choice Voucher waitlists, there is not enough affordable
housing to meet the needs of the low income population in the area. RHA strives to maximize the
number of affordable units available by properly maintaining the units, minimizing vacancies, renovating
units efficiently, and leasing the units as quickly as possible. RHA is always looking for opportunities to
increase and improve their housing stock, either through partnerships or programs.

Homeless
Significant needs include:

e Qutreach and services for the chronically homeless, including veterans and persons with mental
illness and alcohol or drug addictions

e Emergency shelter

e Transitional housing for victims of domestic violence, youth and persons with mental iliness or
drug/ alcohol addictions

e Permanent supportive housing for persons unable to live on their own

e Coordination of services and data management

Non-Homeless Special Needs Populations
Services continue to be needed for elderly, frail elderly, persons with mental illness or drug/ alcohol
addiction.

Youth services, including employment readiness and job training and life skills training are critical needs.

Non-Housing Community Development
Economic development is the most critical non-housing community development need. Jobs are needed

to increase incomes of low income residents. Public facilities such as recreation centers and parks serve
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youth living in poverty and help to revitalize neighborhoods. Infrastructure improvements are needed in

low income areas.

Consolidated Plan ROCHESTER
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NA-10 Housing Needs Assessment - 24 CFR 91.205 (a,b,c)

Summary of Housing Needs

The following narrative describes Rochester's demographic characteristics and its estimated housing
needs for the five years covered by the Consolidated Plan. The information in this section is based
primarily on data from the U.S. Census Bureau, City departments, local agency consultations, and
statistics provided through HUD for the 2007-2011 Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy
(CHAS). Census 2000 data, Census 2010 data, 2010 American Community Survey (ACS) 5-year estimates,
2011 ACS 5-year estimates, 2012 ACS 5-year estimates, and 2013 ACS 5-year estimates were utilized as
appropriate to analyze current conditions and historical trends.

Demographics

Rochester's population in 2010 was 210,565, representing a decrease of 9,208 from 219,773 persons in
2000 (see Table 5a). The City's population is estimated to have increased slightly in recent years, rising
to 210,624 in 2013. The total decrease in population between 2000 and 2013 is estimated at -4.2%.

Table 5a - Population, 2000-2013

2000 2010 2013
% Change % Change
Number | Number | o o 2000 | NU™Per | gince 2000
Population | 219,773 | 210,565 | -4.2% | 210,624 | -4.2%

Data Sources:

2000 and 2010 Decennial Census and
2009-2013 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

Demographics Base Year: 2000 Most Recent Year: 2011 | % Change
Population 219,773 211,457 -4%
Households 88,999 86,009 -3%
Median Household Income $27,123.00 $30,367.00 12%
Table 5 - Housing Needs Assessment Demographics
Data Source: 2000 Census (Base Year), 2007-2011 ACS (Most Recent Year)
Consolidated Plan ROCHESTER 18
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Figure 1 below displays the population density for each of the City's 80 complete census tracts.

Figure 1 — Population Density by Census Tract, 2013

2013 Population Density
2013 Average Population Density per Census Tract in the City of
Rochester = 12.66 people per acre

City of Rochester
| 0 people per acre

0.01-6.33
6.34-12.66
Citywide 12.67-20.44
Average 20.45 - 28.21 people per acre
==== Major Highways
m Monroe County Boundary D Rochester City Limit

Data Sources: US Census Tigeriine Data, 2009-2013 ACS 5-Yr Estimates
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Households

Table 6 reports on the number of households in 2011 by income category and includes information on
households type (small family and large family), elderly (age 62 to 74 and 75 or older), and young

children (6 years old or younger).

Number of Households Table

0-30% >30-50% >50-80% | >80-100% | >100%

HAMFI HAMFI HAMFI HAMFI HAMFI
Total Households * 23,195 14,490 16,715 7,890 23,720
Small Family Households * 8,010 5,415 5,370 2,935 10,345
Large Family Households * 1,805 1,170 1,580 715 1,365
Household contains at least one
person 62-74 years of age 2,425 2,125 2,780 1,150 3,185
Household contains at least one
person age 75 or older 1,445 1,495 1,325 590 1,195
Households with one or more
children 6 years old or younger * 5,380 2,950 2,355 1,085 2,675

* the highest income category for these family types is >80% HAMFI
Table 6 - Total Households Table
Data Source:  2007-2011 CHAS
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Figure 2 below displays the density of elderly for each of the City's 80 complete census tracts.

Figure 2 — Density of the Elderly (62 Years Old or Older) by Census Tract, 2013

2013 Density of Elderly 62 Years Old or Older

2013 Average Density of Elderfy per Census Tract in the City of
Rochester = 1.42 elderly per acre

City of Rochester
0 elderly per acre
001-0.71
0.72-142
Citywide 143-304
Average 3.05 - 4.66 elderly per acre

=== Major Highways
Eﬁ Monroe County Boundary D Rochester City Limit

Sources: US Census Tigeriine Data, 2003-2013 ACS 5-Yr Eslimates
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Figure 3 below displays the density of children for each of the City's 80 complete census tracts.

Figure 3 — Density of Children (Less than 18 Years Old) by Census Tract, 2013

2013 Density of Children < 18 Years Old
2013 Average Density of Children per Census Tract in the City of
Rochester = 3.32 children per acre

I Jusitiiossf miles A
(1] 1 2 3

City of Rochester

0 children per acre

0.01-1.66
1.67-3.32
Citywide 3.33-5.68
Average 5.69 - 8.05 children per acre

==== Major Highways

T monroe County y [Jr City Limit

Dala Source:

Accordmg to the American Community Survey (ACS) estlmates there were 86,418 households in the city
of Rochester in 2013 (see Table 6a). Of these:

s. US Census Tigerline Data, 2008-2013 ACS, :; -Yr Eslimates

e Half of all households were family households while the other half was non-family households.
The percentage of family households has been decreasing over time since 2000.

e 25.9% of all households had children under age 18 living with them. The percentage of
households with children has also been decreasing over time since 2000.

e 18.0% of all households had a single parent (16.0% single mother, 2.0% single father). The
percentage of single parent households has been decreasing over time since 2000.

e 40.1% of all households are individuals living alone. This percentage has been increasing over
time since 2000.

The number of households in the city has decreased by 3.8% from 89,003 in 2000 to 85,589 in 2010.
However, estimates for 2013 show a slight increase to 86,418 total households. Persons per household
decreased slightly from 2.36 in 2000 to 2.35 in 2010 and decreased at a more accelerated rate to 2.32 in

2013.
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Table 6a - Trends in Household Type and Size, 2000-2013

2000 2010 2013
% of ' % of % % of % %
Number | Total | Number | Total Change* Number | Total Change* | Change*
HH's HH's (2010 to HH's (2013 to (2013 to
2000) 2010) 2000)
Total Households 89,003 - 85,589 - -3.8% 86,418 - 1.0% -2.9%
Family Households 47,478 | 53.3% | 43,758 | 51.1% -7.8% 43,230 | 50.0% -1.2% -8.9%
Married-couple family 22,674 | 25.5% | 19,698 | 23.0% -13.1% 18,500 | 21.4% -6.1% -18.4%
With Children 10,595 | 11.9% 7,656 8.9% -27.7% 6,808 7.9% -11.1% -35.7%
Without Children 12,079 | 13.6% | 12,042 | 14.1% -0.3% 11,692 | 13.5% -2.9% -3.2%
Female-Headed HH's 20,706 | 23.3% | 19,726 | 23.0% -4.7% 20,574 | 23.8% 4.3% -0.6%
With Children 14,506 | 16.3% | 13,717 | 16.0% -5.4% 13,813 | 16.0% 0.7% -4.8%
Without Children 6,200 7.0% 6,009 7.0% -3.1% 6,761 7.8% 12.5% 9.0%
Male-Headed HH's 4,098 4.6% 4,334 5.1% 5.8% 4,156 4.8% -4.1% 1.4%
With Children 2,116 2.4% 2,105 2.5% -0.5% 1,719 2.0% -18.3% -18.8%
Without Children 1,982 2.2% 2,229 2.6% 12.5% 2,437 2.8% 9.3% 23.0%
Non-family Households 41,525 | 46.7% | 41,831 | 48.9% 0.7% 43,188 | 50.0% 3.2% 4.0%
Living Alone 32,994 | 37.1% | 33,616 | 39.3% 1.9% 34,620 | 40.1% 3.0% 4.9%
Not Living Alone 8,531 9.6% 8,215 9.6% -3.7% 8,568 9.9% 4.3% 0.4%
Average Household Size 2.36 - 235 - -0.4% 2,32 - -1.3% -1.7%

Notes: * Percent change in the raw numbers between specified time periods.

Data Sources: 2000 Census SF-3 (H017, H012, & HCT001); 2006-2010 ACS (B11001, B25010, & B25115); 2009-2013 ACS (B11001, B25010, &
B25115).
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Income and Poverty

In 2013, the estimated median household income (MHI) in Rochester was $30,875 (see Table 6b). This
represented a decrease of 18.2% from 2000, after adjusting for inflation. The table on the following
page shows household income for 2000 and estimates for 2010 and 2013 by income tier.

Table 6b — Trends in Household Income, 2000-2013

2000 20107 2013 i

% of % of 5 % . % of b % . h % N

Number | Total | Number | Total Change Number | Total Change Change

HH's HH's (2010 to HH's (2013 to (2013 to

2000) 2010) 2000)

Less than $10,000 17,344 | 19.5% | 15,028 | 17.6% | -13.4% | 14,993 | 17.3% | -0.2% -13.6%
$10,000 to $14,999 8,646 | 9.7% | 7,402 | 8.6% | -14.4% | 7,669 | 89% | 3.6% 11.3%
$15,000 to $24,999 15,757 | 17.7% | 13,674 | 16.0% | -13.2% | 13,735 | 15.9% | 0.4% 12.8%
$25,000 to $34,999 12,546 | 14.1% | 11,914 | 13.9% | -50% | 11,208 | 13.0% | -5.9% -10.7%
$35,000 to $49,999 13,209 | 14.8% | 12,143 | 14.2% | -8.1% | 12,402 | 14.4% | 2.1% 6.1%
$50,000 to $74,999 12,143 | 13.6% | 12,938 | 15.1% | 65% | 12,556 | 14.5% | -3.0% 3.4%
$75,000 to $99,999 5156 | 5.8% | 6146 | 7.2% | 19.2% | 7000 | 81% | 13.9% 35.8%
$100,000 to $149,999 2,897 | 33% | 4475 | 52% | 545% | 4443 | 51% | -0.7% 53.4%
More than $150,000 1,305 | 15% | 1,869 | 2.2% | 43.2% | 2412 | 2.8% | 29.1% 84.8%
Total Occupied HH's 89,003 - 85,589 - -3.8% 86,418 - 1.0% -2.9%
::'::r']fz &‘;‘t‘jzgom $27,004 | - |s30138| - 11.6% | $30,875 | - 2.4% 14.3%
:\::gr':z ('l?j‘;j::‘e(;';j” $37,760 | - | 32108 | - | -147% | 30875 | - 41% | -18.2%

Notes: ' Income based on 1999 Inflation-Adjusted Dollars.
i"Income based on 2010 Inflation-Adjusted Dollars.
i lncome based on 2013 Inflation-Adjusted Dollars.
* Percent change in the raw numbers between specified time periods.
** Adjusted to 2013 dollars.

Data Sources: 2000 Census SF-3 (HCTO11 & HCT012); 2006-2010 ACS (B19001 & B19013); 2009-2013 ACS (B19001 & B19013).
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Figure 4 below displays the median household income for each of the City's 80 complete census tracts.
Census tracts with median household incomes below the citywide median tend to be located in and
around the city center. More affluent census tracts tend to be located on the periphery of the city with
the most affluent census tracts being located in the southeast section of the city.

Figure 4 — Median Household Income by Census Tract, 2013

Legend N
[t ss [T 57 Mites
2013 Median Household Income by Census Tract 0 1 2 3

2013 Median Household Income (in 2013 inflation-adjusted dollars) in
the City of Rochester = $30,875

City of Rochester

50
$11,842 - 523,816
$26,602 - 37,184
Citywide $38,789 - $50,783
Madian $55,577 - $62,679
$77.500

=== Major Highways
[:__j Monroe County Boundary D Rachester City Limit

ansus Tigerine Data, 2009 _Ji.)‘\CS‘C:‘ Yr Estimates
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In Rochester in 2000, for all persons for whom poverty was determined, 25.9% were below the poverty
level (see Table 6¢). By 2010, this percentage rose to 30.4% and rose further still to 32.9% in 2013.
Overall, the City of Rochester has experienced a 21.2% growth in the number of people living below the
poverty level between 2000 and 2013 despite a 4.6% loss in the total number of residents during this
same time period. Poverty rates also rose in Monroe County and in the State of New York from 2000 to
2013. In Monroe County, the number of persons below poverty rose from 11.2% in 2000 to 15.0% in
2013. New York also increased from 14.6% to 15.3% during the same time period. The City's poverty
rate is more than twice of those of the county and state.

Poverty trends for the youth population are even more alarming for the City of Rochester. In the City of
Rochester in 2013, 50.1% of children under the age of 18 were living below the poverty level. Despite
the City’s loss of nearly 10,500 children between 2000 and 2013, there was a 9.3% growth in the number
of children living below the poverty level. While the percentage of youth living below the poverty level
in both Monroe County (22.1%) and New York State (21.7%) has also increased between 2000 and 2013,
the City’s youth poverty rate in 2013 was well more than twice of those of the county and state.

Table 6¢ — Trends in Income Below the Poverty Level, 2000-2013

New York State

Total Population

2000 2010 2013
% % %
Number % Number % Change* Number % Change* Change*
(2010 to (2013 to (2013 to

18,449,899

18,710,113

2000)

18,975,362

2010)

2000)

Total Population

211,273

203,275

-3.8%

201,640

Total Below Poverty 2,692,202 | 14.6% | 2,650,166 | 14.2% -1.6% 2,903,982 | 15.3% 9.6% 7.9%
Total Youth < 18 Yrs 4,581,111 = 4,311,904 = -5.9% 4,224,746 = -2.0% -7.8%
Youth Below Poverty 915,710 20.0% 859,379 19.9% -6.2% 915,655 21.7% 6.5% 0.0%
onroe Co
Total Population 711,296 = 714,871 = 0.5% 721,084 - 0.9% 1.4%
Total Below Poverty 79,311 11.2% 98,268 13.7% 23.9% 108,469 15.0% 10.4% 36.8%
Total Youth < 18 Yrs 185,065 = 169,628 = -8.3% 163,278 - -3.7% -11.8%
Youth Below Poverty 29,377 15.9% 32,586 19.2% 10.9% 36,145 22.1% 10.9% 23.0%

City of Rochester

-0.8%

-4.6%

Total Below Poverty 54,713 25.9% 61,775 30.4% 12.9% 66,312 32.9% 7.3% 21.2%
Total Youth < 18 Yrs 60,488 = 52,604 > -13.0% 50,003 s -4.9% -17.3%
Youth Below Poverty 22,927 37.9% 23,051 43.8% 0.5% 25,061 50.1% 8.7% 9.3%

Notes: * Percent change in the raw numbers between specified time periods.

Data Sources: 2000 Census SF-3 (P87); 2006-2010 ACS (B17001); 2009-2013 ACS (B17001).

Figure 5 below displays the percent of the total population living below the poverty level for each of the
City's 80 complete census tracts. Figure 6 displays the number of people living below the poverty level
for each of the City's 80 complete census tracts. Figure 7 displays the percentage of youth living below

the poverty level by census tract while Figure 8 depicts the raw number of youth living below the

poverty level.
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Figure 5 — Percent of the Population Living Below the Poverty Level by Census Tract, 2013
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Figure 6 — Number of People Living Below the Poverty Level by Census Tract, 2013
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Figure 7 — Percent of Children Living Below the Poverty Level by Census Tract, 2013
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Figure 8 — Number of Children Living Below the Poverty Level by Census Tract, 2013
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Household Income by Race and Ethnicity

Among all racial/ethnic group households in the city in 2013, White (non-Hispanic or Latino) households
had the highest median household income (MHI) at $41,680 (see Table 6d). Households of “Some Other
Race” (which includes all races other than White or Black) had the second-highest MHI at $24,247. Black
households, which historically have always had the second-highest MHI (2000 and 2010), had the third-
highest MHI at $23,555 in 2013 and Hispanic/Latino households had the lowest MHI at $22,983.

The bar graph (Figure 9) and Table 6d below show data on household income by race and ethnicity.
Black households, who make up 34.5% of the city’s occupied households in 2013, have the largest raw
number of households found in the bottom income bracket. About 52.4% of the Black households earn
S0- $24,999. Hispanic/Latino households, who make up 12.5% of the city’s occupied households in
2013, have the largest percentage of households by race found in the bottom two income brackets.
About 53.8% of the Hispanic/Latino households earn $0-524,999 and another 28.2% earn between
$25,000 and $49,999. White households, who make up 43.5% of the city’s occupied households in
2013, have the largest raw number and percentage of households by race found in the upper two
income brackets. About 17.9% of the White households earn $50,000-$74,999 and another 23.4% earn
more than $75,000.

Figure 9 — Trends in Household Income by Race and Ethnicity, 2000-2013
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Data Sources: 2000 Census SF-3 (P151 Series); 2006-2010 ACS (B19001 Series); 2009-2013 ACS (B19001 Series).
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Table 6d — Trends in Household Income by Race and Ethnicity, 2000-2013

2000 20101 2013 i
% of % of % % of % %
Total Total | Change* Total | Change* | Change*
Number | s by | NPT | sy | oot | VU™ | He'sby | 201310 | (2013 t0

Race Race 2000) Race 2010) 2000)
White (not Hispanic or Latino)
Less than $25,000 18,538 39.4% 13,319 32.3% -28.2% 12,325 30.6% -7.5% -33.5%
$25,000 to $49,999 14,637 31.1% 12,061 29.3% -17.6% 11,293 28.1% -6.4% -22.8%
$50,000 to $74,999 7,644 16.3% 7,340 17.8% -4.0% 7,197 17.9% -1.9% -5.8%
$75,000 and Higher 6,192 13.2% 8,502 20.6% 37.3% 9,431 23.4% 10.9% 52.3%
Total Occupied HH's 47,011 - 41,222 - -12.3% 40,246 - -2.4% -14.4%
Median Household, | wamnze - $38,362 - 19.6% | $41,680 - 8.6% | 29.9%
Income (Actual)
Median Household o 9 9
Income (Adjusted)** $44,851 $40,983 8.6% $41,680 1.7% 7.1%
Black
Less than $25,000 15,906 54.0% 15,832 51.0% -0.5% 16,707 52.4% 5.5% 5.0%
$25,000 to $49,999 8,064 27.4% 8,431 27.2% 4.6% 8,315 26.1% -1.4% 3.1%
$50,000 to $74,999 3,247 11.0% 4,144 13.4% 27.6% 3,901 12.2% -5.9% 20.1%
$75,000 and Higher 2,230 7.6% 2,633 8.5% 18.1% 2,984 9.4% 13.3% 33.8%
Total Occupied HH's 29,447 - 31,040 - 5.4% 31,907 - 2.8% 8.4%
MHI (Actual) $22,320 - $24,417 - 9.4% $23,555 - -3.5% 5.5%
MHI (Adjusted)** $31,210 - $26,086 - -16.4% $23,555 - -9.7% -24.5%
Some other race
Less than $25,000 5,475 56.6% 4,329 53.1% -20.9% 4,697 52.9% 8.5% -14.2%
$25,000 to $49,999 2,496 25.8% 2,327 28.5% -6.8% 2,339 26.4% 0.5% -6.3%
$50,000 to $74,999 984 10.2% 790 9.7% -19.7% 976 11.0% 23.5% -0.8%
$75,000 and Higher 723 7.5% 707 8.7% -2.2% 861 9.7% 21.8% 19.1%
Total Occupied HH's 9,678 - 8,153 - -15.8% 8,873 - 8.8% -8.3%
MHI (Actual) $21,142 - $22,584 - 6.8% $24,247 - 7.4% 14.7%
MHI (Adjusted)** $29,563 - $24,127 - -18.4% $24,247 - 0.5% -18.0%
Hispanic or Latino
Less than $25,000 5,256 60.2% 5,579 53.2% 6.1% 6,216 53.8% 11.4% 18.3%
$25,000 to $49,999 2,260 25.9% 2,757 26.3% 22.0% 3,260 28.2% 18.2% 44.2%
$50,000 to $74,999 744 8.5% 1,172 11.2% 57.5% 1,090 9.4% -7.0% 46.5%
$75,000 and Higher -469 5.4% 982 9.4% 109.4% 990 8.6% 0.8% 111.1%
Total Occupied HH's 8,729 - 10,490 - 20.2% 11,556 - 10.2% 32.4%
MHI (Actual) $19,164 - $23,347 - 21.8% $22,983 - -1.6% 19.9%
MHI (Adjusted)** $26,797 - $24,942 - -6.9% $22,983 - -7.9% -14.2%
Notes: ' Income based on 1999 Inflation-Adjusted Dollars.
" Income based on 2010 Inflation-Adjusted Dollars.
il Income based on 2013 Inflation-Adjusted Dollars.
* Percent change in the raw numbers between specified time periods.
** Adjusted to 2013 dollars.
Data Sources: 2000 Census SF-3 (P151 Series and P152 Series); 2006-2010 ACS (B19001 Series and B19013 Series);

2009-2013 ACS (B19001 Series and B19013 Series).
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Cost Burden and Other Housing Problems

The following section provides an estimate of the number and type of households in need of housing
assistance. The review considers needs for the households according to the following categories from
the HUD CHAS data tables:

e Extremely low-income households (income less than 30% of MFI)

e Very low-income households (income between 30% and 50% of MFI)

e Low-income households (income between 50% and 80% of MFI)

e Households with income above 80% of MFI (moderate-, middle- and high-income households).

The description of housing needs contained in this part includes discussion of cost burden (monthly
housing costs including utilities exceed 30% of monthly income) and severe cost burden (monthly
housing costs including utilities exceed 50% of monthly income), overcrowding (more than 1 person per
room) and severe overcrowding (more than 1.5 persons per room), and substandard housing conditions
(housing unit lacks complete kitchen facilities and/or plumbing facilities) being experienced by income
category. It isimportant to note that any cost burden data presented below (unless otherwise noted)
includes severely cost burden data as the severely cost burdened category is a subset of the cost
burdened category. Similarly, data concerning overcrowded households includes severely overcrowded
data (unless otherwise noted).

Estimated Housing Needs of Extremely Low-, Very Low- and Low-Income Households

Much of the data reported in this portion of the Rochester Consolidated Plan (CP) was derived from
CHAS Data 2007-2011. CHAS Data 2007-2011 is a special tabulation prepared for HUD by the Census
Bureau. HUD reports that the Census Bureau uses a special rounding scheme on special tabulation data.
As a result, there may be discrepancies between the data reported by CHAS Data 2007-2011 and the
data reported by the American Community Survey 5-Year estimates, which is the source of much of the
data in other parts of the CP. (While CHAS data from 2007-2011 may appear dated, it is the only source
of data for this analysis and is required by HUD.)

The following tables report on households with various housing problems for renters and owners. As
defined by CHAS Data 2007-2011, any housing problem includes 1) housing unit lacks complete kitchen
facilities, and/or 2) housing unit lacks complete plumbing facilities, and/or 3) household is overcrowded
(more than 1 person per room), and/or 4) household cost burden is greater than 30% of household
income. Some of the tables also identify households with any of the severe housing problems for
renters and owners. Severe housing problems include 1) severe overcrowding (more than 1.5 persons
per room) and/or 2) severe cost burden (housing costs exceed 50% of household income).
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Housing Needs Summary Tables

1. Housing Problems (Households with one of the listed needs)

Renter

Owner

0-30%
AMI

>30-
50%
AMI

>50-
80%
AMI

>80-

100
%

AMI

Total <
100%
AMI

30%
AMI

>30-
50%
AMI

>50-
80%
AMI

>80-

100
%

AMI

Total

100%
AMI

NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS

Substandard Housing -
Lacking complete
plumbing or kitchen
facilities

645

170

10

825

60

35

30

129

Severely Overcrowded
- With >1.51 people per
room (and complete
kitchen and plumbing)

115

35

80

100

330

10

10

Overcrowded - With
1.01-1.5 people per
room (and none of the
above problems)

485

270

350

40

1,145

20

25

55

10

110

Housing cost burden
greater than 50% of
income (and none of
the above problems)

14,040

3,005

335

15

17,395

1,885

1,345

775

145

4,150

Housing cost burden
greater than 30% of

income (and none of
the above problems)

1,910

5,020

3,220

270

10,420

460

1,375

2,505

735

5,075

Zero/negative Income
(and none of the above
problems)

1,380

0

0

0

1,380

310

310

Data 2007-2011 CHAS
Source:
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2. Housing Problems 2 (Households with one or more Severe Housing Problems: Lacks kitchen

or complete plumbing, severe overcrowding, severe cost burden)

Renter

Owner

0-30%
AMI

>30-
50%
AMI

>50-
80%
AMI

>80-
100%
AMI

Total <
100%
AMI

0-30%
AMI

>30-
50%
AMI

>50-
80%
AMI

>80-
100%
AMI

Total <
100%
AMI

NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS

Having 1 or
more of four
housing
problems

15,285

3,480

770

155

19,690

1,965

1,410

855

160

4,390

Having none of
four housing
problems

3,620

6,920

8,915

3,660

23,115

630

2,680

6,170

3,915

13,395

Household has
negative
income, but
none of the
other housing
problems

1,380

0

0

1,380

310

310

Data 2007-2011 CHAS

Source:
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Table 8a below reports on households with any housing problem, households that are cost burdened,
households that are severely cost burdened, and households that have other housing problems for
renters and owners by income category.

Table 8a — Households with Housing Problems by Household Income, 2007-2011

Households that Households that | Households that Households that
Total 'Li:’:sianny are cost are severely cost h:\:eu;Ter
HH’s problenf* burdened** burdened** problems’g"**
Number % Number % Number % Number %
Renter Households
Extremely Low (O to 30% MFI) 20,285 17,195 | 84.8% 17,015 83.9% 14,970 73.8% 180 0.9%
Very Low (30 to 50% MFI) 10,395 8,495 81.7% 8,245 79.3% 3,100 29.8% 250 2.4%
Low (50 to 80% MFI) 9,685 3,990 41.2% 3,580 37.0% 330 3.4% 410 4.2%
Above 80% MFI 10,735 725 6.8% 430 4.0% 40 0.4% 295 2.7%
Total Renters | 51,105 30,405 | 59.5% 29,270 57.3% 18,440 36.1% 1,135 2.2%
Owner Households
Extremely Low (0 to 30% MFI) 2,910 2,425 83.3% 2,425 83.3% 1,970 67.7% 0 0.0%
Very Low (30 to 50% MFI) 4,090 2,785 68.1% 2,760 67.5% 1,370 33.5% 25 0.6%
Low (50 to 80% MFI) 7,030 3,360 47.8% 3,290 46.8% 780 11.1% 70 1.0%
Above 80% MFI 20,875 2,120 10.2% 1,885 9.0% 315 1.5% 235 1.1%
Total Owners | 34,905 10,695 | 30.6% 10,360 29.7% 4,435 12.7% 335 1.0%
All Households
Total All Households | 86,010 | 41,100 | 47.8% 39,630 46.1% 22,875 26.6% 1,470 1.7%

Notes: * Any housing problem: Cost burden greater than 30% of income, and/or overcrowding, and/or without complete kitchen or plumbing
** Cost burdened: greater than 30% of income; Severely cost burdened: greater than 50% of income

*** Other housing problems: Household is not cost burdened but it is overcrowded and/or without complete kitchen or plumbing
Due to data limitations, numbers in the table above may not add up exactly in all instances.

Data Source: 2007-2011 CHAS

As shown in the table above, CHAS Data 2007-2011 reports 86,010 households in Rochester with 51,105
(59.4%) renters and 34,905 (40.6%) owners. As compared to CHAS Data 2000, the total number of
households has decreased by over 2,900 units and there has been an increase in the percentage of
owner occupied households. Notably:

e 41,100 households (47.8%) have housing problems. This number is increasing considering that
in 2000, 37,527 households (42.2%) had housing problems.
e 38,250 households (34,989 in 2000) with any housing problems are low-income, with annual
incomes at or below 80% of the Median Family Income (MFI). Lower income households are

most likely to have housing problems due to limited resources.

e 30,405 renter households (59.5%) have a housing problem. Renters comprise 74% of the 41,100
households with a housing problem. While the total number of rental households has
decreased since 2000, both the total number and percent of rental households that have a
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housing problem has increased. In 2000, 27,390 renter households (51.5%) had a housing
problem. Renters comprised 73% of the 37,527 households with a housing problem.

Of the 51,105 renter households, 40,365 (79.0%) have incomes classified as low-, very low- or
extremely low-. Of the 30,405 renter households with a housing problem, 29,680 (98%) have
incomes at or below 80% of MFI. In comparison, of the 53,185 renter households in the year
2000, 40,903 (76.9%) had incomes classified as low-, very low- or extremely low-. Of the 27,390
renter households with a housing problem, 26,565 (97%) had incomes at or below 80% of MFI.
10,695 owner households (30.6%) have a housing problem. Owners comprise 26.0% of the
41,100 households with a housing problem. Since 2000 there has been an increase in the total
number and percentage of owner households that have a housing problem. In 2000, 10,150
owner households (28.4%) had a housing problem. Owners comprised 27.0% of the 37,527
households with a housing problem.

Of the 34,905 owner households, 14,030 (40.2%) have incomes classified as low-, very low- or
extremely low-. Of the 10,695 owner households with a housing problem, 8,570 (80%) have
incomes at or below 80% of MFI. In comparison, of the 35,741 owner households in the year
2000, 14,566 (40.8%) had incomes classified as low-, very low- or extremely low-. Of the 10,150
owner households with a housing problem, 8,423 (83%) had incomes at or below 80% of MFI.

The table above also provides information regarding cost burden by income category. According to the

- table, 39,630 households (46.1%) are cost burdened paying 30% or more of their income for housing.
22,875 households (26.6%) are severely cost burdened paying more than 50% of their income for
housing. This is an increase from the year 2000 when only 35,215 households (39.6%) were cost
burdened and 19,030 (21.4%) were severely cost burdened. Notably:

29,270 (57.3%) of the 51,105 renter households are cost-burdened. Renters make up 73.9% of
the 39,630 cost-burdened homes. Comparatively, in the year 2000, 25,688 (48.3%) of the
53,185 renter households were cost-burdened. Renters made up 72.9% of the 35,215 cost-
burdened homes.

10,360 (29.7%) of the 34,905 owner households are cost-burdened. Owners make up 26.1% of
the 39,630 cost-burdened homes. Comparatively, in the year 2000, 9,507 (26.6%) of the 35,741
owner households were cost-burdened. Owners made up 27.0% of the 35,215 cost-burdened
homes.

In total, Rochester has 23,195 (27.0%) extremely low-income households. 19,440 (83.8%) are
cost-burdened. 16,940 (87.1%) of the 19,440 pay 50% or more of their income for housing
costs. Comparatively, in the year 2000, Rochester had 22,676 (25.5%) extremely low-income
households. 18,245 (80.5%) were cost-burdened. 15,174 (83.2%) of the 18,245 paid 50% or
more of their income for housing costs.

In total, the City has 14,485 (16.8%) very low-income households. 11,005 (76.0%) are cost-
burdened. 4,470 (40.6%) of the 11,005 pay 50% or more of their income for housing costs.
Comparatively, in the year 2000, the City had 14,791 (16.6%) very low-income households.
9,705 (65.6%) were cost-burdened. 2,969 (30.6%) of the 9,705 paid 50% or more of their
income for housing costs.

In total, Rochester has 16,715 (19.4%) low-income households. 6,870 (41.1%) are cost
burdened. 1,110 (16.2%) of the 6,870 pay 50% or more of their income for housing costs.
Comparatively, in the year 2000, Rochester had 18,002 (20.2%) low-income households. 5,617
(31.2%) were cost burdened. 746 (13.3%) of the 5,617 paid 50% or more of their income for
housing costs.
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e The City has 31,610 (36.8%) households with income above 80% of MFI. 2,315 (7.3%) are cost-
burdened. 355 (15.3%) of the 2,315 pay 50% or more of their income for housing costs.
Comparatively, in the year 2000, the City had 33,457 (37.6%) households with income above
80% of MFI. 1,668 (5.0%) were cost-burdened. 122 (7.3%) of the 1,668 paid 50% or more of
their income for housing costs.

e Qverall, since 2000 there has been an increase in the percentage of households classified as
extremely low- and very low-income. Additionally, since 2000 there has been an increase in the
percentage of households that are cost burdened and severely cost burdened regardless of the
household’s income classification.

Cost-burdened renters need decent, affordable housing. Extremely low-income households have the
greatest need for continued assistance in the form of a subsidy or an affordable unit. Very low-income
and low-income renters with a housing problem need assistance with supportive services, such as
childcare, health care or transportation services. Assistance with supportive services reduces demands
on their incomes, freeing up income to pay for housing. Very low-income and low-income renters who
are provided assistance with other services may be able to save money that can be used for a down
payment and closing costs on an owner unit. Because the majority of the low-income renters are
experiencing cost burden, all would benefit from improved economic opportunities. To take advantage
of higher-skilled jobs that pay more and provide the potential for advancement, there will be the need
for education and job training.

Low-income owners who are cost-burdened need assistance with maintenance and upkeep of their
units so that they do not deteriorate. Low-income owners also need assistance with supportive services
that reduce the competing demands on their limited incomes. Finally, low-income owners would
benefit from improved economic opportunities.

Using CHAS data, it is possible to calculate households by household income with "Other Housing
Problems." Other housing problems include households that are overcrowded and/or lack a complete
kitchen or plumbing but are not cost burdened. The previous CHAS table identifies the following
characteristics about other housing problems in Rochester:

e Of the 41,100 households with housing problems, 1,470 (1.7%) are classified as having other
housing problems. In the year 2000, of the 37,527 households with housing problems, 2,312
(6.2%) were classified as having other housing problems. This apparent decrease in the
percentage of households having other problems is likely explained by the fact that a greater
percentage of households are cost burdened and therefore not included (even though they may
additionally have other housing problems).

e 935 (63.6%) of the 1,470 households with other housing problems are low income, with annual
income at or below 80% of MFI. In the year 2000, 1,421 (61.5%) of the 2,312 households with
other housing problems were low income, with an annual income at or below 80% of MFI.

e 840 (89.8%) of the 935 low-income households classified as having other housing problems are
renters. In the year 2000, 1,124 (79.1%) of the 1,421 low-income households classified as
having other housing problems were renters.

Figures 10 through 23a depict the percentage, and in some instances raw numbers, of various housing
problems by Census Tract in the year 2013.
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Figure 10 — Percent of Occupied Housing Units with Any Housing Problems by Census Tract,

2013

2013 Percent of Occupied Housing Units with
at Least One Housing Problem * by Census Tract

2013 Percent of Occupied Housing Units with at Least One

Housing Problem * in the City of Rochester = 47.31%

* Selected housing problems = occupied housing units having at least one of
the following 1) lacking ing facilities, 2) lacking
complete kitchen facilities, 3) with 1.01 or more occupants per room,

4) selected monthly owner costs as a percentage of household income
greater than 30%, 5) gross rent as a percentage of household income greater

San 0% City of Rochester
] 0%

0.01% - 33.34%
33.35% - 47.31%
47.32% -61.18%
61.19% - 75.06%

Citywide
Percent

=== Major Hitjhways ::| Low/Mod Income Areas**

E:j Monroe County Boundary D Rachester City Limit

** Low/Mod Income Areas are areas where at least 51% of households have
incomes at or below 80% of the area median income (AMI) as determined by
HUD and Census Data.

P

Data Scurces: US Census

Tigeriine Data, 2009-2013 ACS 5-Yr Estimates, HUD Geospalial Data and Map Services

Consolidated Plan

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015)

ROCHESTER

39



Figure 11 — Number of Occupied Housing Units with Any Housing Problems by Census Tract,

2013

2013 Number of Occupied Housing Units with
at Least One Housing Problem * by Census Tract

2013 Average Number of Occupied Housing Units with at Least One
Housing Problem * per Census Tract in the City of Rochester = 505

* Selected housing problems = accupied housing units having at least one of

the following i 1) lacking facilities, 2) lacking
complete kitchen facilities, 3) with 1.01 or more occupants per room,

4) selected monthly owner costs as a percentage of household income
greater than 30%, 5) gross rent as a percentage of household income greater

(e City of Rochester
B o
125-315
316 - 505
Census Tract 506 - 847
Average 988 - 1,306

=== Major Highways i

E i Monroe County Boundary D Rachester City Limit

** Low/Mod Income Areas are areas where at least 51% of households have
incomes at or below 80% of the area median income (AMI) as determined by
HUD and Census Data.

Low/Mod Income Areas**

s, HUD G

pata
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| Data and Map S
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Figure 12 — Percent of Renter Occupied Housing Units with Any Housing Problems by Census
Tract, 2013

Legend

2013 Percent of Renter Occupied Housing Units with
at Least One Housing Problem * by Census Tract

2013 Percent of Renter Occupied Housing Units with at Least One
Housing Problem * in the City of Rochester = 59.32%

* Selected housing problems = occupied housing units having at least one of
the following i 1) lacking facilities, 2) lacking
complete kitchen facilities, 3) with 1.01 or more occupants per room, 4) gross
rent as a percentage of household income greater than 30%

City of Rochester
| 0%
0.01% -42.95%
42.96% - 59.32%
Citywide 59.33% - 75.01%
Refeent 75.02% -90.71%

=== Major Highways 12 Low/Mod Income Areas**
1 Monroe County Boundary [_] Rochester City Limit

** Low/Mod Income Areas are areas where at least 51% of households have
incomes at or beiow 30% of the area median income (AMI) as determined by
HUD and Census Data.

Data Sources: US Census .|<_)c;1me Data, 2009-2013 ACS 5-Yr Estimates, HUD Geospalial Data mlu Map Services
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Figure 13 — Number of Renter Occupied Housing Units with Any Housing Problems by Census
Tract, 2013

Legend

. | e | I miles

2013 Number of Renter Occupied Housing Units with

at Least One Housing Problem * by Census Tract

2013 Average Number of Renter Occupied Housing Units with at Least
One Housing Problem * per Census Tract in the City of Rochester = 384

* Selected housing problems = occupied housing units having at least one of
the following i 1) lacking facilities, 2) lacking
complete kitchen facilities, 3) with 1.01 or more occupants per room, 4) gross
rent as a percentage of household income greater than 30%

City of Rochester
0
52-193
220 - 384
Census Tract 385-704
Average 794 -1175

Low/Mod Income Areas**

==== Major Highways

m Monroe County Boundary D Rachester City Limit

** Low/Mod Income Areas are areas where at least 51% of households have
incomes at or below 80% of the area median income (AMI) as determined by
HUD and Census Data.

5. HUD Geospatial Data and Map Serv
2
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Figure 14 — Percent of Owner Occupied Housing Units with Any Housing Problems by Census

Tract, 2013

2013 Percent of Owner Occupied Housing Units with
at Least One Housing Problem * by Census Tract
2013 Percent of Owner Occupied Housing Units with at Least One
Housing Prablem * in the City of Rochester = 28.79%

* Selected housing problems = occupied housing units having at least one of
the following it 1) lacking ing facilities, 2) lacking
complete kitchen facilities, 3) with 1.01 or more occupants per room,

4) selected monthly awner costs as a percentage of household income

greater than 30%
City of Rochester
| 0%
0.01% - 20.84%
20.85% - 28.79%
Citywide 28.80% - 50.84%
Percent

50.85% - 72.88%

| Low/Mod Income Areas**

=== Major Highways

m Monroe County Boundary D Rochester City Limit

** Low/Mod Income Areas are areas where at least 51% of households have
incomes at or below 80% of the area median income (AM!) as determined by
HUD and Census Data.
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Figure 15 — Number of Owner Occupied Housing Units with Any Housing Problems by Census

Tract, 2013

Legend
2013 Number of Owner Occupied Housing Units with

at Least One Housing Problem * by Census Tract

2013 Average number of Owner Occupied Housing Units with at Least
One Housing Problem * per Census Tract in the City of Rochester = 121
* Selected housing problems = occupied housing units having at least one of
the following it 1) lackin facilities, 2) lacking
complete kitchen facilities, 3) with 1.01 or more occupants per room,

4) selected monthly owner costs as a percentage of household income
greater than 30%

City of Rochester
g
14-68
69 - 121
Census Tract 122 - 249
orRge 250 - 376

-] Low/Mod Income Areas**

==== Major Highways
m Monroe County Boundary D Rochester City Limit

“~ LowMod Income Areas are areas where at least 51% of households have
incomes at or below 80% of the area median income (AMI) as determined by
HUD and Census Data.

| | IS | I miles
0 1 2 3

Data, 2009-2013 ACS 5-Yr Estimates, HUD Geospatial Data and Map Services
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Figure 16 — Median Gross Rent as a Percentage of Household Income by Census Tract (Cost

Burden), 2013

2013 Median Gross Rent * as a Percentage of

Household Income by Census Tract

2013 Median Gross Rent as a Percentage of Household Income in the

City of Rochester = 37.7%

* Gross rent = contract rent + estimated average monthly cost of utilities (if
not already included in the contract rent)

City of Rochester

[ o%
0.1% - 29.9%
30.0% - 37.7% (Cost Burdened)
Citywide 37.8% - 49.9% (Cost Burdened)
Median 50% or greater (Severely Cost Burdened)

=== Major Highways [5:7%] Low/Mod Income Areas™*
[:] Monroe County Boundary D Rochester City Limit

** Low/Mod Income Areas are areas where at least 51% of households
have incomes at or below 80% of the area median income (AMI) as
determined by HUD and Census Data.

Data Sources: US Census 2009-2013 ACS 5-Yr Estimates, HUD Geospatial Data and Map Services
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Figure 17 — Median Owner Costs as a Percentage of Household Income by Census Tract (Cost

Burden), 2013

2013 Median Owner Costs * as a Percentage of
Household Income by Census Tract

2013 Median Owner Costs as a Percentage of Household Income in
the City of Rochester = 20.3%

* Owner Costs = sum of payments for mortgages, real estale taxes, various
insurances, utifities, and/or other fees if applicable

N
| i =t | Miles A

0 1 2 3

City of Rochester
0%
0.1% - 20.3%
Citywide 20.4%-29.3%
Median 30.0% - 49.9% (Cost Burdened)

50% or greater (Severely Cost Burdened)

=== Major Highways -] Low/Mod Income Areas**

I Monroe County Boundary [_] Rochester City Limit

** LowMod Income Areas are areas where at least 51% of households
have incomes at or below 80% of the area median income (AMI) as
determined by HUD and Census Data.

- Data Sources: US Census T\ge.[h'ne Data, 2009-2013 ACS 5-Yr Estimates, HUD Geospatial Data ﬂl"l‘d Map Services
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Figure 18 — Percent of Renter Households that are Overcrowded by Census Tract, 2013

2013 Percent of Renter Occupied Housing Units that
are Overcrowded * by Census Tract

2013 Percent of Renter Occupied Housing Units that are
o

d" in the City of R =3.20%
o] =1.01 or more per room
City of Rochester
[ 0%
0.1% - 3.20%
Citywide 3.21% -6.18%
hereant 6.19% - 9.16%

9.17% - 12.15%

=== Major Highways | Low/Mod Income Areas**®

D Monroe County Boundary D Rachester City Limit

** Low/Mod Income Areas are areas where at least 51% of households
have incomes at or below 80% of the area median income (AMI) as
determined by HUD and Census Data.

Data Sources: US Census Tigerline Data, 2009-2013 ACS 5-Yr Estimates, HUD Geospatial Data and Map Services
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Figure 18a — Number of Renter Households that are Overcrowded by Census Tract, 2013

2013 Number of Renter Occupied Housing Units that

are Overcrowded * by Census Tract

2013 Average number of Renter Occupied Housing Units that are
Overcrowded" per Census Tract in the City of Rochester = 21

* Overcrowded = 1.01 or more occupants per room
City of Rochester

0
3-19
Census Tract 22-38
Average 47-80
103

==== Major Highways [£77] Low/Mod Income Areas**

E:j Monroe County Boundary D Rochester City Limit

“* Low/Mod Income Areas are areas where at least 51% of households
have incomes at or below 80% of the area median income (AMI) as
determined by HUD and Census Data.

N
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Figure 19 — Percent of Owner Households that are Overcrowded by Census Tract, 2013

2013 Percent of Owner Occupied Housing Units that
are Overcrowded * by Census Tract

2013 Percent of Owner Occupied Housing Units that are
O in the City of =1.02%

pie =1.01 or more per rcom

City of Rochester

| 0%
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14.90%

Major Highways 7] Low/Mod Income Areas**
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determined by HUD and Census Data.
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Figure 19a — Number of Owner Households that are Overcrowded by Census Tract, 2013

Legend o
- | Lo i) I miles
2013 Number of Owner Occupied Housing Units that 0 1 2 3

are Overcrowded * by Census Tract

2013 Average number of Owner Occupied Housing Units that are
Overcrowded*® per Census Tract in the City of Rochester = 4

* Overcrowded = 1.01 or more occupants per room
City of Rochester
0
Census Tract 6-15
Average 18-22
31-44
50-51

=== Major Highways 7777 Low/Mod Income Areas**

[:j Monroe County Boundary D Rochester City Limit

** Low/Mod Income Areas are areas where at least 51% of households
have incomes at or below 80% of the area median income (AMI) as
determined by HUD and Census Data.
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Figure 20 — Percent of Renter Households that are Severely Overcrowded by Census Tract,

2013

2013 Percent of Renter Occupied Housing Units that

are Severely Overcrowded * by Census Tract

2013 Percent of Renter Occupied Housing Units that are
Severely Overcrowded" in the City of Rochester = 0.69%

* Severely Overcrowded = More than 1.5 occupants per room
City of Rochester
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Figure 20a — Number of Renter Households that are Severely Overcrowded by Census Tract,

2013

2013 Number of Renter Occupied Housing Units that
are Severely Overcrowded * by Census Tract

2013 Average number of Renter Occupied Housing Units that are
Severely Overcrowded® per Census Tract in the City of Rochester = 4

* Severely Overcrowded = Mare than 1.5 occupants per room
City of Rochester
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28-33
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have incomes at or below 80% of the area median income (AMI) as
determined by HUD and Census Data.
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Figure 21 — Percent of Owner Households that are Severely Overcrowded by Census Tract,

2013

2013 Percent of Owner Occupied Housing Units that
are Severely Overcrowded * by Census Tract

2013 Percent of Owner Occupied Housing Units that are
Severely Overcrowded* in the City of Rachester = 0.06%

* Severely Overcrowded = More than 1.5 occupants per room

City of Rochester

| 0%

Citywide 0.62%
Percent 2.13%
481%
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Figure 21a — Number of Owner Households that are Severely Overcrowded by Census Tract,

2013 Number of Owner Occupied Housing Units that
are Severely Overcrowded * by Census Tract

2013 Average number of Owner Occupied Housing Units that are
Severely Overcrowded* per Census Tract in the City of Rochester =0

“ Severely Overcrowded = More than 1.5 occupants per room
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Figure 22 — Percent of Occupied Households that are Lacking Complete Plumbing by Census

Tract, 2013
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Figure 22a — Number of Occupied Households that are Lacking Complete Plumbing by Census
Tract, 2013
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Figure 23 - Percent of Occupied Households that are Lacking a Complete Kitchen by Census

Tract, 2013
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Figure 23a — Number of Occupied Households that are Lacking a Complete Kitchen by Census

Tract, 2013
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Estimated Housing Needs of Elderly Households, Small Households, Large Households, and All
Other Households

This section considers housing needs based on type of households. For the purposes of this section,

elderly households are one- or two-person households, either person 62 years old or older. Small
households consist of two to four persons. Large households have 5 or more persons. All other

households are those that do not fall into one of the three previous categories.

Renter Households — Any Housing Problem by Household Type

Table 8b below shows the 51,105 renter households reported in Rochester by CHAS Data 2007-2011.
The households are distinguished by household type and income category. The table also shows the

30,405 renter households with a housing problem, as previously reported, by household type and

income category.

Table 8b — Renter Households by Type and Income with Any Housing Problem (AHP),

2007-2011
Extremely Low Very Low Low Total < Above Total
(0to 30% MFI) | (30 to 50% MFI) | (50 to 80% MFI) | 80% MFI 80% MFI

Renter Households
Total Renter Total 20,285 10,395 9,685 40,365 10,735 | 51,105
HH's (All HH Have AHP' 17,195 8,495 3,990 29,680 725 30,405
Types) % All Types? 84.8% 81.7% 41.2% 73.5% 6.8% 59.5%
Total 2,485 1,685 1,040 5,210 1,005 6,215
Elderly Have AHP' 1,745 1,105 455 3,305 130 3,435
Renter HH's | 9% Renters? 10.1% 13.0% 11.4% 11.1% 17.9% | 11.3%
% Elderly? 70.2% 65.6% 43.8% 63.4% 12.9% | 55.3%
Total 7,265 4,230 3,230 14,725 3,065 | 17,790
Small Renter | Have AHP' 6,730 3,750 1,285 11,765 245 12,010
HH's % Renters® 39.1% 44.1% 32.2% 39.6% 33.8% | 39.5%
% Small? 92.6% 88.7% 39.8% 79.9% 8.0% 67.5%
Total 1,600 735 875 3,210 525 3,735
Large Renter | Have AH p! 1,550 565 560 2,675 145 2,820
HH's % Renters® 9.0% 6.7% 14.0% 9.0% 20.0% 9.3%
% Large? 96.9% 76.9% 64.0% 83.3% 27.6% | 75.5%
Total 8,930 3,745 4,545 17,220 6,140 | 23,360
All Other Have AHP' 7,170 3,075 1,695 11,940 210 12,150
Renter HH's | 9% Renters® 41.7% 36.2% 42.5% 40.2% 29.0% | 40.0%
% All Other? 80.3% 82.1% 37.3% 69.3% 3.4% 52.0%

Notes: ' AHP means "any housing problem": Cost burden greater than 30% of income, and/or overcrowding, and/or without complete
kitchen or plumbing
2 The number of that specific renter household type with a housing problem divided by the total number of that specific renter household
type by income category.
3 The number of that specific renter household type with a housing problem divided by the total number of renter households (regardless of
renter household type) with a housing problem by income category.
Due to data limitations, numbers in the table above may not add up exactly in all instances.

Data Source: 2007-2011 CHAS
The following characteristics emerge from the table:
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e There are 6,215 elderly rental households, which is 12.2 percent of the total rental households.
5,210 of these elderly rental households (83.8%) are low-income, with an annual income at or

below 80% of MFI. 3,435 (55.3%) of the total elderly rental households have a housing problem.

3,305 (63.4%) of the 5,210 low-income elderly rental households have a housing problem.

e 17,790 (34.8%) of the total rental households are small rental households. 14,725 (82.8%) are
low-income. 12,010 (67.5%) of the total small rental households have a housing problem.
11,765 (79.9%) of the 14,725 low-income small rental households have a housing problem.

e 3,735 (7.3%) of the total rental households are large rental households. 3,210 (85.9%) are low-
income. 2,820 (75.5%) of the total large rental households have a housing problem. 2,675
(83.3%) of the 3,210 low-income large rental households have a housing problem.

e The remaining 23,360 (45.7%) rental households are “all other households” which include all
non-family, non-elderly rental households. 17,220 (73.7%) of all other renter households are
low-income. 12,150 (52.0%) have a housing problem. 11,940 (69.3%) of the 17,220 all other
low-income households have a housing problem.

In raw total numbers, “all other” households and small households represent the largest groups of
renters with housing problems, while large rental households (75.5%) have the greatest percentage of
households with a housing problem, particularly among those that are low-income. Low-income large
households may live in overcrowded conditions and need assistance, as housing costs easily can exceed
their ability to pay.
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Owner Households — Any Housing Problem by Household Type

Table 8c below shows the 34,905 owner households reported in Rochester by CHAS Data 2007-2011.
The households are distinguished by household type and income category. The table also shows the

10,695 owner households with a housing problem, as previously reported, by household type and

income category.

Table 8c — Owner Households by Type and Income with Any Housing Problem (AHP)

2007-2011
Extremely Low Very Low Low Total < Above Total
(0 to 30% MFI) | (30to50% MFI) | (50 to 80% MFI) | 80% MFI 80% MFI
Owner Households

Total Owner Total 2,910 4,090 7,030 14,030 20,875 | 34,905
HH's (All HH Have AHP' 2,425 2,785 3,360 8,570 2,120 10,695
Types) % All Types? 83.3% 68.1% 47.8% 61.1% 10.2% 30.6%
Total 1,060 1,540 2,280 4,880 3,320 8,200

Elderly Have AHP' 850 985 915 2,750 345 3,095
Owner HH's % Owners3 35.1% 35.4% 27.2% 32.1% 16.3% 28.9%
% Elderly? 80.2% 64.0% 40.1% 56.4% 10.4% 37.7%
Total 740 1,185 2,140 4,065 10,215 14,280

Small Owner | Have AH p! 650 975 1,050 2,675 755 3,430
HH's % Owners> 26.8% 35.0% 31.3% 31.2% 35.6% 32.1%

% Small? 87.8% 82.3% 49.1% 65.8% 7.4% 24.0%

Total 205 435 710 1,350 1,555 2,905

Large Owner | Have AH p! 205 180 275 660 330 990
HH's % Owners> 8.5% 6.5% 8.2% 7.7% 15.6% 9.3%
% Large? 100.0% 41.4% 38.7% 48.9% 21.2% 34.1%

Total 905 935 1,900 3,740 5,785 9,525

All Other Have AHP' 720 645 1,125 2,490 695 3,185
Owner HH's % Owners> 29.7% 23.2% 33.5% 29.1% 32.8% 29.8%
% All Other? 79.6% 69.0% 59.2% 66.6% 12.0% 33.4%

Notes: ' AHP means "any housing problem": Cost burden greater than 30% of income, and/or overcrowding, and/or without complete
kitchen or plumbing
2 The number of that specific owner household type with a housing problem divided by the total number of that specific owner household
type by income category.
3 The number of that specific owner household type with a housing problem divided by the total number of owner households (regardless of
owner household type) with a housing problem by income category.
Due to data limitations, numbers in the table above may not add up exactly in all instances.

Data Source: 2007-2011 CHAS

The following characteristics emerge from the table:

e There are 8,200 elderly owner households, which is 23.5 percent of the total owner households.
4,880 (59.5%) of these elderly owner households are low-income, with an annual income at or

below 80% of MFI. 3,095 (37.7%) of the total elderly owner households have a housing

problem. 2,750 (56.4%) of the 4,880 low-income elderly owner households have a housing
problem.

Consolidated Plan

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015)

ROCHESTER

61



e 14,280 (40.9%) of the total owner households are small owner households. 4,065 (28.5%) are
low-income. 3,430 (24.0%) of the total small owner households have a housing problem. 2,675
(65.8%) of the 4,065 low-income small owner households have a housing problem.

e 2,905 (8.3%) of the total owner households are large owner households. 1,350 (46.5%) are low-

income. 990 (34.1%) of the total large owner households have a housing problem. 660 (48.9%)
of the 1,350 low-income large owner households have a housing problem.

e The remaining 9,525 (27.3%) owner households are “all other households” which include all
non-family, non-elderly owner households. 3,740 (39.3%) of all other owner households are
low-income. 3,185 (33.4%) have a housing problem. 2,490 (66.6%) of the 3,740 all other low-
income households have a housing problem.

While small owner households represent the largest raw number of owner households with housing
problems, a greater percentage of elderly owner households (37.7%) have housing problems. Elderly
owner households also have the largest raw number of low-income owner households with a housing
problem. Low-income owners of all household types continue to need assistance to make housing
affordable.
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Table 9 and Table 10 below report on renter and owner households that are cost burdened or severely
cost burdened by household type and income category.

3. Cost Burden > 30%

Renter Owner
0-30% >30-50% | >50-80% Total < 0-30% >30-50% | >50-80% Total <
AMI AMI AMI 80% AMI AMI AMI AMI 80% AMI
NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS
Small Related 6,645 3,710 1,255 11,610 650 975 1,040 2,665
Large Related 1,505 : 405 205 2,115 205 165 230 600
Elderly 1,735 1,100 445 3,280 850 985 900 2,735
Other 7,130 3,030 1,675 11,835 720 635 1,120 2,475
Total need by 17,015 8,245 3,580 28,840 2,425 2,760 3,290 8,475
income
Table 9 — Cost Burden > 30%
Data 2007-2011 CHAS
Source:
4. Cost Burden > 50%
Renter Owner
0-30% >30- >50-80% Total < 0-30% >30- >50- Total <
AMI 50% AMI 80% AMI AMI 50% 80% 80% AMI
AMI AMI AMI
NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS
Small Related 5,950 | 1,365 115 7,430 575 480 230 1,285
Large Related 1,290 170 25 1,485 155 55 65 275
Elderly 1,180 425 80 1,685 570 430 185 1,185
Other 6,550 1,140 110 7,800 670 405 300 1,375
Total need by 14,970 3,100 330 18,400 1,970 1,370 780 4,120
income
Table 10 — Cost Burden > 50%

Data 2007-2011 CHAS
Source:
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Renter Households — Cost Burdened and Severely Cost Burdened by Household Type

Table 10a below reports on the percentage of renter households that are cost burdened (monthly

housing costs including utilities exceed 30% of monthly income) and severely cost burdened (monthly
housing costs including utilities exceed 50% of monthly income) by renter household type.

Table 10a - Cost Burdened (CB) and Severely Cost Burdened (SCB) Renter Households

by Household Type and Income, 2007-2011

Extremely Low Very Low Low Total < Above Total
(0to 30% MFI) | (30to 50% MFI) | (50 to 80% MFI) | 80% MFI 80% MFI
Renter Households
Total 20,285 10,395 9,685 40,365 10,735 | 51,105
Total cs’ 17,015 8,245 3,580 28,840 430 29,270
Renter % All Types CB? 83.9% 79.3% 37.0% 71.4% 4.0% | 57.3%
: HHT%QIS') scB! 14,970 3,100 330 18,400 40 18,440
% All Types SCB? 73.8% 29.8% 3.4% 45.6% 0.4% 36.1%
Total 2,485 1,685 1,040 5,210 1,005 6,215
Elderly cs' 1,735 1,100 445 3,280 95 3,375
Renter % Elderly CB? 69.8% 65.3% 42.8% 63.0% 9.5% 54.3%
HH's sca' 1,180 425 80 1,685 40 1,725
% Elderly SCB? 47.5% 25.2% 7.7% 32.3% 4.0% 27.8%
Total 7,265 4,230 3,230 14,725 3,065 | 17,790
small cs’ 6,645 3,710 1,255 11,610 130 11,740
Renter % Small CB2 91.5% 87.7% 38.9% 78.8% 4.2% 66.0%
HH's scB! 5,950 1,365 115 7,430 0 7,430
% Small SCB? 81.9% 32.3% 3.6% 50.5% 0.0% 41.8%
Total 1,600 735 875 3,210 525 3,735
Large cs’ 1,505 405 205 2,115 0 2,115
Renter % Large CB? 94.1% 55.1% 23.4% 65.9% 0.0% 56.6%
HH's sce’ 1,290 170 25 1,485 0 1,485
% Large SCB? 80.6% 23.1% 2.9% 46.3% 0.0% 39.8%
Total 8,930 3,745 4,545 17,220 6,140 | 23,360
All Other cs’ 7,130 3,030 1,675 11,835 205 12,040
Renter % Other CB? 79.8% 80.9% 36.9% 68.7% 3.3% 51.5%
HH's scB! 6,550 1,140 110 7,800 0 7,800
% Other SCB? 73.3% 30.4% 2.4% 45.3% 0.0% 33.4%
Notes: ' CB means "cost burdened": monthly housing costs including utilities exceed 30% of monthly income;

SCB means "severely cost burdened": monthly housing costs including utilities exceed 50% of monthly income.
2 The number of that specific renter household type that is cost burdened or severely cost burdened divided by the total number of that

specific renter household type by income category.
Due to data limitations, numbers in the table above may not add up exactly in all instances.

Data Source: 2007-2011 CHAS
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The data table reports the following regarding cost burdened and severely cost burdened rental
households:

e 3,375 (54.3%) of the total elderly rental households are cost burdened; while 3,280 (63.0%) of
the 5,210 low-income elderly rental households are cost burdened. 1,725 (27.8%) of the total
elderly rental households are severely cost burdened; while 1,685 (32.3%) of the low-income
elderly rental households can claim the same status.

e 11,740 (66.0%) of the total small rental households are cost burdened; while 11,610 (78.8%) of
the 14,725 low-income small rental households are cost burdened. 7,430 (41.8%) of the total
small rental households are severely cost burdened. All 7,430 severely cost burdened small
rental households are low-income (50.5%).

e 2,115 (56.6%) of the total large rental households are cost burdened; while 2,115 (65.9%) of the
3,210 low-income large rental households are cost burdened. 1,485 (39.8%) of the total large
rental households are severely cost burdened. All 1,485 severely cost burdened large rental
households are low-income (46.3%).

e 12,040 (51.5%) of the total “all other” rental households are cost burdened; while 11,835
(68.7%) of the 17,220 low-income “all other” rental households are cost burdened. 7,800
(33.4%) of the total “all other” rental households are severely cost burdened. All 7,800 severely
cost burdened “all other” rental households are low-income (45.3%).

In raw total numbers, “all other” households and small households represent the largest groups of
renters that are cost burdened and severely cost burdened. Small rental households also have the
greatest percentage of households that are cost burdened and severely cost burdened, particularly
among those that are low-income.
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Owner Households — Cost Burdened and Severely Cost Burdened by Household Type

Table 10b reports on the percentage of owner households that are cost burdened (monthly housing
costs including utilities exceed 30% of monthly income) and severely cost burdened (monthly housing
costs including utilities exceed 50% of monthly income) by owner household type.

Table 10b — Cost Burdened (CB) and Severely Cost Burdened (SCB) Owner Households
by Household Type and Income, 2007-2011

Extremely Low Very Low Low Total < Above Total
(0to 30% MFI) | (30 to 50% MFI) | (50 to 80% MFI) | 80% MFI 80% MFI
Owner Households

Total 2,910 4,090 7,030 14,030 20,875 | 34,905
Total B! 2,425 2,760 3,290 8,475 1,885 10,360
owner - o All Types CB2 83.3% 67.5% 46.8% 60.4% 9.0% | 29.7%
: HHT;EQL') scB! 1,970 1,370 780 4,120 315 4,435
% All Types SCB? 67.7% 33.5% 11.1% 29.4% 1.5% 12.7%

Total 1,060 1,540 2,280 4,880 3,320 8,200

Elderly cs' 850 985 900 2,735 340 3,075
Owner % Elderly CB? 80.2% 64.0% 39.5% 56.0% 10.2% | 37.5%
HH's scp’ 570 430 185 1,185 40 1,225
% Elderly SCB2 53.8% 27.9% 8.1% 24.3% 1.2% 14.9%
Total 740 1,185 2,140 4,065 10,215 | 14,280

Ssmall cB' 650 975 1,040 2,665 710 3,375
Owner % Small CB2 87.8% 82.3% 48.6% 65.6% 7.0% 23.6%
HH's scg’ 575 480 230 1,285 145 1,430
% Small SCB? 77.7% 40.5% 10.7% 31.6% 1.4% 10.0%

Total 205 435 710 1,350 1,555 2,905

Large (o:} 205 165 230 600 155 755
Owner % Large CB? 100.0% 37.9% 32.4% 44.4% 10.0% | 26.0%

HH's scB' 155 55 65 275 35 310
% Large SCB? 75.6% 12.6% 9.2% 20.4% 2.3% 10.7%

Total 905 935 1,900 3,740 5,785 9,525

All Other cs' 720 635 1,120 2,475 680 3,155
Owner % Other CB2 79.6% 67.9% 58.9% 66.2% 11.8% | 33.1%
HH's sca' 670 405 300 1,375 95 1,470
% Other SCB? 74.0% 43.3% 15.8% 36.8% 1.6% 15.4%

Notes: ' CB means "cost burdened": monthly housing costs including utilities exceed 30% of monthly income;
SCB means "severely cost burdened": monthly housing costs including utilities exceed 50% of monthly income.

2 The number of that specific owner household type that is cost burdened or severely cost burdened divided by the total number of that
specific owner household type by income category.
Due to data limitations, numbers in the table above may not add up exactly in all instances.

Data Source: 2007-2011 CHAS
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The data table reports the following regarding cost burdened and severely cost burdened owner
households:

e 3075 (37.5%) of the total elderly owner households are cost burdened; while 2,735 (56.0%) of
the 4,880 low-income elderly owner households are cost burdened. 1,225 (14.9%) of the total
elderly owner households are severely cost burdened; while 1,185 (24.3%) of the low-income
elderly owner households can claim the same status.

e 3,375(23.6%) of the total small owner households are cost burdened; while 2,665 (65.6%) of the
4,065 low-income small owner households are cost burdened. 1,430 (10.0%) of the total small
owner households are severely cost burdened; while 1,285 (31.6%) of the low-income small
owner households can claim the same status.

e 755 (26.0%) of the total large owner households are cost burdened; while 600 (44.4%) of the
1,350 low-income owner rental households are cost burdened. 310 (10.7%) of the total large
owner households are severely cost burdened; while 275 (20.4%) of the low-income large owner
households can claim the same status.

e 3,155(33.1%) of the total “all other” owner households are cost burdened; while 2,475 (66.2%)
of the 3,740 low-income “all other” owner households are cost burdened. 1,470 (15.4%) of the
total “all other” owner households are severely cost burdened; while 1,375 (36.8%) of the low-
income “all other” owner households can claim the same status.

In raw total numbers, small households and “all other” households represent the largest groups of
owners that are cost burdened and severely cost burdened; however, elderly owner households have
the largest raw number of low-income households that are cost burdened and severely cost burdened.
In total, elderly owner households have the greatest percentage of households that are cost burdened;
while “all other” owner households have the greatest percentage of households that are severely cost
burdened. “All other” owner households also have the greatest percentage of cost burdened and
severely cost burdened low-income households.
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Estimated Housing Needs of Single Family, Multiple Family, and Other Non-Family

Households

This section considers housing needs based on family type. For the purposes of this section, a single
family household is defined as a household with one family and no subfamilies. A multiple family
household is defined as a household with one family and at least one subfamily or more, or a household
with more than one family. Other non-family households are defined as households that do not have a

family.

Table 11 and Table 12 report on renter and owner households that are overcrowded by family type and

income category. Note that data for Table 12 is unavailable at this time.

5. Crowding (More than one person per room)

Renter Owner
0- >30- >50- >80- Total < 0- >30- >50- >80- Total <
30% 50% 80% 100% 100% 30% 50% 80% | 100% 100%
AMI AMI AMI AMI AMI AMI AMI AMI AMI AMI
NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS
Single family
households 440 250 365 80| 1,135 20 20 55 10 105
Multiple, unrelated
family households 150 55 45 60 310 0 10 0 0 10
Other, non-family
households 10 0 15 0 25 0 0 0 0 0
Total need by 600 305 425 140 | 1,470 20 30 55 10 115
income
Table 11 - Crowding Information — 1/2
Data 2007-2011 CHAS
Source:
Renter Owner
0-30% | >30- >50- | Total< | 0-30% | >30- >50- | Total <
AMI 50% 80% 80% AMI 50% 80% 80%
AMI AMI AMI AMI AMI AMI
Households with
Children Present 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Table 12 — Crowding Information — 2/2
Data Source
Comments:
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Renter Househblds — Overcrowded and Severely Overcrowded by Family Type

Table 11a reports on the percentage of renter households that are overcrowded (more than 1 person
per room) and severely overcrowded (more than 1.5 persons per room) by renter family type.

Table 11a — Overcrowded (OC) and Severely Overcrowded (SOC) Renter Households
by Family Type and Income, 2007-2011

Extremely Low Very Low Low Total < Above Total
(0to 30% MFI) | (30 to50% MFI) | (50 to 80% MFI) | 80% MFI 80% MFI
Renter Households
Total Total 20,285 10,395 9,685 40,365 10,735 | 51,105
REHEeF oc’ 600 305 430 1,335 235 1,570
HH's (Al % All Types OC2 3.0% 2.9% 4.4% 3.3% 2.2% 3.1%
Family soc’ 115 35 80 230 155 385
TYPes) 1 o0 All Types SOC2 0.6% 0.3% 0.8% 0.6% 14% | 0.8%
Total 8,865 5,100 4,200 18,165 3,670 | 21,835
Single oc' 440 250 365 1,055 175 1,230
:::‘t'z % Single OC? 5.0% 4.9% 8.7% 5.8% 48% | 5.6%
HH's soc! 105 35 60 200 95 295
% Single SOC? 1.2% 0.7% 1.4% 1.1% 2.6% 1.4%
Total 425 225 145 795 235 1,030
Multiple oc' 150 55 45 250 60 310
;::‘t'z % Multiple OC? 35.3% 24.4% 31.0% 31.4% 25.5% | 30.1%
HH's soc' 0 0 0 0 60 60
% Multiple SOC? 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 25.5% 5.8%
_—_ Total 10,995 5,075 5,335 21,405 6,830 | 28,235
Noi: oc' 10 0 15 25 0 25
Family % Other OC? 0.1% 0.0% 0.3% 0.1% 0.0% 0.1%
Renter soc! 10 0 15 25 0 25
K’ % Other SOC 0.1% 0.0% 0.3% 0.1% 00% | 0.1%

Notes: ' OC means "overcrowded": more than 1 person per room; SOC means "severely overcrowded": more than 1.5 persons per room.

2 The number of that specific renter family household type that is overcrowded or severely overcrowded divided by the total number of that

specific renter family household type by income category.

Due to data limitations, numbers in the table above may not add up exactly in all instances.

Data Source: 2007-2011 CHAS

The data table reports the following regarding overcrowded and severely overcrowded rental
households:

There are 21,835 single family rental households, which is 42.7 percent of the total rental

households. 18,165 of these single family rental households (83.2%) are low-income, with an
annual income at or below 80% of MFI. 1,230 (5.6%) of the total single family rental households
are overcrowded; while 1,055 (5.8%) of the 18,165 low-income single family rental households
are overcrowded. 295 (1.4%) of the total single family rental households are severely
overcrowded; while 200 (1.1%) of the low-income single family rental households can claim the

same status.
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e There are 1,030 multiple family rental households, which is 2.0 percent of the total rental
households. 795 of these multiple family rental households (77.2%) are low-income. 310
(30.1%) of the total multiple family rental households are overcrowded; while 250 (31.4%) of the
795 low-income multiple family rental households are overcrowded. 60 (5.8%) of the total
multiple family rental households are severely overcrowded; however, none of them are low-
income.

e There are 28,235 other non-family rental households, which is 55.2 percent of the total rental
households. 21,405 of these other non-family rental households (75.8%) are low-income. 25
(0.1%) of the total other non-family rental households are overcrowded. All 25 overcrowded
other non-family rental households are low-income (0.1%). 25 (0.1%) of the total other non-
family rental households are severely overcrowded and they are all low-income households

(0.1%).

In raw numbers, single family households represent the largest group of renters that are overcrowded
and severely overcrowded regardless of income category. Single family rental households also have the
greatest percentage of low-income severely overcrowded rental households. Multiple family rental
households have the greatest percentage of households that are overcrowded regardless of income
category and the greatest percentage of households that are severely overcrowded overall.
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Owner Households — Overcrowded and Severely Overcrowded by Family Type

Table 11b reports on the percentage of owner households that are overcrowded (more than 1 person
per room) and severely overcrowded (more than 1.5 persons per room) by owner family type.

Table 11b — Overcrowded (OC) and Severely Overcrowded (SOC) Owner Households

by Family Type and Income, 2007-2011

Extremely Low Very Low Low Total < Above Total
(0to 30% MFI) | (30to50% MFI) | (50 to 80% MFI) | 80% MFI 80% MFI
Owner Households
SRE Total 2,910 4,090 7,030 14,030 20,875 | 34,905
1
Owner oc 20 35 55 110 195 305
HH's (Al |__% All Types OC? 0.7% 0.9% 0.8% 0.8% 0.9% 0.9%
Family soc’ 0 10 0 10 45 55
z
YPes) o All Types SOC2 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.1% 02% | 0.2%
Total 1,135 2,120 3,540 6,795 12,875 | 19,670
Single oc’ 20 20 55 95 90 185
;a"‘"y % Single OC? 1.8% 0.9% 1.6% 1.4% 0.7% 0.9%
wner
HH's soc! 0 10 0 10 45 55
% Single SOC? 0.0% 0.5% 0.0% 0.1% 0.3% 0.3%
Total 50 140 295 485 970 1,455
Multiple oc’ 0 10 0 10 105 115
Family % Multiple OC? 0.0% 7.1% 0.0% 2.1% 10.8% 7.9%
Owner . 0 0 0 0 0 0
Hit's soc
% Multiple SOC? 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 1,725 1,835 3,195 6,755 7,030 | 13,785
Other .
Non- oc 0 0 0 0 0 0
Famil % Other OC2 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
y
Owner soc’ 0 0 0 0 0 0
HHs % Other SOC? 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Notes: ' OC means "overcrowded": more than 1 person per room; SOC means "severely overcrowded": more than 1.5 persons per room.

2 The number of that specific owner family household type that is overcrowded or severely overcrowded divided by the total number of that

specific owner family household type by income category.

Due to data limitations, numbers in the table above may not add up exactly in all instances.

Data Source: 2007-2011 CHAS

The data table reports the following regarding overcrowded and severely overcrowded owner
households:

Consolid

There are 19,670 single family owner households, which is 56.4 percent of the total owner
households. 6,795 of these single family owner households (34.5%) are low-income, with an
annual income at or below 80% of MFI. 185 (0.9%) of the total single family owner households
are overcrowded; while 95 (1.4%) of the 6,795 low-income single family owner households are
overcrowded. 55 (0.3%) of the total single family owner households are severely overcrowded,;
while only 10 (0.1%) of the low-income single family owner households can claim the same

status.
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e There are 1,455 multiple family owner households, which is 4.2 percent of the total owner
households. 485 of these multiple family owner households (33.3%) are low-income. 115
(7.9%) of the total multiple family owner households are overcrowded; while only 10 (2.1%) of
the 485 low-income multiple family owner households are overcrowded. None of the multiple
family owner households are severely overcrowded.

e There are 13,785 other non-family owner households, which is 39.5 percent of the total owner
households. 6,755 of these other non-family owner households (49.0%) are low-income. None
of the other non-family owner households are overcrowded or severely overcrowded.

In raw numbers, single family households represent the largest group of owners that are overcrowded
and severely overcrowded regardless of income category. Single family owner households also have the
greatest percentage of severely overcrowded owner households regardless of income category.
Multiple family owner households have the greatest percentage of households that are overcrowded
both overall and in terms of low-income households.

Questions:

Describe the number and type of single person households in need of housing assistance.

In 2013 there were 34,620 householders living alone in the City of Rochester, accounting for 40% of all
households in the city. The following data relates to householders living alone in 2013:

e Over34% (11,574) of all householders living alone are owner households (up from 30% in 2000)

e Almost 67% (23,046) of all householders living alone are renter households (down from 70% in
2000)

e 52% (18,062) of householders living alone are male versus 48% (16,558) female householders
living alone

Data Source: 2009-2013 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates: Tables B25011 and B09019

The issues of the cost burden of housing and other housing problems are discussed in other sections of
this document.

Estimate the number and type of families in need of housing assistance who are disabled or
victims of domestic violence, dating violence, sexual assault and stalking.

Persons with disabilities

The City of Rochester is home to 34,743 people with various disabilities including hearing, vision,
cognitive, ambulatory, self-care, and independent living difficulties. 16.8% of the civilian non-
institutionalized population of Rochester has a disability. Many of these people have multiple
disabilities as evidenced by Table 11c below which reports that there are 65,121 disabilities in the City.

Of the total population of persons age 20 to 64 years old for whom the poverty status is determined
(127,478), nearly 18% (22,918) had a disability (see Table 11e below). Of the 22,918 persons with a
disability, 10,711 (46.7%) had incomes below the poverty level. The disparity in median earnings for
those with and without a disability is shown in Table 11d below. The median earnings in 2013 for
persons without a disability were $24,114 while median earnings for persons with a disability were
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$15,025, or more than one-third lower. As lower income persons are more likely to be cost burdened
for housing, a significant portion of families with disabled persons are in need of housing assistance.

An analysis of the Public Housing Waiting List (as of 2/18/14) indicated that 523 applicant families
(10.9%) include at least one person with a disability. Among applicant families for Section 8 vouchers,
3,217 (25.7) include at least one person with a disability. (Source: Rochester Housing Authority FY 2015
Agency Plan). The types of disabilities or the accommodations that may be required are not determined
until the applicant families are selected for assistance.
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Table 11c — Disabilities, 2013
Under 18 18 to 64 Years 65 Years Old

Total

Years Old? old and Older
# % # % # % # %
Total Civilian Non- 207,202 | - |s11s6| - |137368| - |18678| -

institutionalized Population’

Total Civilian Non-
institutionalized Population 192,279 - 36,233 - 1137,368 = 18,678 =

5 Years and over?

Total Civilian Non-
institutionalized Population 156,046 = & - | 137,368 -+ 118,678 i

18 Years and over®

R Ll R il

Hearing Difficulty’ 6,256

427 | 0.8% | 3,633 2.6% | 2,196 | 11.8%

Vision Difficulty’ 6,110 404 | 0.8% | 4,346 3.2% | 1,360 | 7.3%
Cognitive Difficulty? 16,215 | 8.4% | 2,861 | 7.9% | 11,328 | 8.2% | 2,026 | 10.8%
Ambulatory Difficulty? 18,662 | 9.7% 419 | 1.2% | 12,976 | 9.4% | 5,267 | 28.2%
Self-Care Difficulty? 6,127 | 3.2% 547 |1.5%| 3,839 2.8% | 1,741 | 9.3%
Independent Living Difficulty® | 11,751 | 7.5% - - 8,226 6.0% | 3,525 | 18.9%
Total Disabilities* 65,121 = 4,658 - 44,348 | 32.3% | 16,115 | 86.3%

Notes: ' The number of Hearing and Vision Difficulties were reported for the total civilian non-institutionalized population.

2 The number of Cognitive, Ambulatory, and Self-Care Difficulties were reported for the total civilian non-institutionalized population 5 years
and over. As persons under 5 are not included for these particular difficulties, the column which reports "Under 18 Years Old" is really "5 to
17 Years Old".

3 The number of Independent Living Difficulties was reported for the total civilian non-institutionalized population 18 years and over.

* The total number of disabilities was calculated by adding all disabilities together. A "Total" percentage and "Under 18 Years Old"
percentage were not calculated due to the fact the various difficulties were reported for different age groups.

Data Sources: 2009-2013 ACS (B18102, B18103, B18104, B18105, B18106, and B18107).

Table 11d — Median Earnings by Disability Status, 2013

2013'
Total Median Earnings $23,111
Median Earnings for those with a disability $15,025
Median Earnings for those without a disability $24,114

Notes: ' Earnings based on 2013 Inflation-Adjusted Dollars.

Population includes civilian non-institutionalized persons 16 years and over with
earnings in the past 12 months

Data Source: 2009-2013 ACS (B18140)
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Table 11e - Poverty Status by Disability Status, 2013

2013
() (1)

) % of Total % of To.tal % of To.tal

4 % of Total el Population | Population

Population S with a without a

Y | Disability | Disability
Total Population’ 127,478 - - - -
with a Disability 22,918 18.0% - - -
without a Disability 104,560 82.0% - - -
Total Below Poverty 35,962 28.2% - - -
with a Disability 10,711 8.4% 29.8% 46.7% -

without a Disability 25,251 19.8% 70.2% - 24.1%

Notes: ' Total population includes persons 20 to 64 years old for whom the poverty status is determined.

Data Source: 2009-2013 ACS (B23024)

What are the most common housing problems?

Financial issues are the most common problems. The vast majority of households that have
housing problems (whether owner-occupied or renter-occupied) are cost burdened or severely
cost burdened. According to service organizations who participated in the consultation, utility
shut-offs have increased due to a new policy by the local utility, RG &E.

As discussed in the Housing Market Analysis section of this document, median house values and
contract rents have decreased between 2000 and 2013, when inflation is taken into account
(see Table 30b and related discussion). During the same period, median household income
declined when taking inflation into account. The decrease in median household income
increases the cost burden of housing on all residents, particularly the low and extremely low
income residents.

Vulnerable populations, including seniors, persons with disabilities and low or extremely low
income households are in need of counseling on financial literacy and credit in order to manage
their finances effectively. .
Homeowners, especially very low and extremely low income households, need assistance to
maintain and improve their properties. A majority of the housing stock in the City of Rochester
was constructed prior to 1980 and will require on-going maintenance to preserve the units.
Investor-owners need assistance and incentives to maintain and improve their rental properties.
There is a need to promote and support “universal design” in new construction and renovations
among developers, building owners and organizations that fund housing.

Are any populations/household types more affected than others by these problems?

Persons with disabilities

e Persons with disabilities are more likely to have low incomes and be cost burdened.
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e More accessible and affordable units are needed for persons with disabilities. Both owner-
occupied units and rental units need accessibility improvements. Many types of modifications
are needed to ensure accessibility, from ramps to modifications for hearing impaired residents.

e Investor-owners need education and encouragement to install accessibility improvements, in
part to increase the market for their rental units.

e Itis challenging for persons with disabilities to find accessible housing. Including information
about accessibility in the Rental Registry would enable persons with disabilities to find suitable
housing more easily.

Very low and extremely low income households

e Very low and extremely low income households are more likely to be cost burdened.
e Very low and extremely low income owner-occupants are more likely to have financial
difficulties in maintaining or improving their homes.

Describe the characteristics and needs of Low-income individuals and families with children
(especially extremely low-income) who are currently housed but are at imminent risk of
either residing in shelters or becoming unsheltered 91.205(c)/91.305(c)). Also discuss the
needs of formerly homeless families and individuals who are receiving rapid re-housing
assistance and are nearing the termination of that assistance

Significant portions of the extremely low income households (both owner-occupied and renters) are
severely cost burdened for housing. These households are likely living ‘paycheck to paycheck’ and may
be considered at risk of homelessness. An unexpected major expense (car problem, medical issue) for
renters may leave them unable to meet their rental obligations. A major house repair for owner-
occupants could make home ownership unaffordable.

Most people (68%) who seek emergency shelter became homeless due to eviction by the primary
tenant. Families and individuals residing in homes of relatives or friends are often asked to leave due to
overcrowded conditions, substance abuse, domestic disputes, family breakups and strained
relationships.' These people do not have their own home or apartment and have exhausted informal
options.

Other causes include discharge from hospitals and other institutions (11%), domestic violence (5%).
Substance abuse and mental health issues contribute to risk of homelessness.

Youth living without family support find it challenging to maintain an apartment. They may need
supervision or supportive services to bridge emergency shelter and permanent housing

Families and individuals who are cost-burdened or who are living in poor quality housing are more likely
to leave their housing for cost or other reasons.

! SOURCE: Housing/ Homeless Services Annual Report for Calendar Year 2013, Monroe County Department of
Human Services, June 2014
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Persons with disabilities have higher rates of poverty than the typical resident and face additional
obstacles to finding decent housing that is accessible as well as affordable.

If a jurisdiction provides estimates of the at-risk population(s), it should also include a
description of the operational definition of the at-risk group and the methodology used to
generate the estimates:

Estimates of at risk groups were not prepared.

Specify particular housing characteristics that have been linked with instability and an
increased risk of homelessness

Those who are at risk of becoming homeless, such as residing in shelters or on the street, include:

e Persons leaving institutions (rehabilitation centers, mental hospitals, prisons, etc.)
s Households with incomes less than 30% of the median family income
e Households paying in excess of 50% of income for housing costs

e Victims of domestic violence

e Special needs populations (i.e. persons with AIDS, disabilities, drug and/or alcohol addiction, etc)
e Single parent head of households who are unemployed

e Large low-income families

e Renters facing eviction

* Homeowners facing foreclosure

e Young adults aging out of foster care systems

e Households that are doubled up

Households that exhibit one or more of the characteristics listed constitute a population that is at risk of
becoming homeless.

Discussion
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NA-15 Disproportionately Greater Need: Housing Problems — 91.205 (b)(2)

Assess the need of any racial or ethnic group that has disproportionately greater need in comparison to
the needs of that category of need as a whole.

Introduction

Using CHAS Data 2007-2011, the following considers the housing needs for all households in comparison
to the households by race in Rochester. Also considered are the housing needs of Hispanic households
in comparison to all households. The review serves to consider disproportionately greater need. As
defined by HUD, a disproportionately greater need exists when the members of a racial or ethnic group
at an income level experience housing problems at a greater rate (10 percentage points or more) than
the income level as a whole (regardless of race/ethnicity). For example, assume that 60% of all low-
income households (regardless of race/ethnicity) within a jurisdiction have a housing problem and 70%
of low-income Hispanic households have a housing problem. In this case, low-income Hispanic

households have a disproportionately greater need.

Tables 13, 14, 15, and 16 report on households that have any housing problem by race/ethnicity and

income category. It is important to note that in all tables within this section:

0%-30% of Area Median Income

White really means White, non-Hispanic
Black / African American really means Black / African American, non-Hispanic
Asian really means Asian, non Hispanic
American Indian, Alaskan really means American Indian, Alaskan, non-Hispanic
Pacific Islander really means Pacific Islander, non-Hispanic
“Other / Multiple Races” really means “Other / Multiple Races”, non-Hispanic
Hispanic really means Hispanic, any race

Housing Problems Has one or more | Has none of the | Household has no/negative

of four housing four housing income, but none of the

problems problems other housing problems
Jurisdiction as a whole 19,620 1,885 1,690
White 5,735 625 460
Black / African American 9,055 805 795
Asian 395 0 190
American Indian, Alaska Native 95 30 0
Pacific Islander 0 0 10
Hispanic 3,615 405 195

Table 13 - Disproportionally Greater Need 0 - 30% AMI
Data Source:  2007-2011 CHAS
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*The four housing problems are:
1. Lacks complete kitchen facilities, 2. Lacks complete plumbing facilities, 3. More than one person per
room, 4.Cost Burden greater than 30%

30%-50% of Area Median Income

Housing Problems Has one or more of Has none of the Household has
four housing four housing no/negative
problems problems income, but none

of the other
housing problems
Jurisdiction as a whole 11,280 3,205 0
White 4,440 1,325 0
Black / African American 4,880 1,140 0
Asian 315 145 0
American Indian, Alaska Native 24 10 0
Pacific Islander 20 0 0
Hispanic 1,360 555 0

Table 14 - Disproportionally Greater Need 30 - 50% AMI

Data Source:  2007-2011 CHAS

*The four housing problems are:
1. Lacks complete kitchen facilities, 2. Lacks complete plumbing facilities, 3. More than one person per
room, 4.Cost Burden greater than 30%

50%-80% of Area Median Income

Housing Problems Has one or more of Has none of the Household has
four housing four housing no/negative
problems problems income, but none
of the other
housing problems
Jurisdiction as a whole 7,350 9,360 0
White 3,335 4,465 0
Black / African American 2,630 3,385 0
Asian 190 240 0
American Indian, Alaska Native 4 40 0
Pacific Islander 0 15 0
Hispanic 1,020 1,075 0
Table 15 - Disproportionally Greater Need 50 - 80% AMI
Data Source:  2007-2011 CHAS
*
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The four housing problems are:

1. Lacks complete kitchen facilities, 2. Lacks complete plumbing facilities, 3. More than one person per

room, 4.Cost Burden greater than 30%

80%-100% of Area Median Income

Housing Problems

Has one or more of
four housing

Has none of the
four housing

Household has
no/negative

problems problems income, but none
of the other
housing problems
Jurisdiction as a whole 1,320 6,565 0
White 680 3,630 0
Black / African American 395 2,055 0
Asian 40 65 0
American Indian, Alaska Native 10 25 0
Pacific Islander 0 0 0
Hispanic 150 770 0
Table 16 - Disproportionally Greater Need 80 - 100% AMI
Data Source:  2007-2011 CHAS
*The four housing problems are:
1. Lacks complete kitchen facilities, 2. Lacks complete plumbing facilities, 3. More than one person per
room, 4.Cost Burden greater than 30%
Discussion
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Renter Households — Any Housing Problems by Race/Ethnicity

Table 16a reports on total renter households and the percentage of renter households with any housing
problems for various races and ethnicities by income categories. The data table reports the following
characteristics for renters in Rochester:

e There are 20,335 White, non-Hispanic rental households, which is 39.8% of the total rental
households. 13,410 of these White rental households (65.9%) are low-income, with an annual
income at or below 80% of MFI. 9,590 (47.2%) of the total White rental households have a
housing problem. 9,230 (68.8%) of the 13,410 low-income White rental households have a
housing problem.

e 20,680 (40.5%) of the total rental households are Black / African American, non-Hispanic rental
households. 18,050 (87.3%) are low-income. 13,900 (67.2%) of the total Black / African
American rental households have a housing problem. 13,690 (75.8%) of low-income Black /
African American rental households have a housing problem (2.3 percentage points greater than

“all low-income rental households, regardless of race/ethnicity, with a housing problem).

e 1,150 (2.3%) of the total rental households are Asian, non-Hispanic rental households. 940
(81.7%) are low-income. 655 (57.0%) of the total Asian rental households have a housing
problem. 635 (67.6%) of the 940 low-income Asian rental households have a housing problem.

e 169 (0.3%) of the total rental households are American Indian, Alaskan, non-Hispanic rental
households. All 169 (100%) are low-income. 99 (58.6%) of the total American Indian, Alaskan
rental households have a housing problem. 99 (58.6%) of the 169 low-income American Indian,
Alaskan rental households have a housing problem.

e 45 (0.1%) of the total rental households are Pacific Islander, non-Hispanic rental households.
All 45 (100%) are low-income. 20 (44.4%) of the total Pacific Islander rental households have a
housing problem. 20 (44.4%) of the 45 low-income Pacific Islander rental households have a
housing problem.

e 7,465 (14.6%) of the total rental households are Hispanic rental households. 6,590 (88.3%) are
low-income. 5,135 (68.8%) of the total Hispanic rental households have a housing problem.
5,045 (76.6%) of the 6,590 low-income Hispanic rental households have a housing problem (3.1
percentage points greater than all low-income rental households with a housing problem).

e The remaining 1,270 (2.5%) rental households are “Other / Multiple Races”, non-Hispanic
rental households. 1,165 (91.7%) are low-income. 1,015 (79.9%) of the total “Other / Multiple
Races” rental households have a housing problem. This represents a disproportionately greater
need; however, it includes rental households with an income above 80% of MFI. 965 (82.8%) of
the 1,165 “Other / Multiple Races” low-income rental households have a housing problem (9.3
percentage points greater than all low-income rental households with a housing problem).

e Several races within the Very Low (30 to 50% MFI) income category are experiencing a
disproportionately greater need in terms of rental housing. Within this income category, 81.7%
of all rental households (regardless of race/ethnicity) have a housing problem; therefore, any
specific race/ethnicity that has more than 91.7% rental households with a housing problem is
considered to have a disproportionate need. 255 (96.2%) of Asian rental households, 4 (100%)
of American Indian, Alaskan rental households, and 20 (100%) of Pacific Islander rental
households within the Very Low income category are experiencing a disproportionately greater
need.
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Table 16a — Renter Households with Any Housing Problems (AHP)
by Race/Ethnicity and Income, 2007-2011

Extremely Low Very Low Low Total < Above Total
(0to 30% MFI) | (30to50% MFI) | (50 to 80% MFI) | 80% MFI 80% MFI
Renter Households
TotallRe et Total 20,285 10,395 9,685 40,365 10,735 | 51,105
HH's (All Races | Have AHP' 17,195 8,495 3,990 29,680 725 30,405
/ Ethnicities) | o4 Al Races® 84.8% 81.7% 41.2% 73.5% 6.8% 59.5%
Total 5,445 3,665 4,300 13,410 6,925 | 20,335
) Have AHP' 4,520 3,010 1,700 9,230 360 9,590
White % Renters? 26.3% 35.4% 42.6% 31.1% 49.7% | 31.5%
% White* 83.0% 82.1% 39.5% 68.8% 5.2% 47.2%
Total 9,615 4,645 3,790 18,050 2,630 | 20,680
::a_ck / Have AHP' 8,270 3,850 1,570 13,690 210 13,900
rican
L % Renters? 48.1% 45.3% 39.3% 46.1% 29.0% | 45.7%
American
% Black® 86.0% 82.9% 41.4% 75.8% 8.0% 67.2%
Total 500 265 175 940 210 1,150
) Have AHP' 310 255 70 635 20 655
s % Renters3 1.8% 3.0% 1.8% 2.1% 28% | 2.2%
% Asian? 62.0% 96.2% 40.0% 67.6% 9.5% 57.0%
Total 125 4 40 169 0 169
AI'“:_"“" Have AHP' 95 4 0 99 0 99
ndian,
2 % Renters? 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 0.3%
Alaskan
% Al, A* 76.0% 100.0% 0.0% 58.6% 0.0% 58.6%
Total 10 20 15 45 0 45
Pacific Have AHP' 0 20 0 20 0 20
Islander? % Renters> | . 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.1%
% PI* 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 44.4% 0.0% 44.4%
Total 3,840 1,565 1,185 6,590 875 7,465
Have AHP' 3,310 1,150 585 5,045 90 5,135
T
L % Renters® 19.2% 13.5% 14.7% 17.0% 12.4% 16.9%
% Hispanic* 86.2% 73.5% 49.4% 76.6% 10.3% | 68.8%
Total 745 235 185 1,165 105 1,270
Other / Have AHP' 690 210 65 965 50 1,015
Multiple 3
Hagas® % Renters 4.0% 2.5% 1.6% 3.3% 6.9% 3.3%
% Other? 92.6% 89.4% 35.1% 82.8% 47.6% | 79.9%

Notes: ' AHP means "any housing problem": Cost burden greater than 30% of income, and/or overcrowding, and/or without complete kitchen
or plumbing

2 non-Hispanic

3 The number of that races/ethnicities renter households with a housing problem divided by the total number of renter households
(regardless of race/ethnicity) with a housing problem by income category.

#The number of that races/ethnicities renter households with a housing problem divided by the total number of that races/ethnicities renter
households by income category.

Pink cells highlight disproportionately greater needs. As defined by HUD, a disproportionately greater need among any racial or ethnic group
exists when a particular racial or ethnic group has housing problems at least 10 percentage points higher than the percentage of households
in that category as a whole.

Due to data limitations, numbers in the table above may not add up exactly in all instances.

Data Source: 2007-2011 CHAS
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Owner Households — Any Housing Problems by Race/Ethnicity

Table 16b reports on total owner households and the percentage of owner households with any housing
problems for various races and ethnicities by income categories. The data table reports the following
characteristics for owners in Rochester:

e There are 20,410 White, non-Hispanic owner households, which is 58.5% of the total owner
households. 6,975 of these White owner households (34.2%) are low-income, with an annual
income at or below 80% of MFI. 5,335 (26.1%) of the total White owner households have a
housing problem. 4,280 (61.4%) of the 6,975 low-income White owner households have a
housing problem (0.3 percentage points greater than all low-income owner households,
regardless of race/ethnicity, with a housing problem).

e 9,730 (27.9%) of the total owner households are Black / African American, non-Hispanic owner
households. 4,640 (47.7%) are low-income. 3,615 (37.2%) of the total Black / African American
owner households have a housing problem. 2,875 (62.0%) of low-income Black / African
American owner households have a housing problem (0.9 percentage points greater than all
low-income owner households, with a housing problem).

e 925 (2.7%) of the total owner households are Asian, non-Hispanic owner households. 535
(57.8%) are low-income. 340 (36.8%) of the total Asian owner households have a housing
problem. 265 (49.5%) of the 535 low-income Asian owner households have a housing problem.

e 139 (0.4%) of the total owner households are American Indian, Alaskan, non-Hispanic owner
households. 34 (24.5%) are low-income. 34 (24.5%) of the total American Indian, Alaskan
owner households have a housing problem. 24 (70.6%) of the 34 low-income American Indian,
Alaskan owner households have a housing problem (9.5 percentage points greater than all low-
income owner households, with a housing problem).

There are no Pacific Islander, non-Hispanic owner households.

e 3,325(9.5%) of the total owner households are Hispanic owner households. 1,635 (49.2%) are
low-income. 1,195 (35.9%) of the total Hispanic owner households have a housing problem.
950 (58.1%) of the 1,635 low-income Hispanic owner households have a housing problem.

e The remaining 390 (1.1%) owner households are “Other / Multiple Races”, non-Hispanic owner
households. 215 (55.1%) are low-income. 175 (44.9%) of the total “Other / Multiple Races”
owner households have a housing problem. This represents a disproportionately greater need;
however, it includes owner households with an income above 80% of MFI. 175 (81.4%) of the
215 “Other / Multiple Races” low-income owner households have a housing problem. As only
61.1% of all low-income owner households (regardless of race/ethnicity) have a housing
problem, “Other / Multiple Races” low-income owner households are experiencing a
disproportionately greater need.

e Two races within the Extremely Low (0 to 30% MFI) income category are experiencing a
disproportionately greater need in terms of owner housing. Within this income category, 83.3%
of all owner households (regardless of race/ethnicity) have a housing problem; therefore, any
specific race/ethnicity that has more than 93.3% owner households with a housing problem is
considered to have a disproportionate need. 85 (100%) of Asian owner households and 35
(100%) of “Other / Multiple Races” owner households within the Extremely Low income
category are experiencing a disproportionately greater need.

e Two races within the Low (50 to 80% MFI) income category are experiencing a
disproportionately greater need in terms of owner housing. Within this income category, 47.8%
of all owner households (regardless of race/ethnicity) have a housing problem; therefore, any
specific race/ethnicity that has more than 57.8% owner households with a housing problem is
considered to have a disproportionate need. 4 (100%) of American Indian, Alaskan owner
households and 105 (77.8%) of “Other / Multiple Races” owner households within the Low
income category are experiencing a disproportionately greater need.
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Table 16b — Owner Households with Any Housing Problems (AHP)
by Race/Ethnicity and Income, 2007-2011

Extremely Low Very Low Low Total < Above Total
(0 to 30% MFI) | (30to 50% MFI) | (50 to 80% MFI) | 80% MFI 80% MFI
Owner Households
Total Owner Total 2,910 4,090 7,030 14,030 20,875 | 34,905
HH's (All Races | Have AHP' 2,425 2,785 3,360 8,570 2,120 | 10,695
/ Ethnicities) | o4 AJ| Races? 83.3% 68.1% 47.8% 61.1% 10.2% | 30.6%
Total 1,375 2,100 3,500 6,975 13,435 | 20,410
) Have AHP' 1,215 1,430 1,635 4,280 1,055 5,335
White % Owners 50.1% 51.3% 48.7% 49.9% 49.8% | 49.9%
% White? 88.4% 68.1% 46.7% 61.4% 7.9% 26.1%
Total 1,040 1,375 2,225 4,640 5,090 9,730
::a_‘k / Have AHP' 785 1,030 1,060 2,875 720 | 3615
rican
5 % Owners> 32.4% 37.0% 31.5% 33.5% 34.9% | 33.8%
American
% Black® 75.5% 74.9% 47.6% 62.0% 145% | 37.2%
Total 85 195 255 535 390 925
) Have AHP' 85 60 120 265 75 340
At
stan % Owners? 3.5% 2.2% 3.6% 3.1% 35% | 3.2%
% Asian® 100.0% 30.8% 47.1% 49.5% 19.2% | 36.8%
Total 0 30 4 34 105 139
A:“g,“c"’" Have AHP' 0 20 4 24 10 34
ndian,
2 % Owners> 0.0% 0.7% 0.1% 0.3% 0.5% 0.3%
Alaskan
% Al, A* 0.0% 66.7% 100.0% 70.6% 9.5% 24.5%
Total 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pacific Have AHP' 0 0 0 0 0 0
Islander? % Owners? 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
% P 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 375 350 910 1,635 1,690 3,325
Have AHP! 305 210 435 950 245 1,195
Hispanic
Pt % Owners> 12.6% 7.5% 12.9% 11.1% 11.6% | 11.2%
% Hispanic* 81.3% 60.0% 47.8% 58.1% 145% | 35.9%
Total 35 45 135 215 175 390
°th‘?' / Have AHP' 35 35 105 175 0 175
Multiple
Pt % Owners> 1.4% 1.3% 3.1% 2.0% 0.0% 1.6%
% Other* 100.0% 77.8% 77.8% 81.4% 0.0% 44.9%

Notes: ' AHP means "any housing problem": Cost burden greater than 30% of income, and/or overcrowding, and/or without complete kitchen
or plumbing

2 non-Hispanic

3 The number of that races/ethnicities owner households with a housing problem divided by the total number of owner households
(regardless of race/ethnicity) with a housing problem by income category.

* The number of that races/ethnicities owner households with a housing problem divided by the total number of that races/ethnicities owner
households by income category.

Pink cells highlight disproportionately greater needs. As defined by HUD, a disproportionately greater need among any racial or ethnic group
exists when a particular racial or ethnic group has housing problems at least 10 percentage points higher than the percentage of households
in that category as a whole.

Due to data limitations, numbers in the table above may not add up exactly in all instances.

Data Source: 2007-2011 CHAS
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NA-20 Disproportionately Greater Need: Severe Housing Problems —91.205

(b)(2)

Assess the need of any racial or ethnic group that has disproportionately greater need in comparison to

the needs of that category of need as a whole.

Introduction

Tables 17, 18, 19, and 20 report on households that have severe housing problems by race/ethnicity and

income category. Again, it is important to note that in all tables within this section each reported race

refers only to non-Hispanic persons of that particular race while Hispanic refers to all Hispanic / Latino

persons regardless of race.

0%-30% of Area Median Income

Severe Housing Problems*

Has one or more of
four housing

Has none of the
four housing

Household has
no/negative

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015)

problems problems income, but none
of the other
housing problems
Jurisdiction as a whole 17,250 4,250 1,690
White 4,760 1,600 460
Black / African American 8,230 1,630 795
Asian 375 20 190
American Indian, Alaska Native 95 30 0
Pacific Islander 0 0 10
Hispanic 3,135 880 195
Table 17 — Severe Housing Problems 0 - 30% AMI

Data Source:  2007-2011 CHAS
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*The four severe housing problems are:

1. Lacks complete kitchen facilities, 2. Lacks complete plumbing facilities, 3. More than 1.5 persons per

room, 4.Cost Burden over 50%

30%-50% of Area Median Income

Severe Housing Problems*

Has one or more of
four housing

Has none of the
four housing

Household has
no/negative

problems problems income, but none
of the other
~ housing problems
Jurisdiction as a whole 4,890 9,600 0
White 1,800 3,965 0
Black / African American 2,070 3,950 0
Asian 285 170 0
American Indian, Alaska Native 4 24 0
Pacific Islander 0 20 0
Hispanic 565 1,350 0

Table 18 — Severe Housing Problems 30 - 50% AMI

Data Source:  2007-2011 CHAS

*The four severe housing problems are:

1. Lacks complete kitchen facilities, 2. Lacks complete plumbing facilities, 3. More than 1.5 persons per

room, 4.Cost Burden over 50%

50%-80% of Area Median Income

Severe Housing Problems*

Has one or more of
four housing

Has none of the
four housing

Household has
no/negative

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015)

problems problems income, but none
of the other
housing problems
Jurisdiction as a whole 1,625 15,085 0
White 595 7,205 0
Black / African American 485 5,535 0
Asian 150 280 0
American Indian, Alaska Native 0 44 0
Pacific Islander 0 15 0
Hispanic 300 1,790 0
Table 19 - Severe Housing Problems 50 - 80% AMI
Data Source:  2007-2011 CHAS
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*The four severe housing problems are:

1. Lacks complete kitchen facilities, 2. Lacks complete plumbing facilities, 3. More than 1.5 persons per

room, 4.Cost Burden over 50%

80%-100% of Area Median Income

Severe Housing Problems*

Has one or more of
four housing

Has none of the
four housing

Household has
no/negative

problems problems income, but none
of the other
housing problems
Jurisdiction as a whole 315 7,575 0
White 80 4,230 0
Black / African American 155 2,290 0
Asian 0 105 0
American Indian, Alaska Native 0 35 0
Pacific Islander 0 0 0
Hispanic 80 835 0
Table 20 — Severe Housing Problems 80 - 100% AMI
DataSource:  2007-2011 CHAS
*The four severe housing problems are:
1. Lacks complete kitchen facilities, 2. Lacks complete plumbing facilities, 3. More than 1.5 persons per
room, 4.Cost Burden over 50%
Discussion
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Renter Households — Severe Housing Problems by Race/Ethnicity

Table 20a reports on total renter households and the percentage of renter households with severe
housing problems for various races and ethnicities by income categories. The data table reports the
following characteristics for renters in Rochester:

e 5,360 (26.4%) of the total White, non-Hispanic rental households have a severe housing
problem. 5,245 (39.1%) of the 13,410 low-income White rental households have a severe
housing problem.

e 9,375 (45.3%) of the total Black / African American, non-Hispanic rental households have a
severe housing problem. 9,230 (51.1%) of the 18,050 low-income Black / African American
rental households have a severe housing problem (2.7 percentage points greater than all low-
income rental households, regardless of race/ethnicity, with a severe housing problem).

e 580 (50.4%) of the total Asian, non-Hispanic rental households have a severe housing problem.
This represents a disproportionately greater need; however, it includes rental households with
an income above 80% of MFI. 580 (61.7%) of the 940 low-income Asian rental households have
a severe housing problem. Asian low-income renter households are experiencing a
disproportionately greater need in terms of severe housing problems.

e 95 (56.2%) of the total American Indian, Alaskan, non-Hispanic rental households have a severe
housing problem. This represents a disproportionately greater need; however, it includes rental
households with an income above 80% of MFI. 95 (56.2%) of the 169 low-income American
Indian, Alaskan rental households have a severe housing problem (7.8 percentage points greater
than all low-income rental households with a severe housing problem).

e No Pacific Islander, non-Hispanic rental households have a severe housing problem.

e 3,620 (48.5%) of the total Hispanic rental households have a severe housing problem. 3,540
(53.7%) of the 6,590 low-income Hispanic rental households have a severe housing problem (5.3
percentage points greater than all low-income rental households with a severe housing
problem).

e 845 (66.5%) of the total “Other / Multiple Races”, non-Hispanic rental households have a
severe housing problem. This represents a disproportionately greater need; however, it includes
rental households with an income above 80% of MFI. 845 (72.5%) of the 1,165 “Other /
Multiple Races” low-income rental households have a severe housing problem. “Other /
Multiple Races” low-income renter households are experiencing a disproportionately greater
need in terms of severe housing problems.

Two races within the Very Low (30 to 50% MFI), Low (50 to 80% MFI), and Total Low Income (< 80%
MFI) income categories are experiencing a disproportionately greater need in terms of renter housing
with severe housing problems.

e Within the Very Low income category, 33.5% of all renter households (regardless of
race/ethnicity) have a severe housing problem; therefore, any specific race/ethnicity that has
more than 43.5% renter households with a severe housing problem is considered to have a
disproportionate need. 225 (84.9%) of Asian renter households and 150 (63.8%) of “Other /
Multiple Races” renter households within the Very Low income category are experiencing a
disproportionately greater need.

e Within the Low income category, any specific race/ethnicity that has more than 18.0% renter
households with a severe housing problem is considered to have a disproportionate need. 65
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(37.1%) of Asian renter households and 65 (35.1%) of “Other / Multiple Races” renter

households within the Low income category are experiencing a disproportionately greater need.

e  Within the Total Low Income category, any specific race/ethnicity that has more than 58.4%
renter households with a severe housing problem is considered to have a disproportionate
need. 580 (61.7%) of Asian renter households and 845 (72.5%) of “Other / Multiple Races”
renter households within the Total Low Income category are experiencing a disproportionately

greater need.

Consolidated Plan ROCHESTER
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Table 20a - Renter Households with Severe Housing Problems (SHP)
by Race/Ethnicity and Income, 2007-2011

Extremely Low Very Low Low Total < Above Total
(0to 30% MFI) | (30to 50% MFI) | (50 to 80% MFI) | 80% MFI 80% MFI
Renter Households
ToHertar Total 20,285 10,395 9,685 40,365 10,735 | 51,105
HH's (All Races | Have SHP' 15,285 3,480 770 | 19,535 340 19,870
/ Ethnicities) | o/ Al| Races® 75.4% 33.5% 8.0% 48.4% 3.2% 38.9%
Total 5,445 3,665 4,300 13,410 6,925 | 20,335
L, Have SHP' 3,870 1,175 200 5,245 115 5,360
White % Renters® 25.3% 33.8% 26.0% 26.8% 33.8% | 27.0%
% White? 71.1% 32.1% 4.7% 39.1% 1.7% 26.4%
Total 9,615 4,645 3,790 18,050 2,630 | 20,680
::a_ck / Have SHP' 7,540 1,450 240 9,230 145 9,375
rican
Armerlcan® % Renters? 49.3% 41.7% 31.2% 47.2% 42.6% | 47.2%
% Black® 78.4% 31.2% 6.3% 51.1% 55% | 45.3%
Total 500 265 175 940 210 1,150
) Have SHP' 290 225 65 580 0 580
i
stan % Renters? 1.9% 6.5% 8.4% 3.0% 00% | 2.9%
% Asian® 58.0% 84.9% 37.1% 61.7% 0.0% 50.4%
Total 125 4 40 169 0 169
Amenican Have SHP' 95 0 0 95 0 95
Indian,
sk % Renters3 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 0.0% 0.5%
% Al, A? 76.0% 0.0% 0.0% 56.2% 0.0% | 56.2%
Total 10 20 15 45 0 45
Pacific Have SHP' 0 0 0 0 0 0
Islander? % Renters3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
% pI* 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 3,840 1,565 1,185 6,590 875 7,465
Have SHP' 2,860 475 205 3,540 80 3,620
Hispanic 3
% Renters 18.7% 13.6% 26.6% 18.1% 235% | 18.2%
% Hispanic® 74.5% 30.4% 17.3% 53.7% 9.1% | 48.5%
Total 745 235 185 1,165 105 1,270
Other / Have SHP' 630 150 65 845 0 845
Multiple 3
Haces? % Renters 4.1% 4.3% 8.4% 4.3% 0.0% 4.3%
% Other® 84.6% 63.8% 35.1% 72.5% 0.0% 66.5%

Notes: ' SHP means "severe housing problem": Cost burden greater than 50% of income, and/or overcrowding of more than 1.5 occupants

per room, and/or without complete kitchen or plumbing

. non-Hispanic

3 The number of that races/ethnicities renter households with a severe housing problem divided by the total number of renter households
(regardless of race/ethnicity) with a severe housing problem by income category.

# The number of that races/ethnicities renter households with a severe housing problem divided by the total number of that races/ethnicities
renter households by income category.

Pink cells highlight disproportionately greater needs. As defined by HUD, a disproportionately greater need among any racial or ethnic group
exists when a particular racial or ethnic group has housing problems at least 10 percentage points higher than the percentage of households
in that category as a whole.

Due to data limitations, numbers in the table above may not add up exactly in all instances.

Data Source: 2007-2011 CHAS
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Owner Households — Severe Housing Problems by Race/Ethnicity

Table 20b reports on total owner households and the percentage of owner households with severe
housing problems for various races and ethnicities by income categories. The data table reports the
following characteristics for owners in Rochester:

e 2,135 (10.5%) of the total White, non-Hispanic owner households have a severe housing
problem. 1,910 (27.4%) of the 6,975 low-income White owner households have a severe
housing problem.

e 1,740 (17.9%) of the total Black / African American, non-Hispanic owner households have a
severe housing problem. 1,555 (33.5%) of the 4,640 low-income Black / African American owner
households have a severe housing problem (3.4 percentage points greater than all low-income
owner households, regardless of race/ethnicity, with a severe housing problem). ‘

e 255 (27.6%) of the total Asian, non-Hispanic owner households have a severe housing problem.
230 (43.0%) of the 535 low-income Asian owner households have a severe housing problem.
Asian low-income owner households are experiencing a disproportionately greater need in
terms of severe housing problems.

e 4 (2.9%) of the total American Indian, Alaskan, non-Hispanic owner households have a severe
housing problem. 4 (11.8%) of the 34 low-income American Indian, Alaskan owner households
have a severe housing problem.

e There are no Pacific Islander, non-Hispanic owner households.

e 625 (18.8%) of the total Hispanic owner households have a severe housing problem. 460
(28.1%) of the 1,635 low-income Hispanic owner households have a severe housing problem.

e 65 (16.7%) of the total “Other / Multiple Races”, non-Hispanic owner households have a severe
housing problem. 65 (30.2%) of the 215 “Other / Multiple Races” low-income owner
households have a severe housing problem (0.1 percentage points greater than all low-income
owner households, regardless of race/ethnicity, with a severe housing problem).

Various races within the various low income categories are experiencing a disproportionately greater
need in terms of owner housing with severe housing problems.

e Within the Extremely Low income category, 67.5% of all owner households (regardless of
race/ethnicity) have a severe housing problem; therefore, any specific race/ethnicity that has
more than 77.5% owner households with a severe housing problem is considered to have a
disproportionate need. 85 (100%) of Asian owner households within the Extremely Low income
category are experiencing a disproportionately greater need.

e Within the Very Low income category, any specific race/ethnicity that has more than 44.5%
owner households with a severe housing problem is considered to have a disproportionate
need. 620 (45.1%) of Black / African American owner households within the Very Low income
category are experiencing a disproportionately greater need.

e Within the Low income category, any specific race/ethnicity that has more than 22.2% owner
households with a severe housing problem is considered to have a disproportionate need. 85
(33.3%) of Asian owner households and 35 (25.9%) of “Other / Multiple Races” owner
households within the Low income category are experiencing a disproportionately greater need.

e Within the Total Low Income category, any specific race/ethnicity that has more than 40.1%
owner households with a severe housing problem is considered to have a disproportionate
need. 230 (43.0%) of Asian owner households within the Total Low Income category are
experiencing a disproportionately greater need.
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Table 20b — Owner Households with Severe Housing Problems (SHP)
by Race/Ethnicity and Income, 2007-2011

Extremely Low Very Low Low Total < Above Total
(0to 30% MFI) | (30to50% MFI) | (50 to 80% MFI) | 80% MFI 80% MFI
Owner Households
Total Owhas Total 2,910 4,090 7,030 14,030 20,875 | 34,905
HH's (All Races | Have SHP' 1,965 1,410 855 4,230 2,120 6,350
/ Ethnicities) | o4 Al Races® 67.5% 34.5% 12.2% 30.1% 10.2% | 18.2%
Total 1,375 2,100 3,500 6,975 13,435 | 20,410
Have SHP' 890 625 395 1,910 225 2,135
White® % Owners® 45.3% 44.3% 46.2% 45.2% 10.6% | 33.6%
% White* 64.7% 29.8% 11.3% 27.4% 1.7% 10.5%
Total 1,040 1,375 2,225 4,640 5,090 9,730
Black / Have SHP' 690 620 245 1,555 185 1,740
A::ic::nz % Owners> 35.1% 44.0% 28.7% 36.8% 8.7% 27.4%
% Black* 66.3% 45.1% 11.0% 33.5% 3.6% 17.9%
Total 85 195 255 535 390 925
o Have SHP' 85 60 85 230 25 255
Asian % Owners?® 4.3% 4.3% 9.9% 5.4% 12% | 4.0%
% Asian* 100.0% 30.8% 33.3% 43.0% 6.4% 27.6%
Total 0 30 4 34 105 139
American Have SHP' 0 4 0 4 0 4
Indian,
Alsskan? % Owners® 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.1%
% Al, A* 0.0% 13.3% 0.0% 11.8% 0.0% 2.9%
Total 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pacific Have SHP! 0 0 0 0 0 0
Islander? % Owners> 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
% pI* 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 375 350 910 1,635 1,690 3,325
Have SHP' 275 90 95 460 165 625
tispanic % Owners® 14.0% 6.4% 11.1% 10.9% 7.8% 9.8%
% Hispanic* 73.3% 25.7% 10.4% 28.1% 9.8% 18.8%
Total 35 45 135 215 175 390
Other / Have SHP' 20 10 35 65 0 65
Multiple N 3 ) - " . . .
Hagas? % Owners 1.0% 0.7% 4.1% 1.5% 0.0% 1.0%
% Other* 57.1% 22.2% 25.9% 30.2% 0.0% 16.7%

Notes: ' SHP means "severe housing problem": Cost burden greater than 50% of income, and/or overcrowding of more than 1.5 occupants
per room, and/or without complete kitchen or plumbing

g non-Hispanic

3 The number of that races/ethnicities owner households with a severe housing problem divided by the total number of owner households
(regardless of race/ethnicity) with a severe housing problem by income category.

4 The number of that races/ethnicities owner households with a severe housing problem divided by the total number of that races/ethnicities
owner households by income category.

Pink cells highlight disproportionately greater needs. As defined by HUD, a disproportionately greater need among any racial or ethnic group
exists when a particular racial or ethnic group has housing problems at least 10 percentage points higher than the percentage of households
in that category as a whole.

Due to data limitations, numbers in the table above may not add up exactly in all instances.

Data Source: 2007-2011 CHAS
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NA-25 Disproportionately Greater Need: Housing Cost Burdens — 91.205 (b)(2)

Assess the need of any racial or ethnic group that has disproportionately greater need in comparison to

the needs of that category of need as a whole.

Introduction:

Table 21 reports on households that are cost burdened and severely cost burdened by race/ethnicity.
Again, it is important to note that in all tables within this section each reported race refers only to non-
Hispanic persons of that particular race while Hispanic refers to all Hispanic / Latino persons regardless

of race.

Housing Cost Burden

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015)

Housing Cost Burden <=30% 30-50% >50% No / negative
income (not
computed)

Jurisdiction as a whole 44,565 16,759 22,874 1,805
White 25,565 7,590 7,110 470
Black / African American 12,605 6,475 10,510 825
Asian 1,000 170 700 195
American Indian, Alaska
Native 170 29 99 0
Pacific Islander 15 20 0 10
Hispanic 4,730 2,195 3,595 265
Table 21 — Greater Need: Housing Cost Burdens AMI
Data Source:  2007-2011 CHAS
Discussion:
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Renter Households — Cost Burdened and Severely Cost Burdened by Race/Ethnicity

Table 21a reports on the percentage of renter households that are cost burdened (monthly housing
costs including utilities exceed 30% of monthly income) and severely cost burdened (monthly housing
costs including utilities exceed 50% of monthly income) for various races and ethnicities.

Table 21a — Cost Burdened (CB) and Severely Cost Burdened (SCB) Renter Households
by Race/Ethnicity, 2007-2011

(o: 3 % CB 3 SCB'’ %SCB 3 | Total*
Renter Households
Total Renter HH's (All Races/Ethnicities) 29,270 57.3% 18,440 36.1% 51,105
White? 9,450 46.5% 5,115 25.2% 20,335
Black / African American? 13,465 65.1% 8,870 42.9% 20,680
Asian? 550 47.8% 470 40.9% 1,150
American Indian, Alaskan? 99 58.6% 95 56.2% 169
Pacific Islander? 20 44.4% 0 0.0% 45
Hispanic 4,715 63.2% 3,095 41.5% 7,465
Other / Multiple Races? 960 75.6% 790 62.2% 1,270

Notes: ' CB means "cost burdened": monthly housing costs including utilities exceed 30% of monthly income;
SCB means "severely cost burdened": monthly housing costs including utilities exceed 50% of monthly income.

2 non-Hispanic
3 The number of that races/ethnicities renter households that are cost burdened/severely cost burdened divided by
the total number of that races/ethnicities renter households.

4 total number of that races/ethnicities renter households

Pink cells highlight disproportionately greater needs. As defined by HUD, a disproportionately greater need among
any racial or ethnic group exists when a particular racial or ethnic group has housing problems at least 10 percentage
points higher than the percentage of households in that category as a whole.

Due to data limitations, numbers in the table above may not add up exactly in all instances.

Data Source: 2007-2011 CHAS

The data table reports the following regarding cost burdened and severely cost burdened rental
households:

e 9,450 (46.5%) of the total White, non-Hispanic rental households are cost burdened. 5,115
(25.2%) of the total White rental households are severely cost burdened.

e 13,465 (65.1%) of the total Black / African American, non-Hispanic rental households are cost
burdened (7.8 percentage points greater than all rental households, regardless of race/ethnicity,
that are cost burdened). 8,870 (42.9%) of the total Black / African American rental households
are severely cost burdened (6.8 percentage points greater than all rental households, regardless
of race/ethnicity, that are severely cost burdened).

e 550 (47.8%) of the total Asian, non-Hispanic rental households are cost burdened. 470 (40.9%)
of the total Asian rental households are severely cost burdened (4.8 percentage points greater
than all rental households, regardless of race/ethnicity, that are severely cost burdened).

e 99 (58.6%) of the total American Indian, Alaskan, non-Hispanic rental households are cost
burdened (1.3 percentage points greater than all rental households, regardless of race/ethnicity,
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that are cost burdened). 95 (56.2%) of the total American Indian, Alaskan rental households are
severely cost burdened. This represents a disproportionately greater need.

20 (44.4%) of the total Pacific Islander, non-Hispanic rental households are cost burdened. No
Pacific Islander rental households are severely cost burdened.

4,715 (63.2%) of the total Hispanic rental households are cost burdened (5.9 percentage points
greater than all rental households, regardless of race/ethnicity, that are cost burdened). 3,095
(41.5%) of the total Hispanic rental households are severely cost burdened (5.4 percentage
points greater than all rental households, regardless of race/ethnicity, that are severely cost
burdened).

960 (75.6%) of the total “Other / Multiple Races”, non-Hispanic rental households are cost
burdened. This represents a disproportionately greater need. 790 (62.2%) of the total “Other /
Multiple Races” rental households are severely cost burdened. This also represents a
disproportionately greater need.

Owner Households — Cost Burdened and Severely Cost Burdened by Race/Ethnicity

Table 21b reports on the percentage of owner households that are cost burdened (monthly housing
costs including utilities exceed 30% of monthly income) and severely cost burdened (monthly housing

costs including utilities exceed 50% of monthly income) for various races and ethnicities.

Table 21b — Cost Burdened (CB) and Severely Cost Burdened (SCB) Owner Households

by Race/Ethnicity, 2007-2011

(o: 3 % CB 3 SCB' % SCB3 | Total*
Owner Households
Total Owner HH's (All Races/Ethnicities) 10,360 29.7% 4,435 12.7% 34,905
White? 5,250 25.7% 1,995 9.8% 20,410
Black / African American? 3,520 36.2% 1,640 16.9% 9,730
Asian? 320 34.6% 230 24.9% 925
American Indian, Alaskan? 29 20.9% 4 2.9% 139
Pacific Islander? 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0
Hispanic 1,075 32.3% 500 15.0% 3,325
Other / Multiple Races? 180 46.2% 70 17.9% 390

Notes: ' CB means "cost burdened": monthly housing costs including utilities exceed 30% of monthly income;
SCB means "severely cost burdened": monthly housing costs including utilities exceed 50% of monthly income.

. non-Hispanic

3 The number of that races/ethnicities owner households that are cost burdened/severely cost burdened divided by
the total number of that races/ethnicities owner households.

4 total number of that races/ethnicities owner households

Pink cells highlight disproportionately greater needs. As defined by HUD, a disproportionately greater need among
any racial or ethnic group exists when a particular racial or ethnic group has housing problems at least 10 percentage
points higher than the percentage of households in that category as a whole.

Due to data limitations, numbers in the table above may not add up exactly in all instances.

Data Source: 2007-2011 CHAS
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The data table reports the following regarding cost burdened and severely cost burdened owner
households:

e 5,250 (25.7%) of the total White, non-Hispanic owner households are cost burdened. 1,995
(9.8%) of the total White owner households are severely cost burdened.

e 3,520(36.2%) of the total Black / African American, non-Hispanic owner households are cost
burdened (6.5 percentage points greater than all owner households, regardless of
race/ethnicity, that are cost burdened). 1,640 (16.9%) of the total Black / African American
owner households are severely cost burdened (4.2 percentage points greater than all owner
households, regardless of race/ethnicity, that are severely cost burdened).

e 320 (34.6%) of the total Asian, non-Hispanic owner households are cost burdened (4.9
percentage points greater than all owner households, regardless of race/ethnicity, that are cost
burdened). 230 (24.9%) of the total Asian owner households are severely cost burdened. This
represents a disproportionately greater need.

e 29 (20.9%) of the total American Indian, Alaskan, non-Hispanic owner households are cost
burdened. 4 (2.9%) of the total American Indian, Alaskan owner households are severely cost
burdened.

e There are no Pacific Islander, non-Hispanic owner households.

e 1,075 (32.3%) of the total Hispanic owner households are cost burdened (2.6 percentage points
greater than all owner households, regardless of race/ethnicity, that are cost burdened). 500
(15.0%) of the total Hispanic owner households are severely cost burdened (2.3 percentage
points greater than all owner households, regardless of race/ethnicity, that are severely cost
burdened).

e 180 (46.2%) of the total “Other / Multiple Races”, non-Hispanic owner households are cost
burdened. This represents a disproportionately greater need. 70 (17.9%) of the total “Other /
Multiple Races” owner households are severely cost burdened (5.2 percentage points greater
than all owner households, regardless of race/ethnicity, that are severely cost burdened).
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NA-30 Disproportionately Greater Need: Discussion —91.205(b)(2)

Are there any Income categories in which a racial or ethnic group has disproportionately
greater need than the needs of that income category as a whole?

Below is a summary of all disproportionately greater needs.

Renter Households — Any Housing Problem:
e Very Low (30 to 50% MFI): Asian, American Indian / Alaskan, Pacific Islander
e Total (All Income Categories): Other / Multiple Races

Owner Households — Any Housing Problem:
e Extremely Low (0 to 30% MFI): Asian, Other/ Multiple Races
e Low (50 to 80% MFI): American Indian / Alaskan, Other / Multiple Races
e Total Low Income (< 80% MFI): Other / Multiple Races
e Total (All Income Categories): Other / Multiple Races

Renter Households — Severe Housing Problems:
e Very Low (30 to 50% MFI): Asian, Other / Multiple Races
e Low (50 to 80% MFI): Asian, Other / Multiple Races
e Total Low Income (< 80% MFI): Asian, Other/Multiple Races
e Total (All Income Categories): Asian, American Indian / Alaskan, Other / Multiple Races

Owner Households — Severe Housing Problems:
e Extremely Low (0 to 30% MFI): Asian
e Very Low (30 to 50% MFI): Black / African American
e Low (50 to 80% MFI): Asian, Other / Multiple Races
e Total Low Income (< 80% MFI): Asian

Renter Households — Total (All Income Categories):
e Cost Burdened: Other / Multiple Races
e Severely Cost Burdened: American Indian / Alaskan, Other / Multiple Races

Owner Households — Total (All Income Categories):
e Cost Burdened: Other / Multiple Races
e Severely Cost Burdened: Asian

If they have needs not identified above, what are those needs?

Lack of income and affordable housing are the most significant needs. Other needs include access to
services and neighborhood safety.

Are any of those racial or ethnic groups located in specific areas or neighborhoods in your
community?

The following figures depict areas of racial/ethnic concentration as well as low- and moderate-income
(LMI) block groups. Areas of racial/ethnic concentration exist where the percentage of that
race/ethnicity in a given block group is ten percentage points higher than in the City as a whole. LMI
block groups are places where at least 51% of the area’s residents (regardless of race/ethnicity) have
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incomes at or below 80% of the area median income as determined by HUD and Census data. LMI block
groups with racial/ethnic concentrations indicate the most likely areas experiencing disproportionately
greater needs. The analysis is taken one step further in Section MA-50: Figure 43 depicts areas of
greatest need based on racial/ethnic concentrations for those races/ethnicities experiencing a
disproportionate need, low/mod income concentrations based on poverty rates, and disproportionate

needs regarding housing problems.

Figure 24 below depicts areas of Black / African American, non-Hispanic concentration. The Black /
African American owner households that are experiencing a disproportionately greater need in terms of
severe housing problems most likely live in the blue areas with red stipples. Figure 25 depicts the raw
number of Black / African American residents. Blue and dark green areas with red stipples represent the
most likely places where the largest raw number of Black / African American residents experiencing

disproportionately greater needs live.
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Figure 24 - Black / African American, non-Hispanic Areas of Concentration, 2013

2013 Black / African American, non-Hispanic
Concentrations

2013 Average percent of Black / African American, non-Hispanic
residents in the City of Rochester = 39.0%. Areas of racial/ethnic
concentrations exist where the parcentage of that race/ethnicity in a
given Block Group is ten percentage points higher than in the City as
a whole.

(Black / African Ameri non-Hispanic ions 2 49.0%)
City of Rochester
| 0%
0.2% - 48.7%
Race/Ethnic 49.1% - 63.9%
Concentration 65.5% - 81.0%
82.4% -97.0%
=== Major Highways [Z57] Low/Mod Income BGs*

E:] Monroe County Boundary [: Rochester City Limit

* Low-Mod Income Block Groups are places where at least 51% of the
area's of ) have incomes at or below

80% of the area median income as determined by HUD and Census Data.

.
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Figure 25 — Raw Number of Black / African American, non-Hispanic Residents, 2013

2013 Black / African American, non-Hispanic

Residents

2013 Average number of Black / African American, non-Hispanic
residents per Block Group in the City of Rochester = 356.

City of Rochester
0
1-343
Block Group 363 - 587
Average 609 - 679
717 -1,083

=== Major Highways [Z35F] Low/Mod Income BGs*
D Monroe County Boundary D Rochester City Limit

* Low-Mod Income Block Groups are places where at least 51% of the
area's of icity) have incomes at or below

80% of the area median income as determined by HUD and Census Data.

—
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Figure 26 below depicts areas of Asian, non-Hispanic concentration. The Asian renter and owner
households that are experiencing disproportionately greater needs in terms of any housing problems,
severe housing problems, and severely cost burdened most likely live in the blue and dark green areas
with red stipples®. Due to the limited number of Asian households throughout the City, it is also
important to consider the raw number of Asian residents (see Figure 27). Within Figure 27, blue and
dark green areas with red stipples represent the most likely places where the largest raw number of -
Asian residents experiencing disproportionately greater needs live.

Figure 26 — Asian, non-Hispanic Areas of Concentration, 2013

2013 Asian, non-Hispanic Concentrations

2013 Average percent of Asian, non-Hispanic residents in the City of
Rochester = 3.3%. Areas of racial/athnic concentrations exist where
the percentage of that race/ethnicity in a given Block Group is ten
percentage points higher than in the City as a whole.

(Asian, non-Hispanic concentrations = 13.3%)

City of Rochester
0%
0.1% - 11.2%
Race/Ethnic 15.5% - 19.7%
Concentration 24.9% - 28.9%
37.2% - 42.9%

=== Major Highways [Z77] Low/Mad Income BGs*

Ej Monroe County Boundary D Rochester City Limit
* Low-Mod Income Block Groups are places where at least 51% of the
dless of ici

area's y) have incomes at or below
80% of the area median income as determined by HUD and Census Data.

:
[rvemrm | abeZSid [rrswren] Miles A
0 1 2 3

Data Sources: US Census Tigerine Data, 2009-2013 ACS 5-Yr Estimates, HUD Exch 1:1;(--r 2014 LMISD

% Please note that due to the limited number of residents (7) located in the northeastern census tract, it appears as

if there is a large concentration of Asian residents, when in reality only three Asian residents live there.
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Figure 27 — Raw Number of Asian, non-Hispanic Residents, 2013

2013 Asian, non-Hispanic Residents

2013 Average number of Asian, non-Hispanic residents per
Block Group in the City of Rochester = 30.

City of Rochester
‘ 0
1-30
Block Group 31-121
Average 134-228
500 - 751
Major Highways :.:1| Low/Mod Income BGs*®

D Monroe County Boundary D Rochester City Limit

* Low-Mod Income Block Groups are places where at least 51% of the
area's resi of ity) have incomes at or below
80% of the area median income as determined by HUD and Census Data.
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American Indian / Alaskan, non-Hispanic residents only account for 0.3 percent of the City’s total
population. There are no census tracts which meet the 10.3% threshold to be considered an area of
American Indian / Alaskan concentration. While these American Indian / Alaskan households may not
be concentrated, they are experiencing disproportionately greater needs in terms of any housing
problems, severe housing problems, and severely cost burdened households. Figure 28 depicts the raw
number of American Indian / Alaskan residents. Blue and dark green areas with red stipples represent
the most likely places where the largest raw number of American Indian / Alaskan residents
experiencing disproportionately greater needs live.

Figure 28 — Raw Number of American Indian, Alaskan, non-Hispanic Residents, 2013

Legend

2013 American Indian, Alaskan, non-Hispanic
Residents

2013 Average number of American Indian, Alaskan, non-Hispanic
residents per Block Group in the City of Rochester = 2.

]ﬂ ! Monroe County Boundary D Rachester City Limit

area’s

City of Rochester
0
1-2
Black Group 3-24
Average 31 -49
75-81
==== Major Highways "7 Low/Mod Income BGs®

* Low-Mod Income Block Groups are places where al least 51% of the
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80% of the area median income as determined by HUD and Census Data.
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Pacific Islander, non-Hispanic residents only account for 0.02 percent of the City’s total population.
There are no census tracts which meet the 10.02% threshold to be considered an area of Pacific Islander
concentration. While these Pacific Islander households may not be concentrated, they are experiencing
disproportionately greater needs in terms of any housing problems for renters. Figure 29 depicts the
raw number of Pacific Islander residents. Blue areas with red stipples represent the most likely places
where the largest raw number of Pacific Islander residents experiencing disproportionately greater

needs live.

Figure 29 — Raw Number of Pacific Islander, non-Hispanic Residents, 2013

< ~
I e AT Tnites A

2013 Pacific Islander, non-Hispanic Residents 0 1 2 3
2013 Average number of Pacific Islander, non-Hispanic residents per
Block Group in the City of Rochester = 0.

City of Rochester -

|
Block Group
Average

===== Major Highways [ H | Low/Mod Income BGs*

L
EJ Monroe County Boundary D Rochester City Limit

* Low-Mod Income Block Groups are places where at least 51% of the
area's of ity) have incomes at or below
80% of the area median income as determined by HUD and Census Data

© @ =lo

L

Data Sources. US Census Tigerine Data, 2009-2013 ACS 5-Yr Estimates, HUD Exchange FY 2014 LMISD
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Figure 30 below depicts areas of Other / Multiple Races, non-Hispanic concentration. The Other /
Multiple Races renter and owner households that are experiencing disproportionately greater needs in
terms of any housing problems, severe housing problems, cost burdened, and severely cost burdened
most likely live in the blue and dark green areas with red stipples. Due to the limited number of Other /
Multiple Races households throughout the City, it is also important to consider the raw number of Other
/ Multiple Races residents (see Figure 30a). Within Figure 30a, blue and dark green areas with red
stipples represent the most likely places where the largest raw number of Other / Multiple Races
residents experiencing disproportionately greater needs live.

Figure 30 — Other / Multiple Races, non-Hispanic Areas of Concentration, 2013

N

Legend
[ L[] Wijes A
0 1 2 3

2013 Other Race*, non-Hispanic Concentrations

2013 Average percent of Other Race, non-Hispanic residents in the
City of Rochester = 3.3%. Areas of racial/ethnic concentrations exist
where the percentage of that race/ethnicity in a given Block Group is
ten percentage points higher than in the City as a whole.

{Other Race, non-Hispanic concentrations 2 13.3%)

City of Rochester

0.2% - 13.1%
Race/Ethnic 13.5%-16.7%

Cancentration 19.6% - 20.8%
27.4%-323%

i
==== Major Highways |12 Low/Mod Income BGs™*
[~ Monroe County Baundary [[_] Rochester City Limit

* Other Race includes non Hispanic people of any race other than White,
Black, Asian, American Indian/Alaskan, and Pacific Islander or people of
two or more races.

** Low-Mod income Block Groups are places where at least 51% of the
area’s resi g of icity) have incomes at or below 104
80% of the area median income as determined by HUD and Census Data.

—
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Figure 30a — Raw Number of Other / Multiple Races, non-Hispanic Residents, 2013

2013 Other Race*, non-Hispénlc Residents
2013 Average number of Other Race, non-Hispanic residents per
Block Group in the City of Rochester = 30.

0 1 2 3

City of Rochester

0
1-30
Block Group 31-97
Average 103172
213-275

==== Major Highways |22 Low/Mod Income BGs**

Ej Monroe County Boundary D Rochester City Limit

“ Other Race includes non Hispanic people of any race other than White,
Black, Asian, American Indian/Alaskan, and Pacific Islander or people of

two or more races.
** Low-Mod Income Block Groups are places where at least 51% of the
area’s resi of ity) have incomes at or below

80% of the area median income as determined by HUD and Census Data.

Data Sources: US
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While White, non-Hispanic households and Hispanic (Any Race) households are not experiencing
disproportionately greater needs, many of these households (in terms of raw numbers) do have housing
problems. Figure 31 depicts areas of White, non-Hispanic concentration. Figure 32 depicts the raw
number of White, non Hispanic residents. Blue and dark green areas with red stipples represent the
most likely places where White, non-Hispanic residents have housing problems. Figure 33 depicts areas
of Hispanic (Any Race) concentration. Figure 34 depicts the raw number of Hispanic (Any Race)
residents. Blue and dark green areas with red stipples represent the most likely places where Hispanic
(Any Race) residents have housing problems.

Figure 31 — White, non-Hispanic Areas of Concentration, 2013

| ;
Ol | | Bl | Imiles
2013 White, non-Hispanic Concentrations 0 1 2 3

2013 Average percent of White, non-Hispanic residents in the City of
Rochester = 37.5%. Areas of racial/ethnic concentrations exist where
the percentage of that race/ethnicity in a given Block Group is ten
percentage points higher than in the City as a whole.

(White, non-Hispanic concentrations 2 47.5%)

/

City of Rochester
0%
0.7% - 46.6%
Race/Ethnic 47.7% - 63.8%
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* Low-Mod Income Block Groups are places where at least 51% of the
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80% of the area median income as determined by HUD and Census Data.

Data Sources: US Census Tigerhne Data, 2009-2013 ACS 5-Yr Estimates, HUD Exchange FY 2014 LMISD
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Figure 32 — Raw Number of White, non-Hispanic Residents, 2013

2013 White, non-Hispanic Residents

2013 Average number of White, non-Hispanic residents per
Block Group in the City of Rochester = 342,
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Figure 33 —Hispanic (Any Race) Areas of Concentration, 2013

2013 Hispanic (Any Race) Concentrations

2013 Average percent of Hispanic (Any Race) residents in the City of
Rochester = 16.7%. Areas of racial/ethnic concentrations exist where

the percentage of that race/ethnicity in a given Block Group is ten
percentage points higher than in the City as a whole.
(Hispanic (Any Race) concentrations 2 26.7%)
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Figure 34 — Raw Number of Hispanic (Any Race) Residents, 2013
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2013 Average number of Hispanic (Any Race) residents per
Block Group in the City of Rochester = 152.
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Program Type

Certificate Mod- Public Vouchers
Rehab Housing Total Project- | Tenant- Special Purpose Voucher
based based Veterans Family
Affairs Unification
Supportive Program
Housing
Average Annual Income 07,599 16,542 16,569 14,034 17,166 12,952 19,510
Average length of stay 0 1.2 6.6 7.5 3 7 2:5 8
Average Household size 0 1 2 2 2 3 d 3
# Homeless at admission 0 22 54 unknown
# of Elderly Program Participants (>62) 0 0 990 1,837 520 1,277 20 20
# of Disabled Families 0 21 1,459 4,149 794 3,251 67 37
# of Families requesting accessibility
features 0 0 20 Unknown
# of HIV/AIDS program participants Unknown
# of DV victims confidential
Table 23 — Characteristics of Public Housing Residents by Program Type
Data Source: Rochester Housing Authority, March 2015
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Ethnicity of Residents

Program Type
Ethnicity Certificate Mod- Public Vouchers .
Rehab Housing Total Project - Tenant - Special Purpose Voucher
based based Veterans Family Disabled
Affairs Unification *
Supportive Program
Housing
Hispanic 0 3 554 1,278 102 1,090 2 12 54
Not Hispanic 0 33 1,895 6,135 387 5,241 83 64 275
*includes Non-Elderly Disabled, Mainstream One-Year, Mainstream Five-year, and Nursing Home Transition
Table 25 — Ethnicity of Public Housing Residents by Program Type
Data Source: PIC (PIH Information Center)
Consolidated Plan ROCHESTER 114
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How do these needs compare to the housing needs of the population at large

Citywide, 16.8% of the civilian non-institutionalized population has a disability. This compares to 10.9% of households in public housing.

Among families on the waiting list for public housing, 10.9% have a disability of applicants for Section 8 housing, 25.7% have a disability.

According to the Rochester Housing Authority (RHA), there are 4,746 households on the waiting list for public housing, with most requesting
either one bedroom or two bedroom units. RHA also reported a waiting list for Section 8 vouchers consisting of over 12,517 applicants. The
length and depth of the waiting lists for public housing and Section 8 vouchers indicate an ongoing unmet need for assisted rental housing in
general.

Consolidated Plan ROCHESTER 116
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Discussion

Please reference the Rochester Housing Authority strategy for improving the living environment of low and moderate income families
for public housing.

RHA meets with private landlords and Housing Choice Voucher participants in order to address immediate housing needs.

Consolidated Plan ROCHESTER 117

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015)



NA-40 Homeless Needs Assessment — 91.205(c)

Introduction:

The jurisdiction coordinated with the Continuum of care to address homeless needs, in
particular via a Chronic Homeless Workgroup that meets regularly in the jurisdiction and
coordinates for many entities the needs of homeless persons, discussed, supra.

The jurisdiction also addresses the needs of homeless veterans by keeping a veteran
perspective as part of the review of local CoC Programs, and by including a formerly homeless
veteran on the review committee tasked with scoring the applications that will help end
homelessness in the jurisdiction. The CoC Coordinator has also begun building relationships
with the Veterans Administration, to encourage them to use HMIS for reporting HUD VASH
beds. The Public Housing Authority (RHA) also has relations with the VA to keep track of VASH
beds at this time. The CoC and the jurisdiction are soon going to a roundtable discussion of
Veteran-specific issues coordinated by a shelter provider in the jurisdiction that serves veterans
only.

And, the jurisdiction coordinates with youth providers and the City of Rochester School District
youth liaison to conduct the Point in Time count in January of each year. This year, special
emphasis was placed on the youth count, especially Transitioning Age Youth (TAY) between
ages 18-24 since the number of homeless youth in that age demographic tends to be
statistically significant.

The Chronically Homeless workgroup is comprised of senior staff at the Monroe County
Department of Human Services, City of Rochester representatives, the Office of Mental Health
Rapid Engagement (OMH RED) Team, the diocese and social workers from St. Mary’s Church,
Rochester Regional Health (Unity), faith-based participants, volunteers, social workers, and
shelter providers, including all of the emergency shelter providers in Monroe County. Other
stakeholders include Nazareth College Statistics Department professors and the Continuum of
Care Coordinator.

This Workgroup does four types of work to assist the chronically homeless and other
unsheltered homeless. Case analysis and assignment of mentored follow-up sessions occur
once per month on Fridays at a roundtable discussion. Second the Workgroup engages the
wider community in roundtable discussion of broader strategy issues after the case
management portion of their monthly meetings. City, county, advocacy, volunteer, and provider
representatives attend these meetings and local issues are provided a forum for solution-based
resolution of issues that affect the unsheltered homeless. Third, the CH Workgroup goes out to
the community together to find chronic homeless persons wherever they may be throughout the
County. They are offered shelter, services, staple safety and toiletry provisions, winter gear, and
community engagement. Finally, the CH Workgroup functions to advocate to the various
committed stakeholders the needs of the homeless community, primarily by communicating its
findings and its successes with this relationship-heavy, intensive case management strategy
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back to the Department of Human Services, the City, the County, the Continuum of Care, and
the providers of shelters and support services.

The jurisdiction developed performance standards in consultation with the CoC by including the
Coordinator in a roundtable discussion of housing and service provider input meetings including
a survey instrument gleaning such data as might help illuminate outcomes in the housing
community. The Coordinator provided HMIS data from the HUD HDX system including Annual
Homelessness Assistance Reports (AHAR) reports, Point in Time (PIT) data and Housing
Inventory Count (HIC) data. (attached).

HMIS is administered under the guiding principles and polices outlined in the Rochester/Monroe
County Homeless Continuum of care HMIS Policy and Procedures Manual and utilizing a
minimum set of data elements, referred to as the HUD Required Data Elements (RDEs) as
defined by the HUD Data and Technical Standards. Additionally, HMIS is administered under
the umbrella CoC HMIS workgroup that helps develop community practices and principles that
affect HMIS; currently the group is updating policies to encourage an HMIS open data sharing
system to address the needs of homeless persons more effectively.

Rochester Housing Authority became the HMIS Lead in June 2012. With two fulltime dedicated
staff, RHA submits the technical submission to the CoC for NOFA submission. The vendor
HMIS utilizes is Bowman Systems, and the software it utilizes is Service Point. HMIS staff are
tasked with maintaining the integrity and data quality providers submit to HMIS, as well as
aiding in the development of policies and procedures that will result in better data sharing,
reliable and accurate real-time information, and assistance in coordinated a<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>