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Dear Readers of the Yonkers Housing Report,
After years of declining population and disinvestment, cities
throughout the United States are experiencing new waves of people,
businesses, and urban development. Restoring urban vitality is
wonderful but also raises vexing public policy questions about housing
affordability and inclusion. Cities everywhere are challenged with
attracting new investment while expanding housing and employment
opportunities for its lowest-income households. Yonkers is a microcosm
of these broader trends. And given its proximity to New York City, one
of the most expensive housing markets in the world, it is an opportune
time to analyze housing policy in Yonkers.
The Leviticus Fund and the JP Morgan Chase Foundation help finance
affordable housing. Like many charitable financial entities, both organizations also have larger social
missions that extend beyond their traditional business areas. Promoting an inclusive approach to
development is also part of our shared mission. And making sure that diverse voices are included within
affordable housing policy-making is a core value. Contributing new research and locally-based policy
recommendations to the broader housing community is why the JP Morgan Chase Foundation funds policy
studies and it is why the Leviticus Fund oversees them.
To make sure that a close-up analysis of Yonkers’ housing needs was professionally and objectively
performed, the Leviticus Fund issued an RFP for a professional consultant and received responses from four
experienced firms interested in working on this project. The competitive process resulted in the hiring of
Kevin Dwarka LLC, a land use and economic consulting firm with extensive background in the preparation
of housing studies for localities throughout the Metro New York region.
Kevin Dwarka LLC led the report’s technical process which included data collection, regulatory analysis,
and best practice review. However, the process was designed to be collaborative from the onset.
Specifically, the work was continually informed over the course of 12 months by ongoing dialogue with the
City’s diverse housing stakeholders including representatives from the City of Yonkers, community-based
organizations, housing lenders, developers, landlords, and city residents.
To the greatest extent possible, we attempted to collect information from the City of Yonkers. We
appreciate the attendance of certain City officials at our meetings and review of earlier drafts of this
report. We integrated their input into our findings. It is our hope, however, that this report will be further
enriched by more data collection, reflection, and collaboration among the City’s representatives and its
residents and housing stakeholders.
We invite the Yonkers housing community to critically engage with the recommendations, all of which are
presented objectively with candid discussion of the pros as well as the cons. We offer them for
implementation consideration and for further dialogue down the road. Our hope is that the city’s present
and future housing professionals will build upon our analysis and continue exploring inclusive approaches to
revitalizing Yonkers.

Sincerely,
Greg Maher

Executive Director of the Leviticus Fund
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The Yonkers Housing Report is a multi-disciplinary planning initiative aimed at evaluating current housing
needs in the City of Yonkers and stimulating new thinking about the city’s long-term housing policies. The
report was completed thanks to a generous grant from JP Morgan Chase & Co. and managed by a not-forprofit community development loan fund, the Leviticus 25:23 Alternative Fund (“Leviticus Fund”). Kevin
Dwarka LLC, a land use and economic consulting firm, was engaged to prepare the technical aspects of
the report and also lead the community engagement process with support from Pace Land Use Law
Center.
Based upon extensive data analysis and community outreach, the Yonkers Housing Report is divided into
four sections:
▪

Section I synthesizes census data to describe existing demographic, housing, and economic
conditions in Yonkers with a close examination of the city’s Southwest Quadrant.

▪

Section II documents the various policies and regulations affecting housing development and
tenanting in Yonkers.

▪

Section III presents the feedback received from community stakeholders and the public-at-large
at engagement efforts focused on identifying housing needs and discussing the applicability of
various best practices

▪

Section IV assesses the opportunities and constraints of advancing different housing best
practices in Yonkers.

▪

Section V provides a top-level evaluation of the anticipated effectiveness of the proposed
strategies in advancing core housing goals.

Although this report assesses the feasibility of advancing various housing best practices in the City of
Yonkers, the capacity to implement administrative, regulatory, and programmatic change rests with the
City of Yonkers, its community-based organizations, and the broader housing development community.
To that end, our report should not be misinterpreted as an unequivocal endorsement of concrete policy
proposals or as a report card on the City’s performance in meeting its housing needs. We recognize the
need for deeper institutional knowledge and more robust data analytics to inform policy-making. Our core
purpose in crafting this report is simply to support the ongoing efforts of the City and its housing
stakeholders with policy concepts, opportunities and constraints analysis, and case studies that will
hopefully inspire further debate and discussion.

HOUSING BEST PRACTICES
Presented below are summary descriptions of the eight best practices that are fully assessed in Section IV
of the Yonkers Housing Report. Each of these best practices was chosen on the basis of our own
independent housing needs assessment as well as a broad review of professional housing policy literature
and case studies from around the United States. The only best practices included in the report are ones
determined to be feasible and as having a good chance of resulting in positive housing outcomes. We
encourage the City of Yonkers and its stakeholders to critically evaluate the pros and cons of each best
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practice and contemplate what types of modifications might make the practice more viable or more
effective for meeting the city’s long-term housing needs. In certain cases, a practice may already have
been historically tried in Yonkers or is still in place. In these cases, the best practice is still presented as an
opportunity meriting reconsideration or modification to enhance the potential for effectiveness.
(1)

CONSIDER UPDATING THE CITY’S COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

Ideally a comprehensive plan is updated every ten years and formulated on the basis of
extensive data collection, stakeholder outreach, and public input. The plan is used as the basis
for determining investment priorities, zoning decisions, and infrastructure needs. Yonkers has
not updated its comprehensive plan since 2000. The City of Yonkers could revise its
comprehensive plan in order to establish a long-term vison for managing the city’s future
growth and development. While the City’s current comprehensive plan reflects the historical
concerns related to the Long-Term Planning Order, it does not address more contemporary
concerns regarding gentrification and displacement. As such, Yonkers has an opportunity to
prepare a more relevant document, one that better reflects current housing needs, regional
economic shifts, equity concerns and the evolution of housing best practices over the past
two decades.

(2)

CONTINUE NEIGHBORHOOD REVITALIZATION PLANNING

Yonkers has historically prepared urban renewal plans for key areas in the city including Getty
Square (1978); Alexander Street (2009); Nodine Hill (2009); and Warburton-Ravine Avenue
(2010). Since the production of these plans, the City has undergone tremendous physical and
economic transformation especially in its downtown and along its waterfront. Meanwhile, there
is not currently a recently prepared community-based plan for any of the neighborhoods in
Southwest Yonkers. As such, it may be an opportune time for the City and other community
stakeholders to revisit one of the previously prepared neighborhood revitalization plans and
prepare an updated version along with a fresh approach to its implementation strategies.
Alternatively, the City might consider preparing an entirely new community-based
neighborhood plan for a part of the city that has not yet been subject to this kind of focused
planning.

(3)

EXPLORE INNOVATIONS IN CODE ENFORCEMENT

Like many older cities, Yonkers struggles to address the full spectrum of building safety and code
compliance issues that are common in neighborhoods with an aging building stock. With CDBG
monies, the City assigns building inspectors to key areas in the city and also enables anonymous
reporting of building violations. More recently, the City has hired more inspectors and increase
fines. Other options for long-term consideration include hiring even more inspectors, organizing
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residents into code enforcement observation committees, publishing user-friendly guides to
code compliance, periodic increasing of fines, mapping of property conditions, and providing
building code training in neighborhoods with higher incidences of building violations.

(4)

EXPAND FINANCIAL SUPPORT FOR REHABILITATION OF
RESIDENTIAL BUILDINGS

The City could provide financial assistance to building owners or non-profit housing
organizations to help offset the costs of rehabilitation and acquisition. For small, owneroccupied buildings, the City can establish income requirements that limit eligibility for financial
assistance to low-income households. For larger projects, the City can require that the fund be
used to rehabilitate housing units that are designated for lower-income households.

(5)

STRENGTHEN THE CITY’S INCLUSIONARY HOUSING
PROGRAM

The City of Yonkers has already adopted an inclusionary zoning ordinance that establishes the
minimum number of affordable units that must be built for certain kinds of buildings. The policy
also includes options for developers to contribute money to a Housing Trust Fund in lieu of
building the required units on the site of their project. Yonkers could strengthen its inclusionary
housing program by requiring that a greater number of units be built to accommodate an even
wider range of low-income households. The implementation of the policy could also be revised
to require publication of an annual performance report that tracks the number of affordable
units built each year, the number of units expected to be built in the future, the amount of
money held in the trust fund, and the allocations of the trust fund to finance specific affordable
housing units.
(6)

FURTHER INCENTIVIZE DEVELOPMENT OF AFFORDABLE
HOUSING

The incentives in Yonkers’ land use approval process could be enhanced to provide even more
development benefits in exchange for a developer providing a greater amount of affordable
housing units than required under the affordable housing ordinance. Examples of enhanced
development rights include:
▪ As-of-right development for affordable housing developments
▪ More generous allowances for building scale including allowance for more stories,
greater floor area ratios, and relaxed set back or open space requirements for projects
proposed anywhere in Yonkers
▪ Eliminating parking requirements for affordable housing
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These incentives could be provided to all developers or they could be granted exclusively to
non-profit housing developers committed to permanent affordable housing. Although
restricting the incentive program to non-profit housing developers might reduce the total
number of affordable units created, it would also ensure that the units that are built remain
affordable for future generations.
(7)

CONVERT MORE CITY-OWNED LAND TO AFFORDABLE
HOUSING

Through its affordable housing ordinance embedded within its zoning code, the City of Yonkers
can regulate the degree to which developers are required to include affordable housing within
their projects. However, the City can have even greater latitude in mandating affordable
housing construction for projects built on city-owned land. Specifically, the City can establish
much more stringent affordable housing requirements for the leasing of its own property to a
private developer or selling the property to a non-profit housing organization committed to
building permanently affordable housing. In cases where a city-owned property is not suitable
for multi-family housing development, the City could lease the property to a developer for
redevelopment in accordance with the land uses permitted under the zoning code but allocate
a share of the lease revenue to the housing trust fund. In all cases of conveyance, the City will
have the greatest ability to ensure permanent affordability, by retaining title of the property
and entering into long-term lease agreements rather than selling the property to a developer.
(8)

SECURE SUPPORTIVE SERVICES FOR STREET HOMELESS
POPULATION

Yonkers has a homeless population that is served by Westchester County Department of Social
Service (DSS) programs as well as a network of 24-hour shelters that provide on-site supportive
services. However, much of the city’s street homeless population uses a drop-in facility that
provides only minimal on-site services. In order to ensure that the homeless population has
access to a case management services and social service programming, a drop-in day facility
could be provided in Yonkers. This facility would be open during the daytime periods when the
drop-in shelter is not open and offer food, shelter, medical services, mental health support,
showers, and laundry facilities.
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SECTION I: EXISTING CONDITIONS
This section compiles data related to the demographic composition, housing stock, and economic
conditions in the City of Yonkers. The purpose of this analysis was to help identify housing needs that
could be potentially met through different housing practices, as presented in Section IV. Most of the data
is derived from either US Census Bureau’s Decennial Census or American Community Survey (ACS). The
ACS data represents an averaging of sample data collected over a five-year period. Although the ACS data
reflects a smaller survey sample than that for the Decennial Data, it enables timeline trend analysis since
ACS data is the most recently available kind of census data. In addition to collecting data for the City of
Yonkers as a whole, we also collected data for the area generally understood as Southwest Yonkers. In
the map below, the area falling within the orange boundary constitutes all the census tracts within
Southwest Yonkers. We compared the data for Yonkers as a whole and the southwest quadrant in order
to better understand the unique housing needs within the city’s most impoverished area.
Boundaries of Southwest Yonkers
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DEMOGRAPHICS
This section examines the city’s demographics in terms of the resident population’s ages, incomes, races,
ethnicities, genders and family situations. For most variables, the City of Yonkers is compared to the
Southwest Quadrant.
Population Trends
Whereas Yonkers experienced a 1.9% increase in total population from 2000 to 2012/16, the population
in the Southwest Quadrant plummeted by 5.8%. Southwest Yonkers comprises around 39% of the City of
Yonkers’ total population.
Total Population, 2000 – 2012/2016
Location

2000

Yonkers
Southwest Quadrant

2010

196,086
82,373

195,976
81,968

2012/2016

Percent Change 2000-2012/2016

199,725
77,578

1.9%
-5.8%

Source: US Census Bureau, Decennial Census and 2012/2016 American Community Survey

Age
The Southwest Quadrant of Yonkers is rapidly losing its younger population; children aged 18 and younger
dropped by over 20% and the population aged 18-34 dropped by 8%. The senior citizen population in the
Southwest Quadrant is increasing more rapidly than the City of Yonkers; increasing by 23% as compared
to an increase of 13% in the City of Yonkers.
Location
Yonkers
Southwest Quadrant

Percent Change Per Age Cohort: 2000-2012/2016
18 and Younger
18-34
35-64
-3.1%
1%
7.1%
-22.3%
-8%
6.4%

65 and older
13.3%
22.9%

Source: US Census Bureau, Decennial Census and 2012/2016 American Community Survey

Population Change Per Age Cohort

PERCENT CHANGE

30.00%
20.00%
10.00%
0.00%
-10.00%

18 and younger

18-34

35-64

65 and older

-20.00%
-30.00%
City of Yonkers

Southwest Quadrant

Source: US Census Bureau, Decennial Census and 2012/2016 American Community Survey

Racial Composition
The Southwest Quadrant of Yonkers has higher proportions of its population that are Black or African
American (28%), Hispanic or Latino (53%), or identified as some other race (24%), as compared to the City
of Yonkers. The City of Yonkers has a proportionally larger White population (57%) than the Southwest
Quadrant (39%).

KEVIN DWARKA LLC & LEVITICUS FUND | PAGE 9

YONKERS HOUSING REPORT (10/10/19)
Population by Race and Ethnicity 2012/2016
Southwest Quadrant
#
%
#
30,107
38.8%
21,421
27.6%

Race or Ethnicity
White
Black or African
American
American Indian
Asian
Some other race
Two or more races
Hispanic or Latino

City of Yonkers
%
113,769
35,801

57%
17.9%

375
4,481
18,334
2,860

0.5%
5.8%
23.6%
3.7%

584
13,447
28,584
7,488

0.3%
6.7%
14.3%
3.8%

41,273

53.2%

71,059

35.6%

Source: US Census Bureau, Decennial Census and 2012/2016 American Community Survey

Population by Race or Ethnicity 2012-2016 Southwest Quadrant
Population by Race or Ethnicity 2012-2016 City of Yonkers
Some other Race
Hispanic or Latino
Asian
American Indian
Black
White
0.00%

10.00%

20.00%

30.00%

40.00%

50.00%

60.00%

Source: US Census Bureau, Decennial Census and 2012/2016 American Community Survey

As compared to 2000, Southwest Yonkers has fewer residents who identify as Black or African American,
some other Race, or American Indian. In the City of Yonkers, both the Asian and the Hispanic population
increased by around 40% from 2000 to 2012/16.
Race or Ethnicity
White
Black or African American
American Indian
Asian
Some other race
Two or more races
Hispanic or Latino
Race or Ethnicity
White
Black or African American
American Indian
Asian
Some other race
Two or more races
Hispanic or Latino

City of Yonkers: Change in Population by Race and Ethnicity
2000
2010
2012/16
Percent Change 2000-2012/16
118,222
109,351
113,769
-3.8%
32,122
36,572
35,801
11.5%
785
1,463
584
-25.6%
9,564
11,556
13,447
40.6%
26,459
28,850
28,584
8%
8,854
8,062
7,488
-15.4%
50,954
67,927
71,059
39.5%
Southwest Quadrant: Change in Population by Race and Ethnicity
2000
2010
2012/16
Percent Change 2000-2012/16
28,308
28,891
30,107
6.4%
23,175
24,065
21,421
-7.6%
529
1,004
375
-29.1%
3,192
3,465
4,481
40.4%
21,380
19,935
18,334
-14.4%
5,757
4,549
2,860
-50.3%
37,548

44,095

41,273

10%

Source: US Census Bureau, Decennial Census and 2012/2016 American Community Survey
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SOCIO-ECONOMIC INDICATORS
Median Income
The median income rose between 2000 and 2012/16 in the City of Yonkers. This growth is also evident in
the census tracts that comprise the Southwest Quadrant of Yonkers. The majority of census tracts in
Southwest Quadrant have median incomes under $50,000 a year, less than the median income of Yonkers
in 2012-2016. There is a range of income levels in the various Southwest Quadrant census tracts, with the
highest median income at $136,786 in 2012-2016 and the lowest median income at $14,456 in 2012/16.
City of Yonkers Median Income
2000
2007/11
Median Household Income
Median Income for Families

$44,663
$53,233

2012/16

$56,816
$67,524

$61,272
$75,111

Source: US Census Bureau, Decennial Census and 2012/2016 American Community Survey

Median Incomes In Southwest Yonkers Census Tracts

Percentage of Census Tracts

80.00%
70.00%
60.00%
50.00%
40.00%
30.00%
20.00%
10.00%
0.00%
Under 34K

34K-50K

Over 50k- 65K

Over65K- 85K

Over 85K

Median Incomes
2000

2007

2012-2016

Source: US Census Bureau, Decennial Census and 2012/2016 American Community Survey

Poverty Levels
Poverty levels are growing in both the City of Yonkers and its Southwest Quadrant; however, the growth
of poverty levels is more rapid in the Southwest Quadrant than the City of Yonkers. The Southwest
Quadrant of Yonkers does have areas such as the Park Hill neighborhood where the median income is
above $81,000 dollars.
Percentage of People Living in Poverty
2000
2007/11
City of Yonkers
Southwest Quadrant

15.6%
28%

2012/16
14.9%
28%

17%
35.7%

Source: US Census Bureau, Decennial Census and 2012/2016 American Community Survey
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Source: US Census Bureau, Decennial Census and 2012/2016 American Community Survey
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Sources of Employment
Over half of those living in Yonkers and its Southwest Quadrant work in Healthcare, Retail, Education, or
Accommodation and Food Services. In general, there are not dramatic differences in the distribution of
sectors employing residents from Southwest Yonkers versus the City of Yonkers as a whole.
Sectors Employing Yonkers Residents
Southwest Yonkers

City of Yonkers

#
6,629

%
21.2%

#
16,528

Educational Services
Retail Trade

2,740
3,962

8.8%
12.7%

9,834
9,441

11.8%
11.3%

Accommodation and Food Services
Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services

2,601
1,531

8.3%
4.9%

6,126
4,707

7.3%
5.6%

Public Administration
Administration & Support, Waste Management and
Remediation
Construction
Finance and Insurance

1,422

4.5%

4,640

5.6%

1,797

5.7%

4,055

4.9%

1,251
1,178

4.0%
3.8%

3,988
3,611

4.8%
4.3%

Transportation and Warehousing
Other Services (excluding Public Administration)

1,816
1,288

5.8%
4.1%

3,472
3,403

4.2%
4.1%

Wholesale Trade
Real Estate and Rental and Leasing

1,024
983

3.3%
3.1%

2,838
2,517

3.4%
3.0%

Manufacturing
Information

1,059
802

3.4%
2.6%

2,389
2,390

2.9%
2.9%

618
454

2.0%
1.5%

1,792
1,294

2.1%
1.5%

Health Care and Social Assistance

Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation
Management of Companies and Enterprises

%
19.8%

Source: US Census Bureau, Decennial Census and 2012/2016 American Community Survey

HOUSING CONDITIONS
Housing Tenure and Occupancy
Split of Owner-Occupied Units vs Renter-Occupied Units
Whereas the split between renters and homeowners is relatively even in the City of Yonkers, in the
Southwest Quadrant, renters form a significant majority (79%) of occupied households.

Location
Southwest Quadrant
City of Yonkers

Housing Tenure 2012/16
Renter Occupied Units
Owner Occupied Units
#
%
#
%
21,159
79.4%
5,475
20.6%
38,242
52.4%
34,721
47.6%

Occupied Households
26,634
72,963

Source: US Census Bureau, Decennial Census and 2012/2016 American Community Survey

Homeownership by Race and Ethnicity
The majority of homeowners in the City of Yonkers are White. The racial and ethnic makeup of
homeowners in Southwest Yonkers is more diverse than the larger city of Yonkers.

KEVIN DWARKA LLC & LEVITICUS FUND | PAGE 13

YONKERS HOUSING REPORT (10/10/19)
Homeownership Rate by Race and Ethnicity: 2012/2016
White
Black or African
Asian
American
51.7%
23.3%
74.7%
10.7%

Location
Southwest Quadrant
City of Yonkers

Hispanic
9.8%
6.5%

30.4%
19%

Source: US Census Bureau, Decennial Census and 2012/2016 American Community Survey

Between 2000 and 2012/2016, homeownership by Whites decreased slightly both in the City of Yonkers
and its Southwest Quadrant. Homeownership by non-Whites, however, increased in the City of Yonkers
and its Southwest Quadrant. Still, non-White homeownership is growing at a slower rate in Southwest
Yonkers than the City of Yonkers as a whole.
Change in Homeownership by Race and Ethnicity: between 2000 -2012/16

Percent Change

150.00%
100.00%
50.00%
0.00%
White

African American

Asian

Hispanic

-50.00%
Southwest Quadrant

City of Yonkers

Source: US Census Bureau, Decennial Census and 2012/2016 American Community Survey

Vacancy Levels
The vacancy rate is higher in 2012/16 compared to 2000 in both Southwest Yonkers and the City of
Yonkers.
Vacancy and Occupancy for all Units in 2000 and 2012/16
105.00%
100.00%
95.00%
90.00%
85.00%
80.00%
75.00%
2000

2012- 2016

2000

Southwest Quadrant

2012- 2016
City of Yonkers

Occupied

Vacant

Source: US Census Bureau, Decennial Census and 2012/2016 American Community Survey
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The vacancy rate in Southwest Yonkers is higher than the vacancy rate in the City of Yonkers.
Housing Occupancy 2012/16
Southwest Quadrant
32,367
83.2%
16.8%
5%
15%

Total housing units
Occupied housing units
Vacant housing units
Average homeowner vacancy rate
Average rental vacancy rate

City of Yonkers
81,945
89%
11%
2.4%
12.2%

Source: US Census Bureau, Decennial Census and 2012/2016 American Community Survey

A higher proportion (87%) of vacant units in Southwest Yonkers are for sale or rent than in the City of
Yonkers (77%). In the City of Yonkers, a higher proportion of vacant units are kept vacant for seasonal or
recreational use.
Status of Vacant Units 2012/16
Southwest Quadrant
Total Vacant Units
For Rent or for Sale
For seasonal, recreational, or occasional use
Other vacant

City of Yonkers
4,812
87.3%
2.4%
10.3%

1,850
77.2%
5.5%
17.4%

Source: US Census Bureau, Decennial Census and 2012/2016 American Community Survey

Occupancy Per Room
In both the City of Yonkers and its Southwest Quadrant, census data indicates that the majority of living
spaces have .5 of less occupants per room. For both renter-occupied and owner-occupied units, the
Southwest Quadrant has a higher percentage of units with greater amounts of occupants per room than
the City of Yonkers. The Southwest Quadrant has comparatively less units with .5 or less occupants per
room than the City of Yonkers, but for anything above .5 occupants per room, has a higher percentage
than the City of Yonkers. It should be noted, however, that the census data for room occupancy may
significantly undercount the actual number of individuals residing in the same apartment.

Total Households
Owner Occupied Households
0.50 or less occupants per room
0.51 to 1.00 occupants per room
1.01 to 1.50 occupants per room
1.51 to 2.00 occupants per room
2.01 or more occupants per room
Renter Occupied Households
0.50 or less occupants per room
0.51 to 1.00 occupants per room
1.01 to 1.50 occupants per room
1.51 to 2.00 occupants per room
2.01 or more occupants per room

Occupants Per Room for All Households
Southwest Quadrant
#
%
26,929
5,475
3,542
64.7%
1,670
30.5%
225
4.1%
27
0.50%
11
0.2%
21,454
9,120
42.5%
9,848
45.9%
1,571
7.3%
644
3%
271
1.3%

City of Yonkers
#

%
72,963
34,721
24,872
9,008
670
64
107
38,242
18,285
16,499
2,146
961
351

71.6%
25.9%
1.9%
0.2%
0.3%
47.8%
43.1%
5.6%
2.5%
0.9%

Source: US Census Bureau, Decennial Census and 2012/2016 American Community Survey
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Housing Inventory
Types of Housing Units
The Southwest Quadrant of Yonkers has proportionally less single-family homes than the City of Yonkers;
only 11% of its housing units are single family, compared with 28% in the entire city. The majority of
housing units in the Southwest Quadrant are in small multi-family units that house between 3-19 units.
Types of Housing Units 2012/16
Southwest Quadrant
#
%
Total Housing Units
1-unit
2 units
3-19 units
20-49 units
50 or more units

31,837
3,532
2,355
11,596
4,271
10,001

City of Yonkers
#

%
81,945
23,155
8,710
19,670
8,474
21,831

11.1%
7.4%
36.4%
13.4%
31.4%

28.3%
10.6%
24%
10.3%
26.6%

Source: US Census Bureau, Decennial Census and 2012/2016 American Community Survey

Rental Inventory
The inventory of rental units in the Southwest Quadrant is consistent with the rental inventory in the
City of Yonkers.
Rental Inventory by Unit Size in 2012/16
Studio/1BR
2BR
42.6%
35.0%
42.6%
35.7%

Location
Southwest Quadrant
City of Yonkers

3 BR or more
22.4%
21.7%

Source: US Census Bureau, Decennial Census and 2012/2016 American Community Survey

Age of Housing Units
Over 30% of the homes in both the City of Yonkers are pre-war units. The majority of the units in the city
were built before 1970. The amount of new construction is slightly higher in the Southwest Quadrant than
the City of Yonkers as a whole.
Age of Housing Structure
Southwest Quadrant
Year Structure Built
Pre 1940
1940-1969
1970-1979
1980-1989
1990-1999
Since 1990
Since 2000

#

%
11,356
11,763
3,439
1,499
1,008
3,780
2,772

City of Yonkers
#

35.7%
37%
10.8%
4.7%
3.2%
11.8%
8.7%

%
25,421
37,945
8,452
3,928
1,981
6,199
4,218

31.02%
46.31%
10.31%
4.79%
2.42%
7.56%
5.15%

Source: US Census Bureau, Decennial Census and 2012/2016 American Community Survey

Types of Homes on the Market
Single Family Homes and Condo/Co-ops dominate the market in the City of Yonkers whereas multifamily
buildings dominate the Southwest Quadrant market. Many of these multifamily homes are marketed to
investors.
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Southwest Yonkers Homes for Sale
by Property Type

Yonkers Homes for Sale
by Property Type
14%
2%

20%

38%

15%
64%

Houses

Condo + Co-op

46%

1%

Townhouses

Multi-family

Houses

Condo + Co-op

Townhouses

Multi-family

Source: Redfin.com 6/19/2018

Age of Homes on the Market
The homes on the market in Southwest Yonkers are older than in the City of Yonkers. 41% of homes for
sale in Yonkers were built before 1940. In Southwest Yonkers, however, over 66% of the homes for sale
were built before 1940.

Before 1900
1900-1920
1920-1940
1940-1960
1960-1980
1980-2000
After 2000

Age of Homes on the Market (6/19/2018)
Southwest Quadrant
#
%
7
9.33%
26
34.67%
17
22.67%
16
21.33%
6
8.00%
2
2.67%
1
1.33%

Yonkers
#

%
22
62
155
174
117
27
21

3.8%
10.7%
26.8%
30.1%
20.2%
4.7%
3.6%

Source: US Census Bureau, Decennial Census and 2012/2016 American Community Survey

Owner-Occupied Housing Costs
Value of Single-Family Homes
Yonkers’ Southwest Quadrant has a higher percentage of homes valued under $200,000 than the City of
Yonkers generally, with 49% of its single-family homes valued at under $200,000. Over 9% of the singlefamily homes in Southwest Quadrant are valued at above $750,000 which is only a little bit less than the
percentage (10%) of the City of Yonkers. The single-family homes above $750,000 in the Southwest
Quadrant are clustered in the Ludlow and Park Hill neighborhoods.
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Value of Single Family Homes

Home Value

$1 MILLION OR MORE

3.33%
1.81%

$750,000 OR MORE

10.06%
9.23%
35.94%

LESS THAN $200,000

0.00%

48.81%

10.00%

20.00%

30.00%

40.00%

City of Yonkers

50.00%

60.00%

Southwest
Quadrant

Source: US Census Bureau, Decennial Census and 2012/2016 American Community Survey

Asking Prices of Homes for Sales
The asking prices of homes in Southwest Yonkers is reflective of the City of Yonkers, generally. While
Southwest Yonkers does not have many homes priced above $1M, 18% of the homes for sale in Southwest
Yonkers are priced above $750,000, around 10% more than the City of Yonkers. The higher valued homes
in the Southwest are in the Ludlow and Park Hill neighborhoods.
Asking Price Of Homes For Sale

1.39%

6.14%

18.06%
8.84%

20.83%

18.95%

19.68%

15.28%

12.50%

10.65%

11.11%

20.58%

11.01%

5.56%

4.15%

15.28%

Homes for Sale by List Price (Redfin.com, 6.19.2018) Southwest
Yonkers
Homes for Sale by List Price (Redfin.com, 6.19.2018) City of Yonkers

Source: Trulia.com June 30, 2018

Owner-Occupied Monthly Costs
In general, monthly housing costs in Southwest Yonkers are slightly lower than housing costs for the city.
Over 50% of units with a mortgage are paying more than $2,000 a month in the Southwest Quadrant,
while in the City of Yonkers, 50% of units with a mortgage are paying over $2,500 a month. Monthly costs
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for units without a mortgage are less than monthly costs for units with a mortgage, in both the City of
Yonkers and its Southwest Quadrant.

Housing Units with a Mortgage
Less than $500
$500-$999
$1,000- $1499
$$1500-$1999
$2000- $2499
$2500-$2999
$3000 or more
Housing Units without a Mortgage
Less than $500
$500-$999
$1,000- $1499
$1500 or more

Selected Monthly Owner Costs for Owner Occupied
Southwest Quadrant
#
%
3,572
42
1.2%
480
13.4%
524
14.7%
598
16.7%
496
13.9%
367
10.3%
1,065
29.8%
1,903
437
543
712
211

23%
28.5%
37.4%
11.1%

City of Yonkers
#

%
22,080
580
2,377
2,498
2,454
2,990
2,848
8,333

2.6%
10.8%
11.3%
11.1%
13.5%
12.9%
37.7%

12,641
2,785
3,252
4,082
2,522

22%
25.7%
32.3%
20%

Source: US Census Bureau, Decennial Census and 2012/2016 American Community Survey

Renter-Occupied Costs
Median Rent
The median rents for studios and 1 bedrooms are similar in Yonkers and the Southwest Quadrant.
Apartments with two or more bedrooms are priced a little bit lower in the Southwest Quadrant. Around
25% of apartments in the Southwest Quadrant pay under $750 a month in rent, while in the City of
Yonkers, only 15% of units are priced under $750 a month.

Total
Less than $500
$500-$749
$750-$799
$800-$899
$900-$999
$1,000 to $1,249
$1,250 to $1,499
$1,500 to $1,999
$2,000 to $2,499
$2,500 to $2,999
$3,000 to $3,499
$3,500 or more
No cash rent

Rent of Renter Occupied Housing Units 2012-2016
Southwest Quadrant
#
%
#
21,454
3,249
15.1%
2,259
10.5%
479
2.2%
1,734
8.1%
2,475
11.5%
4,593
21.4%
3,363
15.7%
2,166
10.1%
525
2.5%
115
0.5%
35
0.2%
19
0.1%
442
2.1%

City of Yonkers
%
38242
3500
2244
853
2,638
3,561
8,442
6,936
5,835
1,135
339
96
42
1288

9.2%
5.9%
2.2%
6.9%
9.3%
22.1%
18.1%
15.3%
3%
0.9%
0.3%
0.1%
3.4%

Source: US Census Bureau, Decennial Census and 2012/2016 American Community Survey
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No bedroom
1 bedroom
2 bedrooms
3 bedrooms
4 bedrooms

Median Rent by Number of Bedrooms- 2012/16
Southwest Quadrant
Range of median rents (18 Census Tracts)
$797 - $1,615
$384 - $1,549
$954 - $1,233
$850 - $1,504
$1,375 - $1,408

City of Yonkers
Median Rents
$946
$1,118
$1,319
$1,458
$1,665

Source: US Census Bureau, Decennial Census and 2012/2016 American Community Survey

Median Rental Price Trends
The median rent in the City of Yonkers increased dramatically since 2000, at a 70.3% increase. This
increase is reflected in the range of median rents in the census tracts comprising the Southwest Quadrant
as well, especially at the lower range. There is no clear differentiation between sample rental listings in
the City of Yonkers and its Southwest Quadrant.
Median Rent

2000
Southwest Quadrant
Census Tracts
City of Yonkers

2007-2011

2012-2016

$216 - $1,016

$458 - $2,001

$631 - $2,151

$735

$1,135

$1,252

Source: US Census Bureau, Decennial Census and 2012/2016 American Community Survey

Distribution of Rental Prices
The Southwest Quadrant’s rental units have lower monthly rents compared to the City of Yonkers. Larger
units with 3 bedrooms or more are similarly priced in the Southwest Quadrant and the City of Yonkers.
The price difference is predominantly seen in Studios and 1-bedroom units.
Rental Inventory by Price and Size
Location
Southwest Quadrant
City of Yonkers
Southwest Quadrant
City of Yonkers
Southwest Quadrant
City of Yonkers

Studio/1BR

2BR
Units under $500 a month
24.00%
16.7%
Units between $500-$1000 a month
29.3%
23.9%
Units over $1000 a month
46.8%
59.4%

3 BR or more
6.5%
4.1%

4.8%
4.2%

6.7%
5.5%

15.8%
11.4%

70.2%
76.4%

79.4%
84.4%

Source: US Census Bureau, Decennial Census and 2012/2016 American Community Survey
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Asking Rents
The Southwest Quadrant has a range of rentals available; from studios at $1193 to 3 bedrooms in luxury
buildings asking over $3,000 a month.
Address
16 College Place
3 Sadore Lane
Kimball Ave and Rigby St
Eastview Ave and Portland Pl
32 Altonwood Place
Hyatt Ave and Wakefield
90 Byron Ave

Bedrooms

Asking Rent: City of Yonkers
Bathrooms
Studio
1
1
2
3
3
3

Asking Monthly Rent
1
1
1
1
1
2
2

$1,450
$1,495
$1,500
$1,600
$2,200
$2,400
$2,900

Source: Trulia.com June 2018

Asking Rent: Southwest Yonkers
Bedrooms
Bathrooms

Address
500 Riverdale Ave
47 Alta Ave
123 Valentine Lane
Riverdale Ave and Vark St
380 Hawthorne Ave
20 Water Grant St
1 Alexander St

0
1
2
2
3
1
2

Asking Monthly Rent
1
1
1
1
2
1
2

$1,193
$1,500
$1,800
$1,895
$2,500
$3,035
$3,160

Source: Trulia.com June 2018

Average Asking Rent
In Yonkers, the average asking rent is rising for all unit sizes in 2018. A higher proportion of available
rentals are priced under $2,000 a month in Southwest Yonkers than in the City of Yonkers. In both the City
of Yonkers and its Southwest Quadrant, less than 20% of available 2-bedroom rentals are priced under
$2,000 a month.
Asking Rent
Under $1,000
$1,000 - $1,500
$1,500 - $2,000
$2,000 - $3,000
Above $3,000

City of Yonkers Rental Inventory June 2018
Studio
1 bdrm
2 bdrm
1
0
21
68
3
100
1
12
1
1

0
3
67
41
7

Southwest Yonkers Rental Inventory June 2018
Studio
1 bdrm
2 bdrm
0
0
0
43
11
29
95
3
50
54
0
2
7
0
1

0
3
28
6
2

Total
1
92
191
175
37

3 + bdrm
0
0
21
121
28

Source: Zillow.com June 2018

Asking Rent
Under $1,000
$1,000 - $1,500
$1,500 - $2,000
$2,000 - $3,000
Above $3,000

Total

3 + bdrm
0
0
14
46
4

Source: Zillow.com June 2018
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Average Asking Rent by Month: City of Yonkers
4,500
4,000
3,500
3,000
2,500
2,000
1,500
1,000
500

All Beds

1 Beds

Apr-18

Jan-18

Oct-17

Jul-17

Apr-17

Jan-17

Oct-16

Jul-16

Apr-16

Jan-16

Oct-15

Jul-15

Apr-15

Jan-15

Oct-14

Jul-14

Apr-14

Jan-14

Oct-13

Jul-13

Apr-13

Jan-13

Jul-12

Oct-12

Jan-12

Apr-12

Jul-11

Oct-11

Jan-11

Apr-11

0

2 Beds

Source: Rentjungle.com

Cost Burden Analysis
Rent as a Percentage of Income
Households paying more than 30% of their income toward housing costs are widely considered by housing
policy-makers and regulators to be “cost-burdened”. Amongst renting households, more than 50% of both
Yonkers and Southwest residents pay more than 30% of their income toward rent.

Total:
Less than 10.0 percent
10.0 to 14.9 percent
15.0 to 19.9 percent
20.0 to 24.9 percent
25.0 to 29.9 percent
30.0 to 34.9 percent
35.0 to 39.9 percent
40.0 to 49.9 percent
50.0 percent or more
Not computed

Rent as a Percentage of Income for Renting Households 2012/16
Southwest Quadrant
City of Yonkers
#
%
#
21,454
38,242
833
3.9%
1,435
1,260
5.9%
2,898
2,162
10.1%
4,414
1,830
8.5%
3,710
1,667
7.8%
3,287
1,785
8.3%
3,180
1,491
7%
2,481
1,924
9.%
3,155
6,656
31%
10,682
1,846
8.6%
3,000

%
3.8%
7.6%
11.5%
9.7%
8.6%
8.3%
6.6%
8.3%
27.9%
7.8%

Source: US Census Bureau, Decennial Census and 2012/2016 American Community Survey

Households Paying More than 30% of Monthly Income for Housing
Time comparison data indicates that the number and proportion of cost burdened households have been
slightly decreasing in the City of Yonkers and its Southwest Quadrant. Whereas 41% of Yonkers
homeowners and 53% of Yonkers residents were cost burdened in 2007/11, only 37% of homeowners and
51% of renters were cost burdened in 2012/16. Cost burden rates for Southwest residents was higher
than for Yonkers residents in both time intervals.
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Households with Monthly Housing Costs > 30% of monthly income
Homeowners
Renters
2007/11
Location
Southwest
Quadrant
City of
Yonkers

2012/16

2007/11

2012/16

#
2,342

%
43.3%

#
2,211

%
40.4%

#
13,369

%
58.2%

#
11,650

%
55.1%

14,094

40.5%

12,708

36.6%

20,740

52.6%

10,682

51%

Source: US Census Bureau, Decennial Census and 2012/2016 American Community Survey

Households Paying More than 30% of Monthly Income for Housing Costs by Income Level
As income levels rise, households pay lower percentage of their income toward housing costs. For
Southwest residents, almost 90% of residents earning less than $20K a year pay more than 30% of their
income toward rent whereas only 28% of Southwest renters making between $50K and $75K are similarly
cost-burdened.
Households with Monthly Housing Costs > 30% of monthly income by Income Level
Southwest Quadrant
City of Yonkers
Homeowners
Renters
Homeowners
Renters
Less than $20,000:
87.3%
89.4%
89.6%
91.5%
$20,000 to $34,999:
86.5%
88.6%
75.1%
89.8%
$35,000 to $49,999:
63.8%
68.6%
55.5%
75.3%
$50,000 to $74,999:
34.2%
27.8%
40.1%
31.2%
$75,000 or more:
22%
2.9%
21.9%
3.9%
Source: US Census Bureau, Decennial Census and 2012/2016 American Community Survey

Households Paying More than 50% of Monthly Income for Housing
Although paying more than 30% of income toward housing is a commonly cited indicator of cost-burden,
it is also useful to consider the percentage of households who are extremely cost-burdened because they
spend more than 50% of their income on housing costs. Between 2007/11 and 2012.16, the percentage
of extremely cost-burdened renters in the Southwest Quadrant slightly fell from 33% to 31% of total
renters.

Location
Southwest
Quadrant
City of
Yonkers

Household Paying More than 50% of Monthly Income for Housing
Homeowners
Renters
2007/11
2012/16
2007/11
2012/16
#
%
#
%
#
%
#
1,295
24%
1,086
19.8%
7,513
32.7%
6,656

%
31.1%

6,449

27.9%

18.5%

6,176

17.8%

11,333

28.7%

10,682

Source: US Census Bureau, Decennial Census and 2012/2016 American Community Survey

LOCAL ECONOMIC CONDITIONS
This section addresses the city’s economic conditions including its employment base and fiscal position.
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Employment Base
There are a total of 55,317 jobs located in the City of Yonkers. The employment sectors in Yonkers with
the greatest numbers of jobs are Retail Trade, Health Care and Social Assistance, and Educational Services.
About a quarter of the total jobs in Yonkers are located within the Southwest Quadrant.
Jobs Located Within the City of Yonkers by Sector (2015)
#
Retail Trade
10,162
Health Care and Social Assistance
8,317
Educational Services
5,351
Construction
4,203
Accommodation and Food Services
3,828
Transportation and Warehousing
3,758
Public Administration
2,872
Manufacturing
2,867
Administration & Support, Waste Management and Remediation
2,607
Information
2,385
Other Services (excluding Public Administration)
1,699
Real Estate and Rental and Leasing
1,720
Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation
1,624
Wholesale Trade
1,286
Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services
1,148
Finance and Insurance
836
Management of Companies and Enterprises
640

%
18.4%
15.0%
9.7%
7.6%
6.9%
6.8%
5.2%
5.2%
4.7%
4.3%
3.1%
3.1%
2.9%
2.3%
2.1%
1.5%
1.2%

Source: LEHD Data 2015

Inflow/Outflow
The inflow/outflow diagram below provides a graphic representation of the workers flowing in and out of
Yonkers. As noted above, there are a total of 55,317 jobs located within the City of Yonkers. Of these jobs,
70% of them (38.7K) are held by workers who do not live within Yonkers but commute (or “inflow”) each
day into Yonkers. Only 30% (16.6K) of these jobs in Yonkers are held by individuals who also reside within
Yonkers. Meanwhile, 66.9K of Yonkers residents leave Yonkers (or “outflow”) to work jobs located in other
cities.
Labor Inflow and Outflow

Source: LEHD Data 2015
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The table below shows the place of residence for workers in Yonkers. As noted above, 30% of the jobs
held in Yonkers are held by residents of Yonkers. Almost 30% of Yonkers jobs are held by residents of New
York City. Almost 6.5% of Yonkers are held by commuters from Mount Vernon, New Rochelle, and White
Plains combined.

Yonkers
New York City
Mount Vernon
New Rochelle
White Plains
Eastchester CDP
Ossining Village
Peekskill
Other Locations

Place of Residence of Workers in Yonkers (2015)
#
16,621
15,920
1,530
1,035
951
501
293
247
18,198

%
30%
28.8%
2.8%
1.9%
1.7%
0.9%
0.5%
0.4%
32.9%

Source: LEHD Data 2015
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SECTION II: REGULATORY ANALYSIS
This section provides a top-level digest of the key regulations affecting housing policy within the City of
Yonkers. These regulations have been culled from the following sources:
▪
▪
▪
▪

City of Yonkers Comprehensive Plan (2000)
Yonkers Zoning Code (updated 2011)
Yonkers Parking Regulations (updated 2011)
Yonkers Affordable Housing Ordinance (2013)

There are other area studies, urban renewal plans, and county planning frameworks that also affect the
City’s general approach to housing policy. However, the above documents play the greatest role with
regard to the promulgation of legally binding rules and formal policies affecting the City’s housing
decisions.

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
The City of Yonkers last updated its comprehensive plan in 2000. The plan is not available online. The plan
includes a section on housing that features three goals along with corollary implementation strategies as
summarized in the table below. The plan also features a section on neighborhoods and quality of life. This
section, however, is written in general terms and does not specifically address Southwest Yonkers.

▪

Housing Goals in the Yonkers 2000 Comprehensive Plan
Goal
Implementation Strategy
▪
Strengthen code enforcement
Preserve existing housing stock

▪

Encourage the creation of affordable housing
opportunities

▪
▪

Satisfy the Long-Term Plan Order
Provide affordable homeownership opportunities

▪

Concentrate redevelopment efforts on
smaller geographic areas

▪

Adopt a smaller geographic approach to neighborhood
revitalization
Ensure new developments complement the neighborhood fabric

▪

ZONING REGULATIONS
Zoning Map
The City of Yonkers maintains one single base zoning map that shows the zoning districts for the entire
city. However, the utility of this map is compromised in several ways. First, the digital version of the map
is difficult to read because the extent is defined by the full boundaries of the municipality. Unlike the
zoning map of New York City, there are no smaller, zoomed-in zoning maps representing sub-areas within
the city. Meanwhile, the City does not provide any kind of user-friendly zoning guide or on-line portal that
assists with navigating the complexity of the map. As such, the base zoning map is the only source for a
citywide view of zoning.
A second problem is that the base zoning map is actually not updated to reflect current regulatory
conditions. In 2011, the City adopted changes to the zoning codes in the downtown area extending from
the waterfront on the west to School Street on the east and from Ashburton Avenue on the north to Vark
Street and Park Hill on the south. However, these changes to the zoning map were only recorded through
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the generation of a separate and discrete zoning map for downtown Yonkers. The changes to downtown
were never recorded in the base zoning map. As such, the only way to fully understand the complex and
conflicting array of zoning codes within Southwest Yonkers is to toggle between both maps. Neither one
of them presents a complete or accurate picture of the zoning districts within the Southwest.
Zoning Districts in Southwest Yonkers
Based on review of the zoning districts represented in the base zoning map and also the downtown zoning
map, it was determined that 15 different zoning districts govern land use development in various parts of
Southwest Yonkers. As noted in table below, most of the Southwest zoning district permit residential uses.
The four districts where residential uses are not permitted are D-IRT, BR, C, and CM.
Zoning
Code
D-IRT
D-MX
UR-LD
UR-MD
UR-HD
S-50
T
MG
M
A
B
BA
BR
C

CM

Zoning Districts in Southwest Yonkers
Summary Description of Zoning Code
Old Code (“OC”) or New
Downtown Code (“NDC”)
Downtown Industrial Research and
Technology District
Mixed Use District
Low Density Urban Residential District
Medium Density Urban Residential District
High Density Urban Residential District
Detached Single-Family Dwellings on 50-foot
lots
Two-Family Dwellings on 50-foot lots
Apartment Houses, Low-Density
Apartment Houses, Medium Density
Apartment Houses, High Density
Neighborhood Business and Apartment
Houses, Medium Density
General Business and Apartment Houses,
High-Density
Restricted Business, Residences Excluded
Wholesale Business and Storage, residences
excluded from the first floor except in
predominantly residential buildings
Commercial, Storage and Light Manufacturing,
Residences Excluded

Residential Uses Permitted

NDC

No

NDC
NDC
NDC
NDC
OC

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

OC
OC
OC
OC
OC

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

OC

Yes

OC
OC

No
No

OC

No

Types of Housing Permitted
Presented below are the types of housing units that are permitted in the Southwest Yonkers zoning
districts. It should be noted, however, that there is some variation in the terms that were used for the
older zoning districts versus the newer downtown districts. Live-work space and townhouses, for
examples, are use classifications that are part of the new district zoning taxonomy but do not appear
within the use tables for the older districts.
Use

Type of Housing Units Permitted in Southwest Yonkers Zoning Districts
S-50
T
MG
M
DURURURMX
LD
MD
HD

Apartment Houses
Community Residential Facilities

P

P

P

Ps

Ps

P
S

P
S

A

P
S

B

P
S

BA

P
S
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Community Residential Facilities for
the Disabled up to 14 persons
Community Residential Facilities for
the Disabled over 14 persons
Nursing Homes
Planned apartment complexes
Planned cluster developments
Planned townhouse complexes
Planned unit residential developments
Planned urban redevelopments
Residential Health Care Facilities
Rowhouses (Attached Single Family
Houses)
Senior Citizen Apartment Houses
Single Family Detached Homes
Two-Family Attached Dwellings
Two-Family Detached Dwellings
Townhouses
Live Work Buildings

P
P
P
P
P
P

Ps

Ps

S

S

P
P
P
P
P
P

Ps

Ps

P

P

P

Ps

Ps

Ps

Ps

Ps

Ps
Ps
Ps
Ps
S
S
S
Ps

Ps
Ps
Ps
Ps
S
S
S
Ps

Ps
Ps
Ps
Ps
S
S
S
Ps

Ps
Ps
Ps
Ps
S
S
S
Ps

Ps
Ps
Ps
Ps
S
S
S
Ps

Ps
P

Ps
P

Ps
P

Ps
P

Ps
P

P

P

P

P

P

P
P

Note: P stands for “Permitted”; Ps stands for “Permitted with supplemental requirements”; “S” stands for permitted with special use permit.

Dimensional Standards
The tables below summarize the dimensional standards for residential development within Southwest
Yonkers based on relevant zoning codes.
Dimensional Standards for Old Code Districts (S-50, T, MG, M, A, B, BA)
Type of Housing Units Permitted in Southwest Yonkers Zoning Districts
Use
S-50
T
MG
M

A

B

BA

Lot Area (sf)
Single and two-family dwellings
Multifamily dwellings

5,000

5,000

5,000
10,000

5,000

5,000

5,000

5,000

Single and two-family dwellings
Multifamily dwellings

50

50

50
100

50

50

50

50

Single and two-family dwellings
Multifamily dwellings

20

20

20
25

20
15

20
25

20
10

20
10

Single and two-family dwellings
Multifamily dwellings

25

25

25
25

25
25

25
25

25
25

25
20

Single and two-family dwellings
Multifamily dwellings
Side Front Yard of Corner Lot (ft)
Single and two-family dwellings
Multifamily dwellings
Average Lot Area Per Family (sf)
Single-family dwellings
Two-family dwellings
Multifamily dwellings
Gross Floor Area

6/15

6/15

6/15
25/50

6/15
12/25

6/15
16/32

6/15
16/32

6/15
16/32

10

10

10
25

10
10

20
20

10
10

10
10

5,000

5,000
2,500

5,000
2,500
1,000

5,000
2,500
800

5,000
2,500

5,000
2,500

5,000
2,500

Lot Width (ft)

Front Yard (ft)

Rear Yard (ft)

Side Yard; one/both (ft)

KEVIN DWARKA LLC & LEVITICUS FUND | PAGE 28

YONKERS HOUSING REPORT (10/10/19)
Apartments

350

350

350

350

350

350

Building Coverage (%)
Single and two-family dwellings
Multifamily dwellings

40

40

40
40

40
40

40
40

40
40

40
40

Single and two-family dwellings
Multifamily dwellings

2.5/35

2.5/35

2.5/35
3/35

2.5/35
-/65

2.5/35
-

2.5/35
/35

2.5/35
1.5X
Street
Width

Single and two-family dwelling Base FAR
Portion of SF or 2F Lot exceeding 5,000 SF
Multifamily Dwelling

.75
.50

1.00
.67

1.00
.67
1.20

1.00
.67
1.25

1.00
.67
3.00

1.00
.67
1.25

1.00
.67
3.00

Height (stories/ft)

Floor Area Ratio

Dimensional Standards for New Downtown Districts (D-MX, UR-LD, UR-MD, UR-HD)
Type of Housing Units Permitted in Southwest Yonkers Zoning Districts
D-MX

UR-LD and UR-MD

UR MD

UR-LD, URMD and URHD

UR-HD

UR-LD and
UR-MD

Apartment
House

NonResidential

Detached
Single Family
Dwelling

Two-Family
Detached

Two-Family
Attached

Townhouse

Apartment
House

Minimum
Lot Area
(sf)

2,500

2,500

2,500

6,000

10,000

15,000

Minimum
Lot Width
(ft)

25

25

25

20 feet per
dwelling unit
but a
minimum of
70 feet

70

150

Maximum
Building
Height

66 feet
unless
height
exceptions
permitted
by §43221B and
Map B:
Height
District
Map

2.5 stories
and 35 feet

2.5 stories
and 35 feet

2.5 stories
and 35
feet

3 stories and
36 feet

5 stories and
50 feet

66 feet unless
height
exceptions
permitted by
§43-221B and
Map B:
Height
District Map

Minimum
Building
Height (ft)

25 feet
and 2
stories

25

25

25

25

25

25 feet and 2
stories

40%

40%

40%

50%

70%

5

5

5

5

5

Maximum
Building
Coverage
Minimum
Front
Setback

0

3 stories and
36 feet

40%

Could be zero
but depends
on Additional
Sidewalk

5
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Width
Requirements
Maximum
Front
Setback

20

20

20

20

20

None

Minimum
Interior
Side
Setback (ft)

0

10% of lot
width but
no less
than 2.5
feet and no
more than
5 feet
required

10% of lot
width but
no less
than 2.5
feet and no
more than
5 feet
required

5

5 feet – only
required at
end of
development

10

0

12

Minimum
Side Front
Setback (ft)

0

5

5

10

5

10

Could be zero
but depends
on Additional
Sidewalk
Width
Requirements

25

Minimum
Rear
Setback (ft)

Residential
(10); NonResidential
(0

25

25

25

25

20

20

20

PARKING REQUIREMENTS
The table below shows the parking requirements for new development. For downtown projects built
within ¼ mile of the train station, the amount of parking is capped at 1 space per unit with no additional
spaces required for each bedroom. As noted in the section below on the City’s affordable housing
ordinance, developers can build less parking spaces if they build affordable housing.
Parking Requirements Under Yonkers Zoning Code
Old Code Districts
New Downtown Districts
1 per dwelling unit plus .33 per
1 per dwelling unit within .25 mile of
bedroom
train station; +.33 per bedroom if the
unit is more than .25 miles from
station.
Community Residential Facilities
.33 per bed
.33 per bed
Nursing Homes
.33 per bed
.33 per bed
Residential Health-Care Facilities
.33 per dwelling unit
.33 per dwelling unit
Row houses (single-family houses)
2 per dwelling unit
1.5 per dwelling unit
Senior citizens apartments
.5 per dwelling unit
.5 per dwelling unit
Single-family detached dwellings
2 per dwelling unit
1.5 per dwelling unit
Townhouses
1 per dwelling unit plus .33 per
1 per dwelling unit plus .33 per
bedroom
bedroom
Two-family or three-family dwellings
2 per dwelling unit
2 per dwelling unit
Type of Use
Apartments
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AFFORDABLE HOUSING REGULATIONS
Yonkers Affordable Housing Ordinance
The Yonkers Affordable Housing Ordinance (“YAHO”) appears in Article XV of the Zoning Ordinance. The
ordinance replaces a previous affordable housing ordinance within the zoning code. The new Article XV
was adopted as law in December 2013.
Stated Goals
The table below presents the goals of the YAHO. The goals do not address issues of gentrification or
displacement. Also noteworthy is the fact that no mention is made of permanent affordable housing.
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.
F.

Goals Outlined in the Yonkers Affordable Housing Ordinance
To implement a program whereby all newly constructed or substantially rehabilitated multifamily housing
developments in Yonkers will be required to include affordable housing units.
To provide for the construction and rehabilitation of housing units for rental or sale that will be affordable to
households earning between 30% and 100% of the Westchester County area median income.
To provide for a variety of affordable housing units in both size and type.
To promote affordable housing units throughout the City.
To promote the provision of affordable housing units in a dispersed manner.
To provide for measures to ensure that affordable housing units remain affordable for specified periods of time.

Governance
The ordinance designated an “Affordable Housing Trust Fund Committee” to oversee enforcement of the
YAHO and specifically supervise administration of the housing trust fund. The five-member committee is
comprised of the Mayor, Deputy Mayor, Commissioner of Planning and Development, Majority Leader of
the City Council, Minority Leader of City Council. No representative from community-based organizations
is included within this committee.
Scope of Ordinance
Spatial Designation
The YAHO ordinance references the need for affordable housing throughout the city. However, other text
within the ordinance specifies application of the affordable housing requirements only to specific zoning
districts including D-MX, UR-LD, UR-MD, UR-HD, SBG, M, MG, B, A, and BA. Almost all of these districts
can be found within Southwest Yonkers.
Type of Buildings
The ordinance applies only to the construction of new or substantially rehabilitated multi-family buildings.
It is not clear what level of changes constitutes “substantially rehabilitated.” Buildings with less than 20
units are exempt.
Inclusionary Zoning Requirement
According to the ordinance, all multifamily housing developments shall contain a minimum number of
affordable housing units. However, the number of required units and the rules defining income eligibility
varies in accordance with the size of the building. In all cases, income eligibility is based upon a household
earning a certain percentage of the area median income within Westchester County.

KEVIN DWARKA LLC & LEVITICUS FUND | PAGE 31

YONKERS HOUSING REPORT (10/10/19)
Inclusionary Zoning Requirements for Multi-family Buildings in Yonkers
Large Multi-family
(100 or more units)

Medium Multi-family
(75-99 units)
Number of Units that Must be Affordable
▪
▪
At least two units

▪

10% of the total units authorized
for construction

▪

Forty percent of the units shall be
provided to households earning
between 40% and 65% of AMI.

▪

Twenty percent of the units shall
be provided to households earning
between 66% and 80% of AMI.

▪

▪

▪

Income Eligibility Requirement
Fifty percent of the units shall be
provided to households earning
between 40% and 65% of AMI.
Fifty percent of the units shall be
provided to households earning
between 66% and 100% of AMI.

Small Multi-family
(21-74 units)
At least one unit

If one unit:
▪

Unit shall be provided to
households earning between 40%
and 65% of AMI

If more than one unit:
▪

Fifty percent of the units shall be
provided to households earning
between 40% and 65% of AMI.

▪

Fifty percent of the units shall be
provided to households earning
between 66% and 100% of AMI.

Forty percent of the units shall be
provided to households earning
between 81% and 100% of AMI.

Definition of Affordability
For purchased homes, a unit is affordable if the owner pays less than 33% of monthly household income
toward housing costs inclusive of mortgage, taxes, and association fees. For rental homes, a unit is
affordable if the renter pays less than 30% of monthly income toward housing expenses.
Waivers and Payment in Lieu Terms
The ordinance allows for developers to build only 5% (instead of 10%) of total units as affordable if they
contribute toward the City’s affordable housing trust fund. For each required unit that the developer does
not build, they must pay $90K for a studio, $130K for a 1 bedroom, $150K for a 2 bedroom and $200K for
a 3 bedroom. These amounts were established in 2014 but are subject to escalation by the affordable
housing trust fund committee.
Inclusionary Benefits
For every unit of affordable housing, a developer is entitled to build one less parking space.1 If a developer
builds more units than required under the ordinance, they receive a density bonus equivalent to 4 market
rate units for each additional affordable unit provided up to a maximum of 40 additional units.
Environmental Review
The ordinance includes language noting that the Planning Board, as part of its environmental review of
affordable housing developments will consider the social and economic impacts of concentrating
affordable housing units in areas where the percentage of low-income persons is greater than 50%. No
definition is provided of “low-income” in this section of the ordinance.

1

The Affordable Housing Ordinance states that, “Developers of inclusionary developments and bonus inclusionary developments are eligible
for a reduction in parking to one parking space per unit for each affordable housing unit made available to those units provided to households
earning between 40% and 80% of AMI, in lieu of other City of Yonkers Zoning Code parking requirements.”
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Bedroom Distribution
The ordinance requires that the unit mix of affordable units provided under the ordinance match the same
distribution of bedroom amounts provided for market rate units.
Term and Transfer Restrictions
The ordinance places myriad restrictions on the transfer of affordable units to ensure that conveyances
do not undermine the affordability of the units. However, the ordinance also suggests that the duration
of enforcing affordability be 30 years or the amount of time required under the affordability requirements
of a funding source used to finance the project. The ordinance does not mandate that any units be
permanently affordable.
Rent Stabilization
In 1974, New York State created a provision called the Emergency Tenant Protection Act (ETPA) that allows
municipalities located in certain suburban counties in the New York Metropolitan Area to adopt a form of
rent stabilization. While Westchester County is one of the counties included in the ETPA, each individual
village, town, or city must formally adopt ETPA under the condition that there is less than a 5% housing
vacancy in the jurisdiction. Yonkers is a city that has adopted ETPA although the exact year of its adoption
and the current number of stabilized units is unclear. However, Yonkers is the city with the greatest
number of stabilized units throughout Westchester County.
When a building in Westchester is rent stabilized under ETPA, the annual allowable rental increases are
determined by the Westchester County Rent Guidelines Board. Additionally, the operation of rent
stabilized units is regulated by rules promulgated by the New York State Department of Housing and
Community Renewal (DHCR). These rules establish requirements for lease renewals, establish building
maintenance standards and penalties, and provide processes for building owners to recover the cost of
capital improvements through bounded rental increases. The renter protections under ETPA can only be
applied to be buildings constructed prior to 1974 and with six or more units. ETPA also require landlords
to offer tenants 1 or 2-year lease renewals.
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SECTION III: COMMUNITY OUTREACH
This section presents comments received at several public and stakeholder meetings held between June
and December 2018 to gather input regarding the housing opportunities and challenges in Southwest
Yonkers. Input was collected through a variety of methods, including stakeholder roundtables and two
community meetings. Flyers, in both English and Spanish, were printed and distributed throughout the
City of Yonkers in order to advertise events. In addition, the City of Yonkers and community-based
organizations were sent electronic versions of the flyers and asked to distribute them to their contact lists.
The outreach process included the following events:
▪
▪
▪

Stakeholder Roundtable 1: June 26, 2018, Yonkers Public Library (10:00 – 11:30 am)
Housing Needs Public Workshop: November 7, 2018, Yonkers Public Library (5:45 – 7:45 pm)
Stakeholder Roundtable 2 and Public Workshop 2: December 12, 2018, Yonkers Public Library
(4:00 – 7:45 pm)

Additionally, the project team conducted one-on-one phone calls with technical experts and area
stakeholders, conducted neighborhood walks, attended religious events, and visited homeless shelters to
solicit input from residents in the area. Below is a summary of each event.

STAKEHOLDER ROUNDTABLE 1
The first Stakeholder Roundtable discussion took place on June 26, 2018 in the Yonkers Public Library from
10:00 – 11:30 am. Representatives from the Leviticus Fund, City staff, not-for-profit organizations, housing
advocacy groups, community services, regional foundations, finance and lending institutions, and forprofit and not-for-profit developers attended the event. Facilitators from Kevin Dwarka LLC and Land Use
Law Center presented an overview of the report’s scope of work. Each stakeholder then presented their
ongoing efforts in Southwest Yonkers and how the Yonkers Housing Report could be most valuable to
them and the work that they are doing in this area. Stakeholders then discussed their goals, strategies,
and issues regarding affordable housing in the City. Below is a summary of what was heard and recorded,
along with a list of participating stakeholders.
▪

Yonkers needs high quality housing that is affordable for a broad range of income levels, from
very low income to middle income, as well as for special needs populations like seniors, persons
with disabilities, and grandparents with children.

▪

There are opportunities for improving housing options in Yonkers by scaling up already existing
local and state programs, continuing downtown revitalization, advancing more partnerships
between community organizations and real estate developers, making best use of city-owned
properties, exploring inclusionary zoning options, advancing home ownership policies, and
maximizing the use of publicly owned land.

▪

Core challenges to meeting housing needs include acquisition and construction costs,
economic/employment barriers, potential displacement impacts from higher priced housing,
parking policies, awareness of state programs, and the complexity of tying together a unified
housing policy.
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▪

The completion of the housing report should include a wider group of representatives from
various community organizations, neighborhood associations, and business groups. There are
several regular community events (like the quality of life fair, HRCA events, or the Thursday lunch
club) where broader input can be collected.

HOUSING NEEDS PUBLIC WORKSHOP
Neighborhood residents, local officials, City staff, not-for-profits, and others participated on November 7,
2018 in the Housing Needs Public Workshop. The workshop took place from 5:45 – 7:45 pm at the Yonkers
Public Library. The project team presented findings from the existing conditions housing assessment of
Southwest Yonkers and then facilitated a discussion on the following topics:
▪

What financial barriers have you experienced as a renter or owner of housing in Yonkers?
o Respondents identified high down payments; house flipping; rising home prices; rising
rental increases with lease renewals; and gaps in homebuying knowledge.

▪

What different kinds of housing units are most needed in Yonkers and why?
o Respondents suggested the need for more affordable housing for people on fixed
incomes; affordable housing set at Yonkers AMI (rather than Westchester AMI); more
spacious homes; homes integrated into the community; a variety of housing types
including townhomes, duplexes, and 2BR+ apartments for families; supportive housing;
housing for homeless persons and other kinds of transitional housing; housing for seniors
and seniors with children; housing for formerly incarcerated individuals; mixed-use
developments; and single occupancy hotels.

▪

What is your level of satisfaction with the physical quality and aesthetic appearance of housing in
Yonkers?
o Respondents reported difficulties getting repairs done; rats; leaks, bursting pipes;
expensive heating systems; absence of heat or gas; lack of insulation; poor garbage
pickup; security issues; overcrowding; drug dealing; and evictions.

▪

What services, activities, and infrastructure enhancement would improve the quality of life in
your neighborhood?
o Respondents would like community gardens; community centers; social service programs
including parenting classes; financial counseling; workforce training; help for seniors
raising children; parkland, green space, and recreation sites; children’s programming;
programs for the unemployed; homeownership education; public restroom facilities; and
more collaboration between different community groups.

STAKEHOLDER ROUNDTABLE 2 AND PUBLIC WORKSHOP 2
On December 12, 2018 at the Yonkers Public Library, a second stakeholder roundtable took place between
4pm and 5:15pm and a second public workshop took place from 5:45 – 7:45pm. At both events, Kevin
Dwarka presented housing options and methods for enhancing neighborhood livability for all Yonkers
residents.
Participants also learned about best practices from around the country that have helped improve the
quality, accessibility, and affordability of housing in other cities. The consulting team presented 10 policy
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posters, each indicating a specific issue or existing condition, a potential policy to address said issue, and
an illustrative image.
Each participant was prompted to leave comments and recommendations on post-it notes that both
discussed their support of such a policy (yellow), their dislike of such a policy (red), or recommend a policy
that was not represented on the posters. All comments were left anonymously and are summarized
below. Participants were also provided 3 green stickers to prioritize their favorite policies. A Spanishspeaking translator was on staff to assist with translation.
▪

Adopt Long Term Housing Policies: Update City’s Comprehensive Plan
o Respondents supported the potential for this concept to identify housing needs; improve
building conditions; create an integrated strategy addressing many different kinds of
housing; encourage collaboration; and include an economically diverse group of residents
in the planning process. It was noted, however, that the implementation of the plan was
dependent on having progressive leadership.

▪

Create a Neighborhood Revitalization Plan
o Residents wanted to know if the City could become accountable for drafting and
implementing a neighborhood plan.

▪

Establish a New Neighborhood Revitalization Organization
o Advocates of this approach suggested that such an organization could potentially increase
options for helping the homeless. Others noted that it was difficult to get different
organizations to work together and that there needed to be real monitoring that a funded
organization actually supported community services and affordable housing. Also noted
was the fact that there may already be organizations doing neighborhood development
and that the creation of a new organization would need the support of the City.

▪

Convert City Owned Land into Mixed-Income Housing
o It was noted that the idea of converting vacant and abandoned properties into housing is
a good idea but that the housing should be primarily be for low income residents and
priced affordably. Other suggested that it was important for mixed income housing since
it brought different people together.

▪

Allow Higher Residential Densities
o Respondents observed that higher density is already happening in Yonkers and changing
the character of the city’s neighborhoods and its waterfront. Others noted that density
should be spread out across the city and that the higher density should result in a lot more
units, affordable housing and enhanced quality of life.

▪

Incentivize Affordable Housing Through the Land Use Approval Process
o There were not comments directly responding to this proposal.

▪

Adopt More Aggressive Inclusionary Housing Requirements
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o

Respondents suggested that building in high density areas causes chaos and difficult
parking conditions. Others noted that the Yonkers’ AMI (rather than Westchester’s AMI)
should be used as the basis for determining eligibility; that reduced developer income
was not an important consideration; and that the proposal was desired because many
residents cannot afford the units in the new developments.

▪

Reduce Parking Requirements for Projects Near Public Transit
o Some respondents suggested that parking reductions could work in some areas and that
housing should be built instead of parking. Others suggested that there was a real need
for parking and that public transportation had to be improved before there was any
change in parking requirements.

▪

Offer City Loans
o Respondents thought that city loans for housing rehabilitation could help homeowners
but others did not see this proposal as pressing as providing financial assistance to
renters.

▪

Improve Code Enforcement
o Some respondents suggested that consistent code enforcement is a very important policy
priority and that more inspectors should be hired and required to faithfully perform their
duties. However, others were concerned that code enforcement was not a priority and
that it could lead to racial or economic discrimination or have adverse consequences for
undocumented tenants.
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SECTION IV: HOUSING BEST PRACTICES ASSESSMENT
The purpose of this section is to present best housing practices that have been successfully adopted in
other cities. Eight practices were selected on the basis of their potential ability to meet the housing needs
revealed through the existing conditions analysis, regulatory analysis, and public engagement process.
The best practices, summarized in the table below, are objectively assessed with regard to the
opportunities and constraints of implementing them in the City of Yonkers. This assessment is intended
to invite further dialogue between the city’s various housing stakeholders on the merits of each practice
and their potential applicability to the Yonkers context. In certain cases, a practice may already have been
historically tried in Yonkers or is still in place. In these cases, the best practice is still presented as an
opportunity meriting reconsideration or modification to enhance the potential for effectiveness.
Besides the eight best practices presented here, there were other types of planning and policy
interventions that were considered but discarded due to their perceived unresponsiveness to the unique
housing needs in Yonkers or the expected complexity of their implementation.
Housing Best Practices
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

Update the City’s Comprehensive Plan
Prepare Neighborhood Revitalization Plans
Improve Code Enforcement
Provide Financial Support for Rehabilitation of Residential Buildings
Strengthen the City’s Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance
Incentivize Development of Affordable Housing
Convert City-Owned Land to Affordable Housing
Provide Drop-in Supportive Services to Street Homeless Population

(1) CONSIDER UPDATING THE CITY’S COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
Summary Description
Ideally a comprehensive plan is updated every ten years and formulated on the basis of extensive data
collection, stakeholder outreach, and public input. The plan is used as the basis for determining
investment priorities, zoning decisions, and infrastructure needs. Yonkers has not updated its
comprehensive plan since 2000. The City of Yonkers could revise its comprehensive plan in order to
establish a long-term vison for managing the city’s future growth and development. While the City’s
current comprehensive plan reflects the historical concerns related to the Long-Term Planning Order, it
does not address more contemporary concerns regarding gentrification and displacement. As such,
Yonkers has an opportunity to prepare a more relevant document, one that better reflects current housing
needs, regional economic shifts, equity concerns and the evolution of housing best practices over the past
two decades.
Opportunities
Comprehensive plans typically include policies, goals, and objectives that address overarching and
interconnected themes like housing, economic development, transportation, environmental
preservation, and cultural resources. Yonkers’ current plan presents three housing goals that are each
correlated with implementation strategies as summarized in the table below.
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Yonkers Comprehensive Plan (2000): Housing Goals and Implementation Strategies
Implementation Strategy
Housing Goal
Preserve existing housing stock

▪

Strengthen code enforcement: Increase the standards for registering in
Yonkers as a housing manager of large-multifamily buildings.

Encourage the creation of affordable housing
opportunities

▪

Satisfy the Long-Term Plan Order (LTPO): Continue to implement the
LTPO that requires 600 units of affordable housing be provided over the
next six years.

▪

Provide affordable homeownership opportunities: Use city-owned
vacant land, in particular infill sites, to create affordable
homeownership opportunities.

▪

Adopt a smaller geographic approach to neighborhood revitalization:
Rather than disperse resources over large geographic areas, which may
neutralize revitalization efforts, the City should identify neighborhoods
and concentrate redevelopment efforts one block at a time or on
blockfronts that face each other. For example, concentrate multiple
resources to address the range of problems on public and private
property. Increase code enforcement, utilize CDBG funds, develop infill
sites, transform vacant lots into green spaces, in comprehensive and
cohesive manner.

▪

Ensure new development complement the neighborhood fabric: New
residential development should strengthen the context if the
surrounding community. New lower density and traditional planning
techniques should be implemented to better integrate new
developments into the existing neighborhood fabric; demolish
abandoned and dilapidated structures before they harm the
neighborhood

Concentrate redevelopment efforts on smaller
geographic areas

Many of the housing goals and implementation strategies presented in the 2000 plan are still relevant
today. The housing needs assessments presented in this report suggest that the City should continue to
preserve housing, encourage affordable housing, and redevelop neighborhoods. However, much has
changed since 2000 with regard to the city’s economic position, demographic composition, and real estate
market trends. Rising housing prices in New York City are also affecting the housing costs for buyers and
renters in adjoining markets such as Yonkers. As such, updating the comprehensive plan offers an
opportunity for affirming old goals and strategies while suggesting new ones to reflect current housing
needs.
The production of a comprehensive plan is typically accompanied by rigorous technical analysis of existing
conditions. As such, updating the comprehensive plan could also result in a detailed inventory of the city’s
potential development sites including underutilized properties, vacant buildings, distressed buildings, and
city-owned buildings. This information, and its wide public release, can help identify areas of concentrated
distress and also enable housing developers to locate potential areas for investment.
A cornerstone of a comprehensive planning process is active community engagement from all
neighborhoods within a city. While residents and community stakeholders often attend planning and
zoning meetings to champion or reject specific development initiatives, the outreach for the
comprehensive planning process is not tied to a specific project or development site. As such, residents
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are given the opportunity to think strategically about the city’s housing development potential on a more
expansive, holistic, and longitudinal level. By actively promoting public participation at community
workshops, the City also has an opportunity to further democratize the planning process and ensure that
development decisions reflect robust consideration of community needs.
Another advantage of updating a comprehensive plan is that it allows for housing policy issues to be
contemplated within a broader policy framework that includes other public interest issues such as
economic development, transportation, and environmental quality. Instead of considering housing needs
within a silo, the comprehensive planning process encourages residents to think more critically about the
broader impacts as well as the limitations of potential solutions.
Finally, formalizing new housing policies in an updated comprehensive plan can also facilitate the
implementation of housing solutions. Under New York State law, zoning changes need to harmonize with
comprehensive plans. Comprehensive plans can also help a city establish and prioritize infrastructure
enhancements and programmatic allocations in budgeting processes.
Constraints
Updating a city’s comprehensive plans is advisable but not legally required. New York City, for example,
does not have a comprehensive plan. Meanwhile, it should be noted that the City of Yonkers in fact
undertook steps to update its housing policies by embedding them in 2013 within its zoning code.
Integrating the 2013 housing goals into the comprehensive plans is advisable because it would allow them
to be contextualized by housing needs data, attached to a wide range of implementation strategies, and
linked to other topics in the comprehensive plan.
Preparing a comprehensive plan can be a time-consuming, complicated, and sometimes expensive
planning process. While some cities are able to prepare a plan in-house, it is more often the case that
larger cities need to engage the services of professional consultants to shoulder the responsibility of
technical analysis, policy-making, community engagement, and environmental review. While there is
some federal and state funding available for comprehensive plans, the decision to update the plan may
also distract city staff from other responsibilities.
Another challenge is that preparing a comprehensive plan for a large diverse city is not always easy.
Formulating broad policies and achieving community consensus for them can be especially tricky when a
city is divided socio-economically, demographically, or topographically. The values held by one segment
of the population may be diametrically opposite to the values held by another segment of the population.
Case Studies
▪
In 2012, the City of Albany adopted the Albany 2030 Plan, an update to its comprehensive plan.2
The housing and neighborhood development section of the plan includes goals, each associated
with a set of specific strategies aimed at achieving the goal. The table below offers an example of
two housing goals and their associated strategies. The housing needs of Albany are not the same
as the housing needs of Yonkers. As such, the contents of the Albany plan should not be
misunderstood as a catalog of policies that should be grafted into an update plan for Yonkers.
However, the breadth and level of detail in Albany’s goals offer one compelling illustration of the

2

http://www.albany2030.org/files/sites/default/files/Albany%202030%20Comprehensive%20Plan.pdf
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way that an updated comprehensive plan might offer a more expansive and refined plan for meeting
current housing needs.
Albany 2030 Plan: Housing and Neighborhood Goals and Strategies (Excerpt)
Albany Housing Goals
Provide a range of decent, affordable housing choices, densities, ownership opportunities, and price ranges to
accommodate the housing needs of existing and new residents.
Maintain the supply of quality affordable housing while encouraging mixed-income neighborhoods.
Strategies and Actions
HDC-1 Improve the balance between rentals and owner-occupied homes.
HDC-2 Use zoning as a tool to incentivize a diverse housing stock.
HDC-3 Provide and maintain intergenerational/life-cycle housing options.
HDC-4 Develop creative financing tools to encourage mixed-income housing.
HDC-5 Develop a marketing strategy to promote the City’s neighborhoods.
HDC-6 Use zoning to incentivize the development of affordable housing.
HDC-7 Encourage mixed-income housing options throughout the City.
HDC-8 Promote quality affordable housing through design guidelines.
HDC-9 Use building and zoning code enforcement to improve housing quality
HDC-10 Ensure adequate provisions for homelessness prevention, transition and housing
HDC-11 Increase resilience of housing stock to the impacts of climate change.

▪

In 2014, the City of Syracuse prepared Comprehensive Plan 2040, a complete revision of its last plan
which had been adopted in 2005.3 Syracuse’s plan is unique in that it does not isolate housing goals
within a specific section devoted to housing issues but instead embeds them within a broader land
use and development plan. Many localities have begun undertaking similar revisions to their
comprehensive plans so that the linkages between different types of policy goals are better
communicated. Given the critical role of housing in the economic rejuvenation of downtown
Yonkers, it may be advisable for the City of Yonkers to consider a similar multi-disciplinary approach
to policy-making.
▪

In 2018, the Village of Tarrytown updated its comprehensive plan that was last updated in 2007.4
The new plan presents an overarching housing goal to “Ensure housing stock supports a diverse &
multi-generational community.” The current Yonkers plan has language regarding implementation
of the LTPO. Given the city’s demographic diversity and the increasing pressure of the regional
housing market on housing affordability and cost burden levels, the City of Yonkers could use the
revision process of its comprehensive plan as an opportunity to craft new language on inclusion,
diversity, and housing access.

Feasibility Determination
Although the comprehensive planning process is time-consuming and expensive, it is possible for the City
of Yonkers to allocate CDBG monies for its completion or obtain grant monies through the New York State
Department of Environmental Conservation’s Climate Smart Communities Grant Program. Moreover, the
completion of a comprehensive planning update can be understood as a long-term investment in the
City’s economic development potential. While there may be upfront costs associated with the plan’s
3
4

http://www.syracuse.ny.us/planning.aspx
https://www.tarrytownconnected.com/comprehensive-plan.html
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production, the completion of the plan or even the planning process itself can be used to stimulate the
redevelopment of underutilized sites, support the current business community, attract new employers,
and secure additional funding sources for redevelopment and infrastructure enhancements.

(2) CONTINUE NEIGHBORHOOD REVITALIZATION PLANNING
Summary Description
Yonkers has historically prepared urban renewal plans for key areas in the city including Getty Square
(1978); Alexander Street (2009); Nodine Hill (2009); and Warburton-Ravine Avenue (2010). City
representatives also note several other Southwest initiatives including the Streetscape Program Visual
Survey and Analysis for South Broadway (1995); the South Broadway Corridor Revitalization Plan (2005);
the zoning study for South Broadway (2009); and a new master plan for the area (2019). It may be an
opportune time for the City and other community stakeholders to revisit one of the previously prepared
neighborhood revitalization plans and prepare an updated version along with a fresh approach to
implementation strategies. Alternatively, the City might consider preparing an entirely new communitybased neighborhood plan for a part of the city that has not yet been subject to this kind of focused
planning.
Opportunities
Cities often prepare community-based neighborhood revitalization plans as a companion or follow-up to
their comprehensive plans. Whereas a comprehensive plan is often policy-based, the neighborhood
revitalization plan provides concrete implementation strategies for achieving a community’s housing,
transportation, educational, job access, social service, and public health needs. The neighborhood plan
may be led by the city’s planning department or by a community-based organization. Implementation of
the plan is driven by a diverse constellation of community stakeholders working in partnership with a
City’s agencies and elected officials.
One of the key advantages of preparing a neighborhood revitalization plan is that it allows for a fine grain
analysis of a community’s overall needs not only in a physical sense but also in terms of its broader social
service needs. The existing conditions analysis for a neighborhood plan may include detailed physical and
financial assessments of underutilized buildings or vacant parcels that are ripe for redevelopment.
Similarly, neighborhood plans often involve extensive outreach to community-based organizations,
businesses, and residents in order to understand the specific types of services that are missing from the
community.
A less obvious and yet important benefit of a neighborhood plan is its potential to strengthen partnerships
between different community organization while inspiring local business owners and residents to assume
a more active role in the revitalization of their neighborhood. Given the limited resources available from
local, state, and federal funding, the expansion of stakeholders can help direct new financial resources
into the community including private investment and philanthropic contributions. The plan can also be
used by the city to better position the neighborhood for public sector funding for housing and
infrastructure improvements.
Constraints
Like comprehensive plans, neighborhood plans require considerable human resources including city staff
and paid consultants to prepare the plan. It is not uncommon for cities to lack the funding and staff
availability to initiate the plan let alone oversee its production and implementation. It should also be
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noted that the informational needs for neighborhood plans are unique from comprehensive plans.
Whereas statistical data and broad community input is gathered for comprehensive plans, the
neighborhood plan must be informed by much more on-the-ground information collected through
extensive direct engagement with residents and business owners. That form of engagement typically
requires the dedication of a team charged with forming deep and ongoing relationships with local
stakeholders, thereby ensuring that the plan is a true reflection of current community needs.
Neighborhood plans are not legally binding. Sometimes neighborhood plans are formally embedded into
a city’s comprehensive plan. They also may be used as the basis for creating an urban renewal area or
changing zoning in a given area. However, the actual programmatic implementation steps in a
neighborhood plan can only be advanced forward by strong leadership from within the neighborhood and
constant interaction with the City’s administrative staff.
Case Studies
▪ The City of Poughkeepsie received funding from the Dyson Foundation to pursue a long-term planning
initiative aimed at enhancing the quality of life for residents and businesses located in its city center.
The Main Street Economic Development Strategy focused on the enhancement of the city’s transit
system, improvements to its circulation network, revision of its zoning code, and redevelopment of
underutilized parcels. As a result of these efforts, the City has been able to secure funding to
implement the proposed infrastructure projects, assemble properties for redevelopment, and attract
new businesses to the city center. Moreover, the process involved an extensive community outreach
process that helped bring different city departments and community-based organizations into closer
communication and foster collaboration between them.
▪

The City of Newburgh’s Land Bank was established pursuant to the New York State Land Bank Act in
2012. Land banks are charitable not-for-profit corporations granted certain powers necessary to
confront the problems caused by vacant, abandoned, and tax-delinquent properties in our
communities. The Land Bank works in partnership with the City of Newburgh to acquire and develop
vacant properties. The organization’s main source of funding comes from the NYS Attorney General,
who awards grants on a competitive basis via the National Mortgage Settlement and subsequent
settlements to land banks statewide. These funds go directly towards the stabilization and
environmental abatement of our properties. The Newburgh Land Bank prepared a neighborhood
revitalization plan in 2013. Mainly a physical development plan, this initiative involved extensive
documentation of underperforming building sites and the preparation of a detailed redevelopment
plan for bringing them back into productive use. The plan has been used to attract over $8 million in
state dispensed grant funding for the purpose of housing rehabilitation.

Feasibility Determination
Even if the City of Yonkers cannot allocate all of the monies or human resources available for a
neighborhood plan, it may be possible for the City to secure outside funding sources and partner with
community-based organizations as Poughkeepsie did for its Main Street revitalization planning. Empire
State Development Grant funds and the Downtown Revitalization Initiative can be used to develop
strategic revitalization plans for central business districts and commercial hubs. Another possible funding
source for a neighborhood planning grant could be JP Morgan Chase’s PRO Neighborhood Program.
Although Yonkers does not have a land bank like the one in Newburgh, it is also blessed with a wide range

KEVIN DWARKA LLC & LEVITICUS FUND | PAGE 43

YONKERS HOUSING REPORT (10/10/19)
of community-based organizations that may be willing to contribute funds and donate technical resources
in order to craft a plan for a specific area.

(3) EXPLORE INNOVATIONS IN CODE ENFORCEMENT
Summary Description
Like many older cities, Yonkers struggles to address the full spectrum of building safety and code
compliance issues that are common in neighborhoods with an aging building stock. With CDBG monies,
the City assigns building inspectors to key areas in the city and also enables anonymous reporting of
building violations through the Yonkers Help Desk / Call Center. Other options for consideration include
hiring additional inspectors, organizing residents into code enforcement observation committees,
publishing user-friendly guides to code compliance, increasing fines, and providing building code training
in neighborhoods with higher incidences of building violations.
Opportunities
By expanding the City’s outreach efforts to building owners and increasing fines, the City could reduce the
number of distressed buildings in the city, reduce the threat of dangerous building conditions, and
improve the overall quality of life.
Constraints
New York State’s building code cannot be easily modified for local use. Although building fines can be
raised, the City is not able to easily change the state building regulations and the terms for building access.
Enhanced code enforcement may also mean more condemned homes and increase homelessness.
Case Studies
▪ The City of Rochester (NY) has proactive code-enforcement and healthy housing policies that requires
building owners to obtain a certificate of occupancy before individuals are allowed to live in their
buildings. The City uses the certificate requirement in order to mandate inspections and advance key
public health objectives such as the prevention of lead-based paint poisoning.
▪

The Town of Islip (NY) increased fines on illegal subdivisions, fire code violations, and other matters
of safety. The Town made $1 million in extra revenue as a result of increased fines and enforcement.

▪

Detroit (MI), in 2015, had over 84,000 vacant properties. A land bank in the city identified nuisance
properties within target neighborhoods through an online mapping system, and then hung large
posters on the buildings that gave notice that the land bank would seize the property if the owners
did not respond within 72 hours.5 If the owners do respond, however, they are given the option of
entering into a rehab agreement with the land bank in which they pledge to do repairs within 30 days
and make units ready for occupants within six months.

▪

Baltimore (MD) took a community approach to fighting blight. In Baltimore, due to legal action,
community groups can have standing in nuisance suits. Residents often have inside knowledge about
the owners of the blighted properties and can direct action away from the shell companies or LLCs to
the actual owners.

▪

In Detroit (MI), Loveland Technologies implemented the Motor City Mapping project that entailed a
comprehensive survey of the city’s property holdings. The survey involved photographic

5

https://www.communityprogress.net/blog/baltimore-detroit-aggressive-nuisance-properties
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documentation of vacant sites and recording of building conditions. The information was then
digitized and made available through a publicly accessible web portal. The findings from the survey
effort were used in the Detroit Blight Elimination Task Force Report.
Feasibility Determination
The City of Yonkers recently increased both enforcement staffing and building fees. Further evaluation of
the effectiveness of these shifts will reveal whether or not additional capacity and stricter regulations are
truly warranted. Greater community involvement in code-enforcement may help increase awareness of
distressed buildings. However, the City’s Fire Department and the Department of Housing and Building
have the deepest level of understanding of the building code and the available remedies. Some of the
success stories in the above-mentioned case studies involved the leadership of community-based
organizations such as land bank that are not in existence in Yonkers. On the other hand, it may be possible
for the City to conduct more code enforcement training for landlords and increase fines without
considerable implementation costs.

(4) EXPAND FINANCIAL SUPPORT FOR REHABILITATION OF RESIDENTIAL BUILDINGS
Summary Description
In recent years, the City has embarked upon an ambitious preservation and rehabilitation of the larger
multi-family buildings within its affordable housing supply. So far, nearly 1,000 units of municipal housing
have been rehabilitated through the Rental Assistance Demonstration (RAD) program. Another 700 are
slated for rehabilitation. The Dorado (189 units), Whitney Young (195 units), 45-51 Post Road (56 units),
Parkledge (311 units), and Riverview I (454 units) have all been rehabilitated with assistance from the
Mayor’s Office, the Department of Housing and Buildings, the Planning & Economic Development Office
and the Yonkers Industrial Agency. 6 Other units have been rehabilitated through the use of HOME funds.
The City could also consider providing financial assistance to building owners or non-profit housing
organizations to help offset the costs of rehabilitating smaller properties including single-family homes.
For small, owner-occupied buildings, the City can establish income requirements that limit eligibility for
financial assistance to low-income households. For medium sized multi-family buildings, the City can
require that the fund be used to rehabilitate housing units that are designated for lower-income
households.
Opportunities
A building assistance program would link together a funding mechanism for improving the physical
condition of smaller residential buildings with a strategy for preserving the affordability of the City’s aging
housing stock. In the absence of this program, both building owners and tenants experience poor living
conditions without the financial means to bring their buildings into a state of habitability and code
compliance. If these buildings deteriorate to the point of no longer being habitable, they may be sold to
investors whose rehabilitation efforts may result in the buildings returning to the market at far higher
prices and thereby removing their availability to the city’s lower income population. Residential
rehabilitation programs allow residents to stay in their community and age in place while improving their
living environment.

6

City of Yonkers
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Constraints
Residential rehabilitation programs for small buildings are not easy for localities to directly administer,
monitor, and enforce. Administrative burden is a reason why some cities have experimented with housing
rehabilitation programs but subsequently decided to cancel them. There is also a potential for participants
in a building improvement program to default on their loans, thereby increasing legal and administrative
costs while reducing the amount of money revolving in a loan fund.
Case Studies
▪ Kingston’s Office of Economic and Community Development has been administrating a residential
rehabilitation program with federal funding since at least 1988. Over the last three years, with the aid
of Community Development Block Grant monies, the City’s OECD has made an annual allocation of
$250,000 to its housing rehabilitation program. The purpose of the funds is to help residential building
owners undertake repairs, resolve building code violations, and make necessary structural
improvements. Under the program guidelines, financial assistance is available to low and moderate
income households making less than 80% of area median income. A maximum of $20,000 is available
to each homeowner. OECD does not cover the full cost of the rehabilitation. The building owner must
absorb 25% of the total costs of the rehabilitation project through cash investment, in-kind
contributions, or sweat equity. Recipients receive financial support as grants so long as they stay in
the building for ten years.
Feasibility Determination
Although the City of Yonkers as administered loan programs, it may not currently have the financial or
human resources to administer a revolving loan fund for home repairs similar to the one established in
Kingston. On the other hand, it may be possible for the City to partner with another non-profit
organization or lending institution to administer the program on its behalf. Also, New York State’s DRI
program allows localities to use the grant monies from this program to capitalize revolving loan (or grant)
programs for residential rehab. Monies from the New York Main Street Program can be used to assess
building conditions and code compliance for mixed-use structures considered ripe for rehabilitation.

(5) STRENGTHEN THE CITY’S INCLUSIONARY HOUSING PROGRAM
Summary Description
The City of Yonkers has already adopted an inclusionary zoning ordinance that establishes the minimum
number of affordable units that must be built for certain kinds of buildings. The policy also includes
options for developers to contribute money to a Housing Trust Fund in lieu of building the required units
on the site of their project. Yonkers could strengthen its inclusionary housing program by requiring that a
greater number of units be built to accommodate an even wider range of low-income households. The
implementation of the policy could also be revised to require publication of an annual performance report
that tracks the number of affordable units built each year, the number of units expected to be built in the
future, the amount of money held in the trust fund, and the allocations of the trust fund to finance specific
affordable housing units.
Opportunities
Under the City’s current affordable housing ordinance, multifamily housing developments shall contain a
minimum number of affordable housing units equal to 10% of the total number of units authorized for
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construction. Income eligibility, ranging from 45% to 100% of Westchester County’s area median income
(AMI), varies depending on the size of the multi-family building. Under the current regulations, a
developer of a large multifamily building can meet the 10% requirement by building only 5% of the total
units and making a buyout payment for the remaining 5% of units. It is unclear, however, how many units
have been constructed thus far under the current program or how much money has been contributed to
the city through buyouts or how that money has been allocated. A proposed revision to this policy would
advance more substantial targets for affordable housing construction.
Proposed changes to the affordability requirements are summarized in the table below.
Proposed Inclusionary Zoning Requirements for Multi-family Buildings in Yonkers
Large Multifamily
(100 or more units)
▪

18% (instead of 10%) of the total
units authorized for construction

▪

Forty percent of the units shall be
provided to households earning
between 40% and 65% of AMI.

▪

Twenty percent of the units shall
be provided to households earning
between 66% and 80% of AMI.

▪

Forty percent of the units shall be
provided to households earning
between 81% and 100% of AMI.

Medium Multi-Family
(75-99 units)
Number of Units that Must be Affordable
▪

10% of the total units (instead of
“at least two units”)

Income Eligibility Requirement
▪
Fifty percent of the units shall be
provided to households earning
between 40% and 65% of AMI.
▪

Fifty percent of the units shall be
provided to households earning
between 66% and 100% of AMI.

Small Multi-family
(21-74 units)
▪

At least two units (instead of “at
least one”)

▪

Fifty percent of the units shall be
provided to households earning
between 40% and 65% of AMI.

▪

Fifty percent of the units shall be
provided to households earning
between 66% and 100% of AMI.

Also proposed under the revised policy is a narrower set of options for evading the requirements by
making a payment into the City’s housing trust fund rather than building the units. Under the proposed
18% requirement for large buildings, the developer may instead build 10% of the total units and make a
payment for the construction costs of the remaining 8%. Additionally, under the proposed revision, the
affordability restrictions must remain in place for 40 years rather than 30 years as is required under the
existing regulation.
The greatest advantage of adopting more substantial inclusionary zoning requirements is that it could
increase the number of new units built on the same site of new housing developments. More broadly, a
higher number of affordable units would make the buildings more economically integrated, thereby
providing enhanced access of revitalized parts of the city to lower-income residents.
The higher affordability requirements may also help encourage more non-profit developers to build
mixed-income housing in Yonkers. These developers are better positioned to harness different state and
federal housing subsidy programs that can help ensure the financial feasibility of new developments. Nonprofit housing developers will also be more willing and able than for-profit private developers to take on
a development project in which cash flow is reduced as a result of price restrictions.
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Finally, the modification of the city’s inclusionary housing program could also serve as an opportunity to
generate a more transparent record of the program’s success. Specifically, the city could publish an
annual record of the units built, the units expected to be built in coming years, the amount paid into the
housing trust fund, and the ways that proceeds into the housing trust fund have been used to offset the
costs for other affordable housing units.
Constraints
Increasing the affordable housing supply requirements for new construction from 10% of total units in a
large building to 18% of total units will change the financial return on investment of the building to the
developer. In a best-case scenario, the developer will still proceed with the project in spite of a reduced
return. And as noted above, non-profit developers may be better positioned than private developers to
capture housing subsidies and also earn lower profits from their projects. However, much of the
revitalization of downtown Yonkers has occurred through the initiatives of private market-rate housing
developers. Heightened affordability requirements may discourage these kinds of developers from
building in Yonkers and lead them to instead channel their investment activity to other localities with
lower affordability housing requirements.
In addition to units generated from the existing inclusionary housing policy, Yonkers also contains other
affordable units including rent stabilized apartments; more than 2,000 public housing units all of which
are undergoing renovation; 3,349 homes in which rental costs are offset by Section 8 vouchers; and an
unknown number of units made affordable through other federal programs such as HOME. In addition,
under the Desegregation Order, the City provided Tenant Based Rental Assistance as well as an affordable
homeownership program. A precise number of the total number of current and future affordable units
in Yonkers is not known. What is known, however, is that no other locality in Westchester likely makes a
greater contribution to the county’s overall affordable housing needs in relationship to its population size.
The City, through its Affordable Housing Committee, is already working on a process for publishing the
outcomes of the inclusionary housing program. The full reporting of units built as well as the sources and
expenditures of the housing trust fund do not require a revision of the ordinance so long as the reporting
becomes standard administrative practice.
Lastly, a more substantial inclusionary zoning policy is only so effective as the number of units built each
year. It is possible for new development to slow down but for housing prices to continue rise. Under such
conditions, inclusionary housing has little effect on curbing the possibility of future displacement.
Case Studies
▪ The City of Newark requires most future residential development projects involving new construction
of more than 30 dwelling units or substantial rehabilitation of more than 40 dwelling units, to set
aside 20% of dwelling units to be affordable to lower-income households.7
▪

7
8

In May 2019, the City of White Plains expanded its Affordable Rental Housing Program (“ARHP”).8 The
prior program required multi-family developments in the city’s downtown to provide a 10% set-aside
of affordable units reserved for those at 80% of the Westchester County Area Median Income (AMI)

https://newark.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=5497734&GUID=FC57DA1D-BB46-4773-8F30-6394D37B610C
https://www.cityofwhiteplains.com/CivicAlerts.aspx?AID=817
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range. Alternatively, a developer could seek Common Council approval to provide 6% affordable units
at the lower 60% AMI range. The expanded program includes the following changes:
− The ARHP is now applicable citywide in areas where multi-family housing with 10 or more units
is permitted by the zoning code.
− Households with incomes at 50% AMI are now eligible for the program. Developers have the
option of meeting set aside requirements either by providing 12% of units at 80% AMI or 8% of
units at 50% and 60% AMI.
− Developers have the option of contributing to the Affordable Housing Assistance Fund in lieu of
building the set-aside units. The fund may be used for down payment assistance, the
rehabilitation of existing properties, to subsidize existing housing stock, to purchase properties
for public-private partnerships, and to defray a portion of the city’s administrative costs
associated with management of the program.
− Dedicated AHRP units must remain affordable for the life of the project.
▪

In 2016, New York City adopted a mandatory inclusionary housing program in which developers in
upzoned neighborhoods (or in buildings granted a variance for increased development rights) must
build 20% to 30% of the total units as permanently affordable units for households earning between
40% and 115% of Area Median Income.9 The precise requirements vary not only by neighborhood but
also by the terms set by the city council member representing that area as well as compliance options
selected by the developer.

Feasibility Determination
Few communities in Westchester County have adopted inclusionary housing requirements that exceed
10% of total units. The Town of Somers and the Village of Hastings have 15% set aside requirements. It is
not known, though, how many units have been built under this requirement or what impact the
requirement has had upon prospective developers. If Yonkers were to adopt an 18% requirement, it would
likely have the most progressive inclusionary zoning ordinance in New York State outside of New York
City.
On the other hand, Yonkers is a unique housing market because of its high level of connectivity to New
York City’s central business districts. In this regard, the housing market in Yonkers is as vulnerable to
gentrification pressures as some neighborhoods in New York City and so merits an ambitious approach to
inclusionary housing. By adopting more stringent affordable housing requirements, Yonkers could take
the lead in the Hudson Valley in demonstrating an equitable and inclusive approach to urban
revitalization.

(6) FURTHER INCENTIVIZE DEVELOPMENT OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING
Summary Description
The incentives in Yonkers’ land use approval process could be enhanced to provide even more
development benefits in exchange for a developer providing a greater amount of affordable housing units
than required under the affordable housing ordinance. Examples of enhanced development rights include:
▪

9

As-of-right development for affordable housing developments

https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/housing/downloads/pdf/mih-fact-sheet.pdf
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▪

▪

More generous allowances for building scale including allowance for more stories, greater floor
area ratios, relaxed set back or open space requirements for projects proposed anywhere in
Yonkers
Eliminating parking requirements for affordable housing

These incentives could be provided to all developers or they could be granted exclusively to non-profit
housing developers committed to permanent affordable housing. Although restricting the incentive
program to non-profit housing developers might reduce the total number of affordable units created, it
would also ensure that the units that are built remain affordable for future generations.
Opportunities
One of the biggest challenges for affordable housing developers is undertaking the complexities of a land
use approval process, especially if they seek a change in the development rights associated with a
particular site. The incentive program could be designed to provide “as of right” development in which
non-profit housing developers are fully exempt from any kind of site plan or land use approval process
and can proceed to construction with only a building permit.
One impediment to developers building affordable housing is that a higher number of affordable units
can make it harder for a deal to pencil out unless there are subsidies to offset the loss in cash flow. The
negative impact of these financial losses is softened in larger projects in which the overall return on
investment is greater simply due to the scale of the building. Under the City’s current affordable housing
ordinance, there is already a density incentive for developers to build affordable housing. If a developer
builds more units than required under the ordinance, they receive a density bonus equivalent to 4 market
rate units for each additional affordable unit provided up to a maximum of 40 additional units. The
ordinance could be revised to provide even more generous density allowances for developments that are
majority or entirely affordable.
Yonkers is geographically divided by the development rights defined in its zoning code. Higher densities
are allowed in its downtown. Only lower densities are allowed in the city’s east side. If the city were to
encourage use of affordable housing development incentives on the City’s east side, it could help to
ameliorate some of the socio-economic and demographic disparities that have long divided the city. It
could also help bring greater variety of housing to the east side in a way that was done incrementally and
by the initiative of the private sector rather than forced through court order.
It should also be noted that higher densities do not automatically result in greater affordable housing as
a result of increased housing supply. If an upzoning results in the production of predominantly luxury
housing, it could in turn increase housing prices and cost burden levels in the surrounding area, thereby
reducing an area’s overall affordability even if some inclusionary housing requirements are in place. By
tethering upzoning to more stringent affordability housing requirements or restricting density bonuses to
non-profit housing developers, the city can capture the full benefits of higher density on affordable
housing supply.
The incentive program could also help non-profit housing developers by eliminating the parking
requirements for projects that were comprised of all or nearly all affordable housing units. This incentive
would be beneficial to non-profit developers in two ways. First, the elimination of parking requirements
would make it easier for non-profit developers to assess the potential buildout of a development site. In
order for a developer to determine the feasibility of a site encumbered with parking requirements, they
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need to hire an architect or engineer to assess the ways that the parking units can be integrated into a
conceptual building plan. Without the parking requirements, the developer’s feasibility determination is
much simpler and less costly. The other and more obvious benefit to relaxed parking requirements is that
the non-profit housing developer can reserve a greater amount of the site for housing units and reduce
the overall capital cost of the project.
Constraints
Changing a city’s development process is complicated as it reflects decades of processes, rules, and
institutions that are difficult to reform. Moreover, if a city already maintains a fast track land use approval
process, then it may not be possible to offer developers streamlining as a truly substantive benefit.
The rezoning of downtown Yonkers already allows for fairly high building densities, at least in certain parts
of the city such as its downtown. Increasing allowable densities in predominantly residential and lowerdensity neighborhood could result in a significant transformation of the physical form and character of
these areas.
Elimination of parking requirements may also prove difficult to consistently provide. The City already
allows for reduced parking in areas that are located within ¼ mile of the train station. The rest of the city
is served by local bus service but only at a limited level of service and coverage. Vehicular dependency
remains the norm throughout all of lower density Yonkers where transit service is especially sparse.
Case Studies
▪ In New Rochelle’s downtown overlay zone, developers are required to build 10% of their total units
as affordable to households making not more than 80% AMI. However, additional FAR is available at
the discretion of the City Council if the developer builds an additional 10% of affordable housing.10
Feasibility Determination
Community opposition may impede the feasibility of deeper affordable housing incentives. There are few
municipalities in New York State that support the idea of “as of right development” out of concern that it
will lead to inappropriate or incompatible land uses.11 Upzoning is often opposed by residents fearing that
higher densities will bring increased traffic, disrupt the existing physical character of a neighborhood, and
undermine quality of life. Sometimes, it is easier to gain community support for upzoning in
neighborhoods that are already industrial or mixed-use such as the area around the Ludlow train station.
In lower density areas, such as those in East Yonkers, neighbors may fear that incentives promoting higher
densities will undermine their property values and fundamentally change their way of life.
In spite of these barriers, the idea of more generous affordable housing incentives is not fatally flawed. It
may be possible for the City of Yonkers to undertake a pilot program for a particular neighborhood before
applying them to a larger swath of the city. It is also possible to couple incentive programs with other
requirements such as transit investments, open space allocations, or urban design treatments that ensure
higher densities enhance rather than compromise quality of life. Lastly, a community’s reaction to
affordable housing incentives may evolve as they internalize more information about local and regional

10

https://www.newrochelleny.com/DocumentCenter/View/6815/Community-Benefits?bidId=
For a description of the site plan requirements in the City of Yonkers, see Article IX of the City Code. The code makes clear that exemptions
from site plan review are permitted only in cases of building rehabilitation or change of use when there is no change in the building footprint.
11
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housing needs, best practices in housing design, and the experiences of other cities experimenting with
higher densities.

(7) CONVERT MORE CITY-OWNED LAND TO AFFORDABLE HOUSING
Summary Description
Through its affordable housing ordinance embedded within its zoning code, the City of Yonkers can
regulate the degree to which developers are required to include affordable housing within their projects.
However, the City can have even greater latitude in mandating affordable housing construction for
projects built on city-owned land. Specifically, the City can establish much more stringent affordable
housing requirements for the leasing of its own property to a private developer or selling the property to
a non-profit housing organization committed to building permanently affordable housing. In cases where
a City owned property is not suitable for multi-family housing development, the City could lease the
property to a developer for redevelopment in accordance with the land uses permitted under the zoning
code but allocate a share of the lease revenue to an affordable housing trust fund. In all cases of
conveyance, the City will have the greatest ability to ensure permanent affordability, by retaining title of
the property and entering into long-term lease agreements rather than selling the property to a
developer.
Opportunities
In general, most inclusionary zoning ordinances do not require that more than 10% of total units be
affordable. With publicly owned properties, however, localities are better positioned to demand a much
higher percentage of total units or even all of the units be priced affordably. There are several reasons
why cities have greater latitude with the properties they own to adopt more aggressive affordable housing
requirements.
First, the City would not need to worry that the imposition of aggressive requirements will distort the
city’s overall housing market. The aggressive requirements are limited to leasing terms or disposition
agreement of a specific property.
Second, the City is in a good position to demand higher or deeper affordability requirements in exchange
for more generous leasing or sale terms. At the greatest extreme, the City could sell the property for a $1,
thereby dramatically reducing the developer’s development costs to offset the expected loss in operating
revenue due to the affordability requirements.
Lastly, the City has the opportunity of ensuring long-term affordability by retaining ownership of the land
or requiring that affordability terms be in place for the entire term of the lease.
Constraints
Application of affordability requirements may conflict with the City’s fiscal objective to secure the highest
value in long-term leasing agreements or sale of city-owned land. Also, it is not known exactly how many
properties are already within Yonkers’ inventory or could be acquired and then designated for affordable
housing development. A comprehensive inventory of city-owned, vacant, underutilized, or distressed sites
would be needed in order to determine the potential amount of housing that could be built over the longterm through the process of city acquisition and disposition.
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Case Studies
▪ The City of White Plains (NY) sold land at 55 Bank Street near its train station to the developer LCOR.
In accordance with terms established in the land disposition agreement between the City of White
Plains and LCOR, 20% of the 561 residential units built on the site were designated as affordable
units.12
▪

As part of New York City’s efforts to generate 300,000 affordable homes by 2026, the City’s
Department of Housing Preservation & Development works with other agencies to develop affordable
housing on city-owned sites that are suitable for affordable housing. In 2017, HPD and NYCEDC
released an RFP inviting developers to submit proposals for the redevelopment of a former
slaughterhouse on the city’s far-west side. The RFP asked respondents to maximize the number of
affordable units, ideally reaching 100% of total units. The winning respondent submitted a proposal
that would build all 234 units as affordable units.13

▪

Voters in the City of Ashville (NC) approved a bond measure in 2016 that allocates $15 million toward
the repurposing of city-owned land for affordable housing.14

▪

The City of Oakland (CA) is currently developing a new property disposition policy in which 100% of
the revenue collected from selling city-owned land would be used to capitalize the City’s affordable
housing trust fund.15

▪

The City of Seattle (WA) is selling surplus city-owned properties to be used for affordable housing or
to fund the City’s affordable housing trust fund.16

Feasibility Determination
The recent development solicitation for the Chicken Island site was not targeted to affordable housing
developers. However, the City recently acquired property on Elm Avenue in Nodine Hall through a tax
foreclosure process and then sold the property to Westhab, a community-based housing organization at
a significantly discounted price. The organization is now proceeding to develop the acquired property as
well as an adjoining church into Dayspring Common, an affordable and supportive housing development
with a community center. A similar process could be considered for other sites based upon the City’s
inventory of distressed sites and assessment of their suitability for affordable housing.

(8) SECURE SUPPORTIVE SERVICES FOR STREET HOMELESS POPULATION
Summary Description
Yonkers has a homeless population that is served by Westchester County Department of Social Service
(DSS) programs as well as a network of 24-hour shelters that provide on-site supportive services. However,
much of the city’s street homeless population uses a drop-in facility that provides only minimal on-site
services. In order to ensure that the homeless population has access to a case management services and
12

https://www.cityofwhiteplains.com/DocumentCenter/View/883/WPURA-Resolution-08-2014?bidId=;
https://www.cityofwhiteplains.com/DocumentCenter/View/887/2014-08---Resolution-Amending-the-Contract-for-Sale-for-PrivateRedevelopment-by-the-WPURA-and-LCOR-?bidId=
13 https://www1.nyc.gov/site/hpd/developers/request-for-proposals/Former-Slaughterhouse.page
14 https://mountainx.com/news/asheville-shows-proposals-for-affordable-housing-on-city-owned-land/
15 https://www.eastbaytimes.com/2018/12/31/oakland-to-favor-affordable-housing-on-city-owned-parcels/
16
http://murray.seattle.gov/city-uses-surplus-property-support-affordable-housing/
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social service programming, a drop-in day facility could be provided in Yonkers. This facility would be open
during the daytime periods when the drop-in shelter is not open and offer food, shelter, medical services,
mental health support, showers, and laundry facilities.
Opportunities
With the support of federal funds from HUD and partnerships with community-based organizations,
Westchester’s DSS provides supportive services to the homeless population and also facilitates their
access of permanent housing arrangements through rental subsidy programs including a shelter
supplement as well as Rapid Rehousing housing programs. However, not all of Yonkers’ homeless
population can meet the federal and county eligibility guidelines for supportive services, rental subsidies,
and rapid rehousing.
The “street” homeless population currently utilizes a drop-in facility that is operated by the Sharing
Community and is located in downtown Yonkers on the site of St. Joseph Church. This facility is only
accessible for sleeping between the hours of 9pm and 6am. Lunch is provided at 12:30pm from Tuesday
through Saturday. The shelter also provides some vocational training for individuals seeking to obtain a
career in substance abuse counseling. However, unlike the other shelters in the County, the drop-in
shelter does not offer case management, social services, or vocational training to the homeless
population. A “day-facility” for Yonkers’ street homeless population would enable the city’s chronically
homeless population to access the services they need in order to become permanently housed.
Constraints
The lease enabling the Sharing Community’s operation of the homeless shelter at St. Joseph’s was
expected to expire in the summer of 2019.17 As such, a new site for a drop-in shelter will need to be
located. Meanwhile, the Yonkers City Council has formally requested DSS to provide a homeless day care
center that would provide services to the street homeless population. However, it has not yet been
determined where this facility would be located or how it would be funded.18 Also unclear is whether or
not there may be ways for the street homeless population to better access existing county social services
rather than be directed to a new facility designated for the street homeless population.
Case Studies
▪ Breaking Ground, a supportive and transitional housing provider in New York City, opened up a
drop-in day center in Ozone Park (Queens) to serve the street homeless population.19 Unlike
traditional shelters, this facility was not opened with a residential component. Instead, the
homeless population is able to access the facility during the day, receive a hot meal, shower, and
also received a spectrum of “wrap-around” services including medical care, psychiatric
counseling, and counsel on accessing other city services.
▪

In 2018, Washington DC and the DowntownDC Business Improvement District opened the
Downtown Day Services Center at New York Avenue Presbyterian Church. The $1.7 million facility
is funded by the city and managed by the BID. A non-profit organization, Pathways to Housing DC,

17

https://yonkerstimes.com/the-difficulties-in-relocating-homeless-shelters-in-westchester/
https://www.lohud.com/story/news/local/westchester/yonkers/2018/10/23/yonkers-seeks-homeless-daycare-center/1663087002/
19 https://breakingground.org/news-events/ny1-visits-queens-drop-in-center; https://www.ny1.com/nyc/queens/news/2017/07/19/ozonepark-homeless-drop-in-center-opens--some-opponents-now-support-facility-;
18
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provides a comprehensive suite of social service programs including housing, legal, healthcare,
and case management services. In addition, the 7,600 sq. ft facility also provides food, showers,
computers, and laundry machines.
Feasibility Determination
There are locational and funding challenges involved with establishing a new drop-in facility with
supportive services. However, community engagement efforts and stakeholder interviews reveal that
there is at least broad public support for providing Yonkers homeless population with a complete package
of supportive services in order to help them become permanently housed. A facility on the scale of the
one provided in Washington DC is not feasible nor necessary. However, finding a space and funding for a
more limited kind of drop-in day facility within Yonkers is an initiative that could be implemented through
a creative partnership between Yonkers myriad community-based organizations, philanthropic
institutions, houses of worship, the City of Yonkers, and Westchester County.
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SECTION V: EVALUATION OF BEST PRACTICES
Presented below is a simple evaluation of each of the best practices in terms of their expected potential
to advance six core housing goals. A check indicates that the best practice is expected to result in at least
some level of positive impact on the desired housing goal.
Evaluation of Proposed Best Practices on Housing Goals
Best Practice

Identify
Housing Needs
and Priorities

Improve
Housing
Conditions

Relieve
Housing
Cost
Burden

Increase
Supply of
Housing

Enhance
Access to
Social
Services to At
Risk
Populations

Foster
Inclusion,
Diversity, and
Integration

1) Update the City’s
Comprehensive Plan

☒

☒

2) Prepare Neighborhood
Revitalization Plans

☒

☒

3) Improve Code
Enforcement
4) Provide Financial
Support for Rehabilitation
of Residential Buildings
5) Strengthen the City’s
Inclusionary Housing
Program
6) Incentive Development
of Affordable Housing
7) Convert City Owned
Land to Affordable
Housing
8) Provide Supportive
Services to Street
Homeless Population

☒
☒

☒
☒

☒

☒

☒

☒

☒

☒

☒
☒
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220 White Plains Road, Suite 125
Tarrytown, NY 10591

ABOUT THE LEVITICUS FUND

The Leviticus Fund is a charitable lender whose members consist mainly of religious corporations
of Catholic nuns fighting for social justice and poverty relief. Motivated by faith and founded on
the biblical verse of Leviticus 25:23 and its call for justice in the stewardship of economic
resources, the Fund supports transformative solutions that serve low-income and vulnerable
people. We combine flexible capital from social impact investors and contributors with
knowledge-sharing to create sustainable and affordable communities.
The Fund has been in existence for almost four decades. In December 1981, a group of religious
leaders from the Tri-State Coalition for Responsible Investment met to discuss a new model for
addressing the needs of the disadvantaged. They saw that, if they pooled and invested their
resources together, they could do more to reflect and advance the faith-driven values they
shared: ensuring that the economically poor could live with dignity and self-determination; using
their shared resources for the benefit of those with less; and protecting and sharing the earth’s
resources. In May 1983, 27 of the religious congregations pooled $360,000 in capital to form the
Leviticus 25:23 Alternative Fund.
This vision of social and economic justice guided our first two loans in 1984, which supported a
tenant-owned cooperative in New York City and a workplace and training center for mentallychallenged adults in Nyack, NY. It led us to become one of the nation’s first certified Community
Development Financial Institutions (CDFIs) in 1994, to expand our investments into early care
and education in 1997, and to more recently launch new programs for manufactured housing
communities, community health centers, charter public schools, and healthy food-access. And it
has inspired the numerous loans we have made in recent years to foster decent homes, schools,
jobs, and health and social services for thousands of low-income families across five states.
Our impact has grown steadily over time, from $1.5 million invested in our first 10 years to over
$103 million as of today. We now have 69 member investors and 94 individual and institutional
associate investors, each of whom ensure we can continue to fulfill the vision of our founders: to
share the gift of economic resources in order to advance a more just and equitable society—one
in which all people can meet their basic needs and access opportunities.
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