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PREFACE 
On May 23, 2006, the Sweden Town Board accepted the DEIS for Heritage Square as complete and the 

public review and comment period was begun.  On July 10, 2006, the comment period concluded. 

 

The following Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) is submitted by the Town Board of the 

Town of Sweden, and is intended to address all of the comments received by the Town Clerk during the 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) comment period. 

 

The Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) will consist of the DEIS and this volume of responses 

to comments.  In order to create the FEIS, please follow the instructions below: 

 
• Please replace the DEIS Coversheet (Section 1) with the FEIS Coversheet included with 

this document. 
• Please replace the DEIS Table of Contents (Section 2) with the FEIS Table of Contents 

included with this document. 
• Please replace the DEIS Supporting Information – List of Exhibits (Section 8) with the 

FEIS Supporting Information – List of Exhibits included with this document. 
• Please replace DEIS Exhibit A with FEIS Exhibit A included with this document. 
• Please add Exhibits DD through QQ to the FEIS.  Copies of these exhibits are included in 

this document. 
• Please add to the FEIS the Addendum to the Environmental Impact Statement (Section 9) 

included with this document. 
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Heritage Square, Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
Redman Road, Town of Sweden, NY 
 
To: Town Board 
From: David Hale, Planning Board 
Date: May 8, 2006 
 
I have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for its adequacy “with regard 
to its scope and content for the purpose of commencing public review” (6 NYCRR 617.9 
(a) (2)). Comparing the DEIS to the Final Scope (Dec. 29, 2005), I believe that it is. 
There are, however, a number of points on which the Town Board may wish to request 
additional or revised information. This might avoid later having a lot of people make the 
same comments, especially about the demographic and economic assumptions about the 
project. I will go through the draft in order, referencing the Exhibits as called for. 
Incidentally, enclosing a copy of the Final Scope (or identifying it more prominently) 
would facilitate the comparison for those who do not already possess a copy. 
 
Cover sheet: Since this project will have a coordinated review for possible eventual 
subdivision and site plan approval by the Planning Board (6 NYCRR 617.6 (3)), these 
approvals should be included in the Proposed Action. 
 
Page 4. Inconsistency in referencing the land: “a 130 acre parcel,” “two separate 
vendors,” but “four parcels” (p. 23). 
 
Pages 4-5, 8. Senior residents. Since I am such a person, and have been involved with 
residential projects over many years in several states--first with the previous generation, 
now with my own—I have acquired a fair amount of experience, from the point of view 
of the consumer. The DEIS first envisions a development “that will allow seniors to stay 
in their communities,” then speculates about “1,000 seniors making an average of 
$45,000 per year” moving to Sweden. Would this translate to couples making $90,000 
per household? The exhibits do not include any studies indicating that, given population 
figures and competing facilities now or planned in Monroe County, a market for 585 
senior units (p. 33) exists.  
 
Similarly (pp. 5, 33), the project proposes 175 units for “young professionals” who desire 
“housing options not currently available in the Town.” Again, there is no study indicating 
that these “young professionals” exist, or exist in sufficient numbers. Many, perhaps 
most, of the well educated young people moving to Brockport are new faculty and staff at 
SUNY Brockport.  In my experience they (in descending order) purchase existing homes 
in the Brockport area (four single women in the English Department alone have done 
this), live in Rochester or Brighton (employment for spouses), or rent houses or 
apartments in Brockport. Indeed, the frequent lament is that young professionals are 
leaving upstate New York in very substantial numbers (including my two children). 
 
Heritage Square also proposes to “develop a traditional neighborhood commercial center 
focusing on serving the needs of our immediate residents” (p. 5). This emerges as 

 



245,500 sq. ft. “Lifestyle Retail Center” successful in areas with median household 
income of $84,000 a year and up, in contrast to the $44,151 in Sweden (pp. 33, 43. 
Exhibit C).  Just how does this translate into a “need” which is not being met (p. 44)? Is a 
“traditional neighborhood center” bigger than a Wal-Mart Supercenter? As the DEIS also 
indicates, “people from the more affluent, southeastern suburbs do not tend to travel to 
destinations west of the Genesee River for shopping or other activities” (p. 43, Exhibit 
C). I have visited a number of senior communities with commercial facilities for the 
residents, most recently one in Lennox, Massachusetts. There is a bank office (open two 
mornings a week) with an ATM, a doctor’s office (again, two mornings a week), a beauty 
shop, a small card and book shop, and a small convenience store (for those who run out 
of milk before the next van trip to the supermarket two miles away). There are also 
substantial common rooms—library, game room, workout room, auditorium, and so on. 
 
Page 9. Revise to include details of the ownership and uses of all four parcels, from, say, 
1940 to the present. 
 
Pages 21, 25-26. The negative characterization of PUD ordinances in the Village and 
Town is irrelevant at best at this point. Since the Comprehensive Plan Committee, in a 
political compromise, adopted “project specific” language (p. 27, Exhibit P [“PUD 
Lite”]), we should go with what is, not what might have been, unless this language should 
be moved to page 49 (Alternatives). Therefore, the Town is left with a request to rezone 
130 acres to B1-Commercial, really opening the box to all sorts of possibilities. By 
contrast, a request with a much smaller Commercial component and a good deal of MR-
1, Multiple Residence, might inspire more confidence. Consequently two topics which 
would have been dealt with under the Town’s PUD Ordinance were omitted from the 
Scope, and are ignored here. The DEIS speaks of an “estimated 10-year buildout of the 
project” (p. 39); one would like to have some idea of the phasing, especially what might 
be the first one or two phases. Also, one would like evidence of whatever sort that the 
developer has the financial resources to complete the project.  
 
Page 24. The land use directly to the north is the Falls Railroad (correct on p. 8). The 
description of the commercial on Route 31 should include the north side (Wegmans) and 
the distances from the Redman Road intersection. The comment about Wal-Mart and 
Lowe’s is irrelevant because both are more than two miles east of Redman Road and on 
land which has for decades been zoned commercial or industrial. 
 
 
 
 
 
 







INTERNAL MEMORANDUM 

 
 
 

c:\documents and settings\patlaber.schultz\local settings\temporary 
internet files\olk711\jjo 374deis doc

 
TO: Pat Laber, Schultz Associates 

 
COPY: Town Board 

 
FROM: Jim Oberst 

 
DATE: May 11, 2006 

 
MRB GROUP PROJECT NO: 193374 

 
RE: HERITAGE SQUARE DEIS REVIEW 

 
 

 
The following comments have been generated based on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement submitted by Schultz Associates on April 21, 2006.  In general, the review comments 
of March 13, 2006 have been addressed, however additional information or clarification is 
required on the following: 
 
GENERAL 
 
1. The final scoping document should be included as part of the DEIS as a reference for 

those reviewing this report. 
 
DRAINAGE 
 
1. Provide a copy of the HydroCad Model  referenced on page 15 of the DEIS, so that                                  
            the pre-developed conditions, post-developed conditions, and the storage requirements                              
            summarized in the report can be further evaluated.(CN, times of concentration, etc) . 
 
2.         Since the outfall elevations of the stormwater management facilities will be based on  
            flood stage elevations of the receiving waters, has preliminary flood stage information 
            for Moorman Creek been compiled to date?  
 
.SANITARY SEWER 
 
1.         The DEIS states that when the existing pump station was designed in 2002, the Town of  
            Sweden required the station be sized to accommodate the full build-out of this property.   
            Full build-out under the current R 1-2 Residential Zoning District would yield approx. 
            180 single family homes x 4 people/home x100gal/per/day  = 72,000gal/day water use.   

Heritage Square proposes an estimated 265,000 gal/day water use.  The impact of this 
additional flow on the pump station and sewers will need to be evaluated versus the 
remaining capacity that needs to be reserved for Town and other development needs. 

             
2.         It does not appear that peaking factors were used in the evaluation of the existing station 
            and downstream gravity lines.  Please advise.                                                                                               



INTERNAL MEMORANDUM 

 
 
 

c:\documents and settings\patlaber.schultz\local settings\temporary 
internet files\olk711\jjo 374deis doc

            
SITE IMPACT TRAFFIC EVALUATION 
 
1         The intersections within the project study area, except Route 31-31A/Redman Rd  are 

noted to adequately accommodate the full development conditions, with the 
recommended mitigation measures in place.  A discussion on potential alternatives to 
improve the level of service (currently at level F) at the Route 31-31A/Redman Road 
intersection should be added to the DEIS.                                                                                                     
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Table DP-1. Profile of General Demographic Characteristics: 2000
Geographic Area: Monroe County, New York

[For information on confidentiality protection, nonsampling error, and definitions, see text]

Subject Number Percent

Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 735,343 100.0

SEX AND AGE
Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 354,327 48.2
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 381,016 51.8

Under 5 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 46,977 6.4
5 to 9 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 54,661 7.4
10 to 14 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 55,725 7.6
15 to 19 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 52,980 7.2
20 to 24 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 47,587 6.5
25 to 34 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 97,480 13.3
35 to 44 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 118,293 16.1
45 to 54 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 102,728 14.0
55 to 59 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 36,258 4.9
60 to 64 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 26,875 3.7
65 to 74 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 46,468 6.3
75 to 84 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 35,676 4.9
85 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13,635 1.9

Median age (years) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 36.1 (X)

18 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 547,087 74.4
Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 257,956 35.1
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 289,131 39.3

21 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 514,344 69.9
62 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 111,233 15.1
65 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 95,779 13.0

Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 38,093 5.2
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 57,686 7.8

RACE
One race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 721,056 98.1

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 581,961 79.1
Black or African American . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 101,078 13.7
American Indian and Alaska Native . . . . . . . . . . . 1,950 0.3
Asian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17,922 2.4

Asian Indian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,460 0.6
Chinese . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,309 0.6
Filipino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 660 0.1
Japanese. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 648 0.1
Korean . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,325 0.3
Vietnamese. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,458 0.3
Other Asian 1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,062 0.4

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander. . . . 220 -
Native Hawaiian. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 55 -
Guamanian or Chamorro . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 43 -
Samoan. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 47 -
Other Pacific Islander 2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 75 -

Some other race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17,925 2.4
Two or more races . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14,287 1.9

Race alone or in combination with one
or more other races: 3

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 592,802 80.6
Black or African American . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 107,803 14.7
American Indian and Alaska Native . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,055 0.7
Asian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20,670 2.8
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander. . . . . . 702 0.1
Some other race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 23,643 3.2

Subject Number Percent

HISPANIC OR LATINO AND RACE
Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 735,343 100.0

Hispanic or Latino (of any race) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 39,065 5.3
Mexican . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,285 0.3
Puerto Rican. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 27,501 3.7
Cuban . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,893 0.3
Other Hispanic or Latino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7,386 1.0

Not Hispanic or Latino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 696,278 94.7
White alone. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 566,763 77.1

RELATIONSHIP
Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 735,343 100.0

In households. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 708,834 96.4
Householder . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 286,512 39.0
Spouse . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 135,937 18.5
Child. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 219,287 29.8

Own child under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 172,471 23.5
Other relatives . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 28,424 3.9

Under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11,551 1.6
Nonrelatives . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 38,674 5.3

Unmarried partner . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17,098 2.3
In group quarters . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 26,509 3.6

Institutionalized population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8,401 1.1
Noninstitutionalized population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18,108 2.5

HOUSEHOLD BY TYPE
Total households. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 286,512 100.0

Family households (families). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 184,479 64.4
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 91,173 31.8

Married-couple family . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 135,937 47.4
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 61,223 21.4

Female householder, no husband present . . . . . 38,376 13.4
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 24,748 8.6

Nonfamily households . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 102,033 35.6
Householder living alone . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 82,042 28.6

Householder 65 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . 28,276 9.9

Households with individuals under 18 years . . . . . 98,235 34.3
Households with individuals 65 years and over . . 66,133 23.1

Average household size. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.47 (X)
Average family size. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3.08 (X)

HOUSING OCCUPANCY
Total housing units. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 304,388 100.0

Occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 286,512 94.1
Vacant housing units. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17,876 5.9

For seasonal, recreational, or
occasional use . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,175 0.4

Homeowner vacancy rate (percent). . . . . . . . . . . . . 1.4 (X)
Rental vacancy rate (percent). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7.6 (X)

HOUSING TENURE
Occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 286,512 100.0

Owner-occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 186,426 65.1
Renter-occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 100,086 34.9

Average household size of owner-occupied units. 2.67 (X)
Average household size of renter-occupied units . 2.11 (X)

- Represents zero or rounds to zero. (X) Not applicable.
1 Other Asian alone, or two or more Asian categories.
2 Other Pacific Islander alone, or two or more Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander categories.
3 In combination with one or more of the other races listed. The six numbers may add to more than the total population and the six percentages

may add to more than 100 percent because individuals may report more than one race.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000.

U.S. Census Bureau
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Table DP-1. Profile of General Demographic Characteristics: 2000
Geographic Area: Brighton town, Monroe County, New York

[For information on confidentiality protection, nonsampling error, and definitions, see text]

Subject Number Percent

Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 35,588 100.0

SEX AND AGE
Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16,741 47.0
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18,847 53.0

Under 5 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,892 5.3
5 to 9 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,961 5.5
10 to 14 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,064 5.8
15 to 19 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,703 4.8
20 to 24 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,178 6.1
25 to 34 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,518 15.5
35 to 44 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,117 14.4
45 to 54 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,236 14.7
55 to 59 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,774 5.0
60 to 64 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,332 3.7
65 to 74 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,603 7.3
75 to 84 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,697 7.6
85 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,513 4.3

Median age (years) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 40.0 (X)

18 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 28,470 80.0
Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13,072 36.7
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15,398 43.3

21 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 27,676 77.8
62 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7,562 21.2
65 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,813 19.1

Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,484 7.0
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,329 12.2

RACE
One race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 35,114 98.7

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 30,639 86.1
Black or African American . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,315 3.7
American Indian and Alaska Native . . . . . . . . . . . 35 0.1
Asian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,892 8.1

Asian Indian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 987 2.8
Chinese . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 885 2.5
Filipino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 97 0.3
Japanese. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 152 0.4
Korean . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 429 1.2
Vietnamese. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 85 0.2
Other Asian 1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 257 0.7

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander. . . . 10 -
Native Hawaiian. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 -
Guamanian or Chamorro . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 -
Samoan. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4 -
Other Pacific Islander 2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 -

Some other race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 223 0.6
Two or more races . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 474 1.3

Race alone or in combination with one
or more other races: 3

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 31,024 87.2
Black or African American . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,460 4.1
American Indian and Alaska Native . . . . . . . . . . . . . 117 0.3
Asian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,118 8.8
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander. . . . . . 27 0.1
Some other race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 360 1.0

Subject Number Percent

HISPANIC OR LATINO AND RACE
Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 35,588 100.0

Hispanic or Latino (of any race) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 831 2.3
Mexican . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 140 0.4
Puerto Rican. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 266 0.7
Cuban . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 63 0.2
Other Hispanic or Latino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 362 1.0

Not Hispanic or Latino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 34,757 97.7
White alone. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 30,089 84.5

RELATIONSHIP
Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 35,588 100.0

In households. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 33,933 95.3
Householder . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15,854 44.5
Spouse . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7,277 20.4
Child. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8,206 23.1

Own child under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,884 19.3
Other relatives . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 692 1.9

Under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 133 0.4
Nonrelatives . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,904 5.4

Unmarried partner . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 780 2.2
In group quarters . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,655 4.7

Institutionalized population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,437 4.0
Noninstitutionalized population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 218 0.6

HOUSEHOLD BY TYPE
Total households. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15,854 100.0

Family households (families). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8,682 54.8
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 3,922 24.7

Married-couple family . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7,277 45.9
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 3,115 19.6

Female householder, no husband present . . . . . 1,081 6.8
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 641 4.0

Nonfamily households . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7,172 45.2
Householder living alone . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,756 36.3

Householder 65 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,187 13.8

Households with individuals under 18 years . . . . . 4,052 25.6
Households with individuals 65 years and over . . 4,376 27.6

Average household size. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.14 (X)
Average family size. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.86 (X)

HOUSING OCCUPANCY
Total housing units. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16,705 100.0

Occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15,854 94.9
Vacant housing units. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 851 5.1

For seasonal, recreational, or
occasional use . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 116 0.7

Homeowner vacancy rate (percent). . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.7 (X)
Rental vacancy rate (percent). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6.9 (X)

HOUSING TENURE
Occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15,854 100.0

Owner-occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9,069 57.2
Renter-occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,785 42.8

Average household size of owner-occupied units. 2.45 (X)
Average household size of renter-occupied units . 1.72 (X)

- Represents zero or rounds to zero. (X) Not applicable.
1 Other Asian alone, or two or more Asian categories.
2 Other Pacific Islander alone, or two or more Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander categories.
3 In combination with one or more of the other races listed. The six numbers may add to more than the total population and the six percentages

may add to more than 100 percent because individuals may report more than one race.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000.
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Table DP-1. Profile of General Demographic Characteristics: 2000
Geographic Area: Chili town, Monroe County, New York

[For information on confidentiality protection, nonsampling error, and definitions, see text]

Subject Number Percent

Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 27,638 100.0

SEX AND AGE
Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13,458 48.7
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14,180 51.3

Under 5 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,607 5.8
5 to 9 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,048 7.4
10 to 14 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,174 7.9
15 to 19 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,083 7.5
20 to 24 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,556 5.6
25 to 34 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,433 12.4
35 to 44 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,703 17.0
45 to 54 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,101 14.8
55 to 59 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,525 5.5
60 to 64 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,070 3.9
65 to 74 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,895 6.9
75 to 84 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,149 4.2
85 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 294 1.1

Median age (years) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 37.1 (X)

18 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20,558 74.4
Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9,815 35.5
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10,743 38.9

21 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 19,354 70.0
62 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,984 14.4
65 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,338 12.1

Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,439 5.2
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,899 6.9

RACE
One race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 27,293 98.8

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25,188 91.1
Black or African American . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,579 5.7
American Indian and Alaska Native . . . . . . . . . . . 67 0.2
Asian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 310 1.1

Asian Indian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 72 0.3
Chinese . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25 0.1
Filipino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6 -
Japanese. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 23 0.1
Korean . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 67 0.2
Vietnamese. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 64 0.2
Other Asian 1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 53 0.2

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander. . . . 6 -
Native Hawaiian. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - -
Guamanian or Chamorro . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 -
Samoan. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 -
Other Pacific Islander 2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 -

Some other race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 143 0.5
Two or more races . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 345 1.2

Race alone or in combination with one
or more other races: 3

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25,486 92.2
Black or African American . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,713 6.2
American Indian and Alaska Native . . . . . . . . . . . . . 132 0.5
Asian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 392 1.4
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander. . . . . . 22 0.1
Some other race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 259 0.9

Subject Number Percent

HISPANIC OR LATINO AND RACE
Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 27,638 100.0

Hispanic or Latino (of any race) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 456 1.6
Mexican . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 44 0.2
Puerto Rican. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 226 0.8
Cuban . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 39 0.1
Other Hispanic or Latino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 147 0.5

Not Hispanic or Latino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 27,182 98.4
White alone. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 24,926 90.2

RELATIONSHIP
Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 27,638 100.0

In households. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 27,075 98.0
Householder . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10,159 36.8
Spouse . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,270 22.7
Child. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8,633 31.2

Own child under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,592 23.9
Other relatives . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 919 3.3

Under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 339 1.2
Nonrelatives . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,094 4.0

Unmarried partner . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 504 1.8
In group quarters . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 563 2.0

Institutionalized population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 27 0.1
Noninstitutionalized population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 536 1.9

HOUSEHOLD BY TYPE
Total households. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10,159 100.0

Family households (families). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7,556 74.4
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 3,523 34.7

Married-couple family . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,270 61.7
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 2,797 27.5

Female householder, no husband present . . . . . 925 9.1
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 534 5.3

Nonfamily households . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,603 25.6
Householder living alone . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,056 20.2

Householder 65 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . 766 7.5

Households with individuals under 18 years . . . . . 3,777 37.2
Households with individuals 65 years and over . . 2,316 22.8

Average household size. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.67 (X)
Average family size. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3.09 (X)

HOUSING OCCUPANCY
Total housing units. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10,466 100.0

Occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10,159 97.1
Vacant housing units. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 307 2.9

For seasonal, recreational, or
occasional use . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 22 0.2

Homeowner vacancy rate (percent). . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.7 (X)
Rental vacancy rate (percent). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5.7 (X)

HOUSING TENURE
Occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10,159 100.0

Owner-occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8,103 79.8
Renter-occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,056 20.2

Average household size of owner-occupied units. 2.79 (X)
Average household size of renter-occupied units . 2.15 (X)

- Represents zero or rounds to zero. (X) Not applicable.
1 Other Asian alone, or two or more Asian categories.
2 Other Pacific Islander alone, or two or more Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander categories.
3 In combination with one or more of the other races listed. The six numbers may add to more than the total population and the six percentages

may add to more than 100 percent because individuals may report more than one race.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000.
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Table DP-1. Profile of General Demographic Characteristics: 2000
Geographic Area: Clarkson town, Monroe County, New York

[For information on confidentiality protection, nonsampling error, and definitions, see text]

Subject Number Percent

Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,072 100.0

SEX AND AGE
Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,955 48.7
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,117 51.3

Under 5 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 423 7.0
5 to 9 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 529 8.7
10 to 14 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 539 8.9
15 to 19 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 446 7.3
20 to 24 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 215 3.5
25 to 34 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 803 13.2
35 to 44 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,063 17.5
45 to 54 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 838 13.8
55 to 59 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 295 4.9
60 to 64 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 198 3.3
65 to 74 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 297 4.9
75 to 84 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 259 4.3
85 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 167 2.8

Median age (years) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 35.9 (X)

18 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,287 70.6
Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,030 33.4
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,257 37.2

21 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,074 67.1
62 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 838 13.8
65 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 723 11.9

Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 247 4.1
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 476 7.8

RACE
One race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,968 98.3

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,703 93.9
Black or African American . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 123 2.0
American Indian and Alaska Native . . . . . . . . . . . 15 0.2
Asian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 39 0.6

Asian Indian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12 0.2
Chinese . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 -
Filipino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 -
Japanese. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 -
Korean . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9 0.1
Vietnamese. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 0.1
Other Asian 1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8 0.1

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander. . . . 3 -
Native Hawaiian. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 -
Guamanian or Chamorro . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - -
Samoan. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - -
Other Pacific Islander 2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 -

Some other race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 85 1.4
Two or more races . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 104 1.7

Race alone or in combination with one
or more other races: 3

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,805 95.6
Black or African American . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 139 2.3
American Indian and Alaska Native . . . . . . . . . . . . . 31 0.5
Asian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 55 0.9
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander. . . . . . 7 0.1
Some other race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 139 2.3

Subject Number Percent

HISPANIC OR LATINO AND RACE
Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,072 100.0

Hispanic or Latino (of any race) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 165 2.7
Mexican . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 72 1.2
Puerto Rican. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 49 0.8
Cuban . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8 0.1
Other Hispanic or Latino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 36 0.6

Not Hispanic or Latino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,907 97.3
White alone. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,628 92.7

RELATIONSHIP
Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,072 100.0

In households. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,815 95.8
Householder . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,034 33.5
Spouse . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,316 21.7
Child. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,048 33.7

Own child under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,661 27.4
Other relatives . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 216 3.6

Under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 83 1.4
Nonrelatives . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 201 3.3

Unmarried partner . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 98 1.6
In group quarters . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 257 4.2

Institutionalized population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 142 2.3
Noninstitutionalized population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 115 1.9

HOUSEHOLD BY TYPE
Total households. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,034 100.0

Family households (families). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,582 77.8
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 841 41.3

Married-couple family . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,316 64.7
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 673 33.1

Female householder, no husband present . . . . . 199 9.8
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 133 6.5

Nonfamily households . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 452 22.2
Householder living alone . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 368 18.1

Householder 65 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . 170 8.4

Households with individuals under 18 years . . . . . 896 44.1
Households with individuals 65 years and over . . 406 20.0

Average household size. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.86 (X)
Average family size. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3.26 (X)

HOUSING OCCUPANCY
Total housing units. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,090 100.0

Occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,034 97.3
Vacant housing units. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 56 2.7

For seasonal, recreational, or
occasional use . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 0.2

Homeowner vacancy rate (percent). . . . . . . . . . . . . 1.0 (X)
Rental vacancy rate (percent). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4.5 (X)

HOUSING TENURE
Occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,034 100.0

Owner-occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,653 81.3
Renter-occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 381 18.7

Average household size of owner-occupied units. 3.01 (X)
Average household size of renter-occupied units . 2.19 (X)

- Represents zero or rounds to zero. (X) Not applicable.
1 Other Asian alone, or two or more Asian categories.
2 Other Pacific Islander alone, or two or more Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander categories.
3 In combination with one or more of the other races listed. The six numbers may add to more than the total population and the six percentages

may add to more than 100 percent because individuals may report more than one race.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000.
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Table DP-1. Profile of General Demographic Characteristics: 2000
Geographic Area: East Rochester town, Monroe County, New York

[For information on confidentiality protection, nonsampling error, and definitions, see text]

Subject Number Percent

Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,650 100.0

SEX AND AGE
Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,116 46.9
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,534 53.1

Under 5 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 404 6.1
5 to 9 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 481 7.2
10 to 14 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 441 6.6
15 to 19 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 429 6.5
20 to 24 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 425 6.4
25 to 34 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,002 15.1
35 to 44 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,107 16.6
45 to 54 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 872 13.1
55 to 59 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 294 4.4
60 to 64 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 214 3.2
65 to 74 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 511 7.7
75 to 84 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 368 5.5
85 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 102 1.5

Median age (years) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 36.4 (X)

18 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,046 75.9
Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,290 34.4
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,756 41.4

21 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,818 72.5
62 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,098 16.5
65 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 981 14.8

Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 358 5.4
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 623 9.4

RACE
One race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,562 98.7

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,379 95.9
Black or African American . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 92 1.4
American Indian and Alaska Native . . . . . . . . . . . 17 0.3
Asian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 49 0.7

Asian Indian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12 0.2
Chinese . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 -
Filipino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 -
Japanese. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 -
Korean . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4 0.1
Vietnamese. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11 0.2
Other Asian 1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17 0.3

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander. . . . 1 -
Native Hawaiian. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 -
Guamanian or Chamorro . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - -
Samoan. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - -
Other Pacific Islander 2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - -

Some other race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 24 0.4
Two or more races . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 88 1.3

Race alone or in combination with one
or more other races: 3

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,462 97.2
Black or African American . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 120 1.8
American Indian and Alaska Native . . . . . . . . . . . . . 34 0.5
Asian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 70 1.1
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander. . . . . . 4 0.1
Some other race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 55 0.8

Subject Number Percent

HISPANIC OR LATINO AND RACE
Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,650 100.0

Hispanic or Latino (of any race) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 158 2.4
Mexican . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 19 0.3
Puerto Rican. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 80 1.2
Cuban . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13 0.2
Other Hispanic or Latino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 46 0.7

Not Hispanic or Latino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,492 97.6
White alone. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,264 94.2

RELATIONSHIP
Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,650 100.0

In households. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,480 97.4
Householder . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,774 41.7
Spouse . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,093 16.4
Child. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,972 29.7

Own child under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,482 22.3
Other relatives . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 243 3.7

Under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 87 1.3
Nonrelatives . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 398 6.0

Unmarried partner . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 199 3.0
In group quarters . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 170 2.6

Institutionalized population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - -
Noninstitutionalized population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 170 2.6

HOUSEHOLD BY TYPE
Total households. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,774 100.0

Family households (families). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,625 58.6
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 825 29.7

Married-couple family . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,093 39.4
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 500 18.0

Female householder, no husband present . . . . . 416 15.0
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 262 9.4

Nonfamily households . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,149 41.4
Householder living alone . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 946 34.1

Householder 65 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . 349 12.6

Households with individuals under 18 years . . . . . 906 32.7
Households with individuals 65 years and over . . 704 25.4

Average household size. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.34 (X)
Average family size. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3.04 (X)

HOUSING OCCUPANCY
Total housing units. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,916 100.0

Occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,774 95.1
Vacant housing units. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 142 4.9

For seasonal, recreational, or
occasional use . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 0.2

Homeowner vacancy rate (percent). . . . . . . . . . . . . 1.0 (X)
Rental vacancy rate (percent). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6.0 (X)

HOUSING TENURE
Occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,774 100.0

Owner-occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,764 63.6
Renter-occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,010 36.4

Average household size of owner-occupied units. 2.41 (X)
Average household size of renter-occupied units . 2.20 (X)

- Represents zero or rounds to zero. (X) Not applicable.
1 Other Asian alone, or two or more Asian categories.
2 Other Pacific Islander alone, or two or more Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander categories.
3 In combination with one or more of the other races listed. The six numbers may add to more than the total population and the six percentages

may add to more than 100 percent because individuals may report more than one race.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000.
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Table DP-1. Profile of General Demographic Characteristics: 2000
Geographic Area: Gates town, Monroe County, New York

[For information on confidentiality protection, nonsampling error, and definitions, see text]

Subject Number Percent

Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 29,275 100.0

SEX AND AGE
Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14,058 48.0
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15,217 52.0

Under 5 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,617 5.5
5 to 9 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,930 6.6
10 to 14 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,950 6.7
15 to 19 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,758 6.0
20 to 24 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,381 4.7
25 to 34 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,780 12.9
35 to 44 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,695 16.0
45 to 54 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,946 13.5
55 to 59 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,739 5.9
60 to 64 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,393 4.8
65 to 74 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,579 8.8
75 to 84 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,924 6.6
85 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 583 2.0

Median age (years) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 39.6 (X)

18 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 22,652 77.4
Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10,634 36.3
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12,018 41.1

21 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 21,772 74.4
62 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,896 20.1
65 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,086 17.4

Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,044 7.0
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,042 10.4

RACE
One race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 28,881 98.7

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25,943 88.6
Black or African American . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,868 6.4
American Indian and Alaska Native . . . . . . . . . . . 49 0.2
Asian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 691 2.4

Asian Indian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 70 0.2
Chinese . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 132 0.5
Filipino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 24 0.1
Japanese. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12 -
Korean . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 102 0.3
Vietnamese. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 215 0.7
Other Asian 1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 136 0.5

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander. . . . 12 -
Native Hawaiian. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4 -
Guamanian or Chamorro . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 -
Samoan. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 -
Other Pacific Islander 2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 -

Some other race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 318 1.1
Two or more races . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 394 1.3

Race alone or in combination with one
or more other races: 3

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 26,290 89.8
Black or African American . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,987 6.8
American Indian and Alaska Native . . . . . . . . . . . . . 116 0.4
Asian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 786 2.7
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander. . . . . . 29 0.1
Some other race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 479 1.6

Subject Number Percent

HISPANIC OR LATINO AND RACE
Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 29,275 100.0

Hispanic or Latino (of any race) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 855 2.9
Mexican . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 68 0.2
Puerto Rican. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 499 1.7
Cuban . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 101 0.3
Other Hispanic or Latino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 187 0.6

Not Hispanic or Latino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 28,420 97.1
White alone. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25,507 87.1

RELATIONSHIP
Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 29,275 100.0

In households. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 29,061 99.3
Householder . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11,730 40.1
Spouse . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,314 21.6
Child. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8,458 28.9

Own child under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,017 20.6
Other relatives . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,373 4.7

Under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 477 1.6
Nonrelatives . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,186 4.1

Unmarried partner . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 584 2.0
In group quarters . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 214 0.7

Institutionalized population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 113 0.4
Noninstitutionalized population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 101 0.3

HOUSEHOLD BY TYPE
Total households. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11,730 100.0

Family households (families). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8,052 68.6
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 3,355 28.6

Married-couple family . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,314 53.8
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 2,499 21.3

Female householder, no husband present . . . . . 1,260 10.7
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 631 5.4

Nonfamily households . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,678 31.4
Householder living alone . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,110 26.5

Householder 65 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,425 12.1

Households with individuals under 18 years . . . . . 3,682 31.4
Households with individuals 65 years and over . . 3,632 31.0

Average household size. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.48 (X)
Average family size. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3.01 (X)

HOUSING OCCUPANCY
Total housing units. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12,049 100.0

Occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11,730 97.4
Vacant housing units. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 319 2.6

For seasonal, recreational, or
occasional use . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 30 0.2

Homeowner vacancy rate (percent). . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.6 (X)
Rental vacancy rate (percent). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4.5 (X)

HOUSING TENURE
Occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11,730 100.0

Owner-occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9,108 77.6
Renter-occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,622 22.4

Average household size of owner-occupied units. 2.64 (X)
Average household size of renter-occupied units . 1.92 (X)

- Represents zero or rounds to zero. (X) Not applicable.
1 Other Asian alone, or two or more Asian categories.
2 Other Pacific Islander alone, or two or more Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander categories.
3 In combination with one or more of the other races listed. The six numbers may add to more than the total population and the six percentages

may add to more than 100 percent because individuals may report more than one race.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000.
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Table DP-1. Profile of General Demographic Characteristics: 2000
Geographic Area: Greece town, Monroe County, New York

[For information on confidentiality protection, nonsampling error, and definitions, see text]

Subject Number Percent

Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 94,141 100.0

SEX AND AGE
Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 45,186 48.0
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 48,955 52.0

Under 5 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,398 5.7
5 to 9 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,507 6.9
10 to 14 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7,246 7.7
15 to 19 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,599 7.0
20 to 24 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,426 4.7
25 to 34 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11,152 11.8
35 to 44 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15,562 16.5
45 to 54 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14,265 15.2
55 to 59 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,938 5.2
60 to 64 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,602 3.8
65 to 74 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7,250 7.7
75 to 84 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,624 6.0
85 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,572 1.7

Median age (years) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 39.0 (X)

18 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 70,600 75.0
Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 33,057 35.1
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 37,543 39.9

21 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 67,443 71.6
62 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16,559 17.6
65 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14,446 15.3

Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,877 6.2
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8,569 9.1

RACE
One race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 93,087 98.9

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 87,903 93.4
Black or African American . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,712 2.9
American Indian and Alaska Native . . . . . . . . . . . 227 0.2
Asian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,403 1.5

Asian Indian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 256 0.3
Chinese . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 273 0.3
Filipino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 95 0.1
Japanese. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17 -
Korean . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 321 0.3
Vietnamese. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 291 0.3
Other Asian 1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 150 0.2

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander. . . . 24 -
Native Hawaiian. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8 -
Guamanian or Chamorro . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11 -
Samoan. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 -
Other Pacific Islander 2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4 -

Some other race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 818 0.9
Two or more races . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,054 1.1

Race alone or in combination with one
or more other races: 3

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 88,790 94.3
Black or African American . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,132 3.3
American Indian and Alaska Native . . . . . . . . . . . . . 453 0.5
Asian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,610 1.7
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander. . . . . . 60 0.1
Some other race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,210 1.3

Subject Number Percent

HISPANIC OR LATINO AND RACE
Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 94,141 100.0

Hispanic or Latino (of any race) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,404 2.6
Mexican . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 191 0.2
Puerto Rican. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,484 1.6
Cuban . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 153 0.2
Other Hispanic or Latino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 576 0.6

Not Hispanic or Latino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 91,737 97.4
White alone. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 86,578 92.0

RELATIONSHIP
Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 94,141 100.0

In households. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 93,148 98.9
Householder . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 36,995 39.3
Spouse . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20,586 21.9
Child. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 29,039 30.8

Own child under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 21,994 23.4
Other relatives . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,078 3.3

Under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,051 1.1
Nonrelatives . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,450 3.7

Unmarried partner . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,922 2.0
In group quarters . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 993 1.1

Institutionalized population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 610 0.6
Noninstitutionalized population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 383 0.4

HOUSEHOLD BY TYPE
Total households. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 36,995 100.0

Family households (families). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25,736 69.6
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 12,031 32.5

Married-couple family . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20,586 55.6
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 9,073 24.5

Female householder, no husband present . . . . . 3,856 10.4
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 2,271 6.1

Nonfamily households . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11,259 30.4
Householder living alone . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9,480 25.6

Householder 65 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,099 11.1

Households with individuals under 18 years . . . . . 12,821 34.7
Households with individuals 65 years and over . . 10,044 27.1

Average household size. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.52 (X)
Average family size. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3.05 (X)

HOUSING OCCUPANCY
Total housing units. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 38,315 100.0

Occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 36,995 96.6
Vacant housing units. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,320 3.4

For seasonal, recreational, or
occasional use . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 152 0.4

Homeowner vacancy rate (percent). . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.9 (X)
Rental vacancy rate (percent). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5.9 (X)

HOUSING TENURE
Occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 36,995 100.0

Owner-occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 27,579 74.5
Renter-occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9,416 25.5

Average household size of owner-occupied units. 2.72 (X)
Average household size of renter-occupied units . 1.92 (X)

- Represents zero or rounds to zero. (X) Not applicable.
1 Other Asian alone, or two or more Asian categories.
2 Other Pacific Islander alone, or two or more Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander categories.
3 In combination with one or more of the other races listed. The six numbers may add to more than the total population and the six percentages

may add to more than 100 percent because individuals may report more than one race.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000.
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Table DP-1. Profile of General Demographic Characteristics: 2000
Geographic Area: Hamlin town, Monroe County, New York

[For information on confidentiality protection, nonsampling error, and definitions, see text]

Subject Number Percent

Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9,355 100.0

SEX AND AGE
Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,642 49.6
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,713 50.4

Under 5 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 651 7.0
5 to 9 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 823 8.8
10 to 14 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 922 9.9
15 to 19 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 737 7.9
20 to 24 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 511 5.5
25 to 34 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,156 12.4
35 to 44 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,792 19.2
45 to 54 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,402 15.0
55 to 59 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 462 4.9
60 to 64 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 292 3.1
65 to 74 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 358 3.8
75 to 84 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 196 2.1
85 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 53 0.6

Median age (years) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 34.1 (X)

18 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,470 69.2
Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,186 34.1
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,284 35.1

21 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,118 65.4
62 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 778 8.3
65 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 607 6.5

Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 262 2.8
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 345 3.7

RACE
One race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9,284 99.2

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9,054 96.8
Black or African American . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 102 1.1
American Indian and Alaska Native . . . . . . . . . . . 33 0.4
Asian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 30 0.3

Asian Indian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6 0.1
Chinese . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 -
Filipino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 -
Japanese. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 -
Korean . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12 0.1
Vietnamese. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 -
Other Asian 1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 0.1

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander. . . . 1 -
Native Hawaiian. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 -
Guamanian or Chamorro . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - -
Samoan. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - -
Other Pacific Islander 2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - -

Some other race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 64 0.7
Two or more races . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 71 0.8

Race alone or in combination with one
or more other races: 3

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9,115 97.4
Black or African American . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 124 1.3
American Indian and Alaska Native . . . . . . . . . . . . . 62 0.7
Asian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 43 0.5
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander. . . . . . 1 -
Some other race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 82 0.9

Subject Number Percent

HISPANIC OR LATINO AND RACE
Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9,355 100.0

Hispanic or Latino (of any race) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 150 1.6
Mexican . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 43 0.5
Puerto Rican. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 62 0.7
Cuban . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9 0.1
Other Hispanic or Latino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 36 0.4

Not Hispanic or Latino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9,205 98.4
White alone. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8,976 95.9

RELATIONSHIP
Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9,355 100.0

In households. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9,310 99.5
Householder . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,255 34.8
Spouse . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,074 22.2
Child. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,376 36.1

Own child under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,727 29.2
Other relatives . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 222 2.4

Under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 90 1.0
Nonrelatives . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 383 4.1

Unmarried partner . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 224 2.4
In group quarters . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 45 0.5

Institutionalized population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - -
Noninstitutionalized population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 45 0.5

HOUSEHOLD BY TYPE
Total households. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,255 100.0

Family households (families). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,532 77.8
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 1,413 43.4

Married-couple family . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,074 63.7
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 1,097 33.7

Female householder, no husband present . . . . . 311 9.6
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 216 6.6

Nonfamily households . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 723 22.2
Householder living alone . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 566 17.4

Householder 65 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . 193 5.9

Households with individuals under 18 years . . . . . 1,491 45.8
Households with individuals 65 years and over . . 482 14.8

Average household size. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.86 (X)
Average family size. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3.24 (X)

HOUSING OCCUPANCY
Total housing units. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,503 100.0

Occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,255 92.9
Vacant housing units. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 248 7.1

For seasonal, recreational, or
occasional use . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 108 3.1

Homeowner vacancy rate (percent). . . . . . . . . . . . . 1.2 (X)
Rental vacancy rate (percent). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6.8 (X)

HOUSING TENURE
Occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,255 100.0

Owner-occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,760 84.8
Renter-occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 495 15.2

Average household size of owner-occupied units. 2.93 (X)
Average household size of renter-occupied units . 2.45 (X)

- Represents zero or rounds to zero. (X) Not applicable.
1 Other Asian alone, or two or more Asian categories.
2 Other Pacific Islander alone, or two or more Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander categories.
3 In combination with one or more of the other races listed. The six numbers may add to more than the total population and the six percentages

may add to more than 100 percent because individuals may report more than one race.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000.
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Table DP-1. Profile of General Demographic Characteristics: 2000
Geographic Area: Henrietta town, Monroe County, New York

[For information on confidentiality protection, nonsampling error, and definitions, see text]

Subject Number Percent

Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 39,028 100.0

SEX AND AGE
Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20,591 52.8
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18,437 47.2

Under 5 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,934 5.0
5 to 9 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,268 5.8
10 to 14 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,377 6.1
15 to 19 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,761 12.2
20 to 24 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,941 15.2
25 to 34 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,850 12.4
35 to 44 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,627 14.4
45 to 54 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,578 11.7
55 to 59 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,700 4.4
60 to 64 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,375 3.5
65 to 74 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,228 5.7
75 to 84 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,120 2.9
85 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 269 0.7

Median age (years) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 29.8 (X)

18 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 31,084 79.6
Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16,512 42.3
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14,572 37.3

21 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25,758 66.0
62 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,398 11.3
65 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,617 9.3

Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,581 4.1
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,036 5.2

RACE
One race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 38,236 98.0

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 32,890 84.3
Black or African American . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,708 6.9
American Indian and Alaska Native . . . . . . . . . . . 105 0.3
Asian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,143 5.5

Asian Indian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 703 1.8
Chinese . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 604 1.5
Filipino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 41 0.1
Japanese. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 71 0.2
Korean . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 188 0.5
Vietnamese. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 188 0.5
Other Asian 1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 348 0.9

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander. . . . 11 -
Native Hawaiian. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6 -
Guamanian or Chamorro . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 -
Samoan. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - -
Other Pacific Islander 2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 -

Some other race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 379 1.0
Two or more races . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 792 2.0

Race alone or in combination with one
or more other races: 3

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 33,527 85.9
Black or African American . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,010 7.7
American Indian and Alaska Native . . . . . . . . . . . . . 332 0.9
Asian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,395 6.1
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander. . . . . . 50 0.1
Some other race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 570 1.5

Subject Number Percent

HISPANIC OR LATINO AND RACE
Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 39,028 100.0

Hispanic or Latino (of any race) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,181 3.0
Mexican . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 123 0.3
Puerto Rican. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 569 1.5
Cuban . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 60 0.2
Other Hispanic or Latino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 429 1.1

Not Hispanic or Latino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 37,847 97.0
White alone. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 32,238 82.6

RELATIONSHIP
Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 39,028 100.0

In households. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 33,399 85.6
Householder . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12,823 32.9
Spouse . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,896 17.7
Child. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9,635 24.7

Own child under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7,310 18.7
Other relatives . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,249 3.2

Under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 470 1.2
Nonrelatives . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,796 7.2

Unmarried partner . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 705 1.8
In group quarters . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,629 14.4

Institutionalized population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - -
Noninstitutionalized population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,629 14.4

HOUSEHOLD BY TYPE
Total households. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12,823 100.0

Family households (families). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8,503 66.3
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 3,929 30.6

Married-couple family . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,896 53.8
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 3,090 24.1

Female householder, no husband present . . . . . 1,175 9.2
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 643 5.0

Nonfamily households . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,320 33.7
Householder living alone . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,907 22.7

Householder 65 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . 882 6.9

Households with individuals under 18 years . . . . . 4,254 33.2
Households with individuals 65 years and over . . 2,609 20.3

Average household size. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.60 (X)
Average family size. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3.09 (X)

HOUSING OCCUPANCY
Total housing units. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13,243 100.0

Occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12,823 96.8
Vacant housing units. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 420 3.2

For seasonal, recreational, or
occasional use . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 47 0.4

Homeowner vacancy rate (percent). . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.5 (X)
Rental vacancy rate (percent). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5.0 (X)

HOUSING TENURE
Occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12,823 100.0

Owner-occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9,238 72.0
Renter-occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,585 28.0

Average household size of owner-occupied units. 2.74 (X)
Average household size of renter-occupied units . 2.26 (X)

- Represents zero or rounds to zero. (X) Not applicable.
1 Other Asian alone, or two or more Asian categories.
2 Other Pacific Islander alone, or two or more Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander categories.
3 In combination with one or more of the other races listed. The six numbers may add to more than the total population and the six percentages

may add to more than 100 percent because individuals may report more than one race.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000.
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Table DP-1. Profile of General Demographic Characteristics: 2000
Geographic Area: Irondequoit town, Monroe County, New York

[For information on confidentiality protection, nonsampling error, and definitions, see text]

Subject Number Percent

Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 52,354 100.0

SEX AND AGE
Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 24,109 46.0
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 28,245 54.0

Under 5 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,773 5.3
5 to 9 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,220 6.2
10 to 14 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,501 6.7
15 to 19 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,846 5.4
20 to 24 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,879 3.6
25 to 34 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,950 11.4
35 to 44 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8,001 15.3
45 to 54 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7,765 14.8
55 to 59 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,543 4.9
60 to 64 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,106 4.0
65 to 74 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,772 9.1
75 to 84 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,006 9.6
85 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,992 3.8

Median age (years) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 42.6 (X)

18 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 40,873 78.1
Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18,308 35.0
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 22,565 43.1

21 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 39,610 75.7
62 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13,013 24.9
65 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11,770 22.5

Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,462 8.5
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7,308 14.0

RACE
One race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 51,700 98.8

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 48,707 93.0
Black or African American . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,857 3.5
American Indian and Alaska Native . . . . . . . . . . . 79 0.2
Asian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 514 1.0

Asian Indian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 90 0.2
Chinese . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 85 0.2
Filipino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 47 0.1
Japanese. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17 -
Korean . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 68 0.1
Vietnamese. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 82 0.2
Other Asian 1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 125 0.2

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander. . . . 10 -
Native Hawaiian. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 -
Guamanian or Chamorro . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 -
Samoan. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - -
Other Pacific Islander 2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 -

Some other race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 533 1.0
Two or more races . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 654 1.2

Race alone or in combination with one
or more other races: 3

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 49,281 94.1
Black or African American . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,062 3.9
American Indian and Alaska Native . . . . . . . . . . . . . 219 0.4
Asian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 677 1.3
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander. . . . . . 23 -
Some other race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 765 1.5

Subject Number Percent

HISPANIC OR LATINO AND RACE
Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 52,354 100.0

Hispanic or Latino (of any race) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,602 3.1
Mexican . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 103 0.2
Puerto Rican. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,123 2.1
Cuban . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 72 0.1
Other Hispanic or Latino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 304 0.6

Not Hispanic or Latino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 50,752 96.9
White alone. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 47,845 91.4

RELATIONSHIP
Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 52,354 100.0

In households. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 51,545 98.5
Householder . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 22,247 42.5
Spouse . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11,289 21.6
Child. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14,298 27.3

Own child under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10,768 20.6
Other relatives . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,773 3.4

Under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 508 1.0
Nonrelatives . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,938 3.7

Unmarried partner . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,053 2.0
In group quarters . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 809 1.5

Institutionalized population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 543 1.0
Noninstitutionalized population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 266 0.5

HOUSEHOLD BY TYPE
Total households. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 22,247 100.0

Family households (families). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14,324 64.4
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 5,940 26.7

Married-couple family . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11,289 50.7
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 4,412 19.8

Female householder, no husband present . . . . . 2,312 10.4
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 1,203 5.4

Nonfamily households . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7,923 35.6
Householder living alone . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,857 30.8

Householder 65 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,708 16.7

Households with individuals under 18 years . . . . . 6,326 28.4
Households with individuals 65 years and over . . 8,100 36.4

Average household size. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.32 (X)
Average family size. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.91 (X)

HOUSING OCCUPANCY
Total housing units. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 23,037 100.0

Occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 22,247 96.6
Vacant housing units. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 790 3.4

For seasonal, recreational, or
occasional use . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 127 0.6

Homeowner vacancy rate (percent). . . . . . . . . . . . . 1.0 (X)
Rental vacancy rate (percent). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5.2 (X)

HOUSING TENURE
Occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 22,247 100.0

Owner-occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17,635 79.3
Renter-occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,612 20.7

Average household size of owner-occupied units. 2.45 (X)
Average household size of renter-occupied units . 1.83 (X)

- Represents zero or rounds to zero. (X) Not applicable.
1 Other Asian alone, or two or more Asian categories.
2 Other Pacific Islander alone, or two or more Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander categories.
3 In combination with one or more of the other races listed. The six numbers may add to more than the total population and the six percentages

may add to more than 100 percent because individuals may report more than one race.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000.
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Table DP-1. Profile of General Demographic Characteristics: 2000
Geographic Area: Mendon town, Monroe County, New York

[For information on confidentiality protection, nonsampling error, and definitions, see text]

Subject Number Percent

Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8,370 100.0

SEX AND AGE
Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,079 48.7
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,291 51.3

Under 5 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 514 6.1
5 to 9 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 736 8.8
10 to 14 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 756 9.0
15 to 19 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 547 6.5
20 to 24 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 226 2.7
25 to 34 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 718 8.6
35 to 44 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,586 18.9
45 to 54 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,516 18.1
55 to 59 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 545 6.5
60 to 64 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 318 3.8
65 to 74 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 454 5.4
75 to 84 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 290 3.5
85 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 164 2.0

Median age (years) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 39.8 (X)

18 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,961 71.2
Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,839 33.9
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,122 37.3

21 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,765 68.9
62 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,091 13.0
65 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 908 10.8

Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 369 4.4
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 539 6.4

RACE
One race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8,325 99.5

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8,158 97.5
Black or African American . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 60 0.7
American Indian and Alaska Native . . . . . . . . . . . 6 0.1
Asian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 90 1.1

Asian Indian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 30 0.4
Chinese . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 24 0.3
Filipino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4 -
Japanese. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 -
Korean . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 21 0.3
Vietnamese. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 -
Other Asian 1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8 0.1

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander. . . . - -
Native Hawaiian. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - -
Guamanian or Chamorro . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - -
Samoan. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - -
Other Pacific Islander 2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - -

Some other race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11 0.1
Two or more races . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 45 0.5

Race alone or in combination with one
or more other races: 3

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8,203 98.0
Black or African American . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 67 0.8
American Indian and Alaska Native . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18 0.2
Asian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 106 1.3
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander. . . . . . - -
Some other race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 24 0.3

Subject Number Percent

HISPANIC OR LATINO AND RACE
Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8,370 100.0

Hispanic or Latino (of any race) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 80 1.0
Mexican . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13 0.2
Puerto Rican. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20 0.2
Cuban . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6 0.1
Other Hispanic or Latino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 41 0.5

Not Hispanic or Latino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8,290 99.0
White alone. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8,095 96.7

RELATIONSHIP
Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8,370 100.0

In households. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8,280 98.9
Householder . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,070 36.7
Spouse . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,075 24.8
Child. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,781 33.2

Own child under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,354 28.1
Other relatives . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 149 1.8

Under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 42 0.5
Nonrelatives . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 205 2.4

Unmarried partner . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 117 1.4
In group quarters . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 90 1.1

Institutionalized population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 -
Noninstitutionalized population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 88 1.1

HOUSEHOLD BY TYPE
Total households. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,070 100.0

Family households (families). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,350 76.5
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 1,205 39.3

Married-couple family . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,075 67.6
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 1,040 33.9

Female householder, no husband present . . . . . 202 6.6
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 129 4.2

Nonfamily households . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 720 23.5
Householder living alone . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 593 19.3

Householder 65 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . 260 8.5

Households with individuals under 18 years . . . . . 1,239 40.4
Households with individuals 65 years and over . . 617 20.1

Average household size. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.70 (X)
Average family size. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3.13 (X)

HOUSING OCCUPANCY
Total housing units. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,138 100.0

Occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,070 97.8
Vacant housing units. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 68 2.2

For seasonal, recreational, or
occasional use . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9 0.3

Homeowner vacancy rate (percent). . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.7 (X)
Rental vacancy rate (percent). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3.4 (X)

HOUSING TENURE
Occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,070 100.0

Owner-occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,559 83.4
Renter-occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 511 16.6

Average household size of owner-occupied units. 2.88 (X)
Average household size of renter-occupied units . 1.79 (X)

- Represents zero or rounds to zero. (X) Not applicable.
1 Other Asian alone, or two or more Asian categories.
2 Other Pacific Islander alone, or two or more Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander categories.
3 In combination with one or more of the other races listed. The six numbers may add to more than the total population and the six percentages

may add to more than 100 percent because individuals may report more than one race.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000.
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Table DP-1. Profile of General Demographic Characteristics: 2000
Geographic Area: Ogden town, Monroe County, New York

[For information on confidentiality protection, nonsampling error, and definitions, see text]

Subject Number Percent

Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18,492 100.0

SEX AND AGE
Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9,066 49.0
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9,426 51.0

Under 5 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,096 5.9
5 to 9 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,439 7.8
10 to 14 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,609 8.7
15 to 19 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,491 8.1
20 to 24 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,102 6.0
25 to 34 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,113 11.4
35 to 44 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,465 18.7
45 to 54 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,905 15.7
55 to 59 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 975 5.3
60 to 64 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 655 3.5
65 to 74 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 978 5.3
75 to 84 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 507 2.7
85 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 157 0.8

Median age (years) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 36.3 (X)

18 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13,357 72.2
Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,412 34.7
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,945 37.6

21 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12,585 68.1
62 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,998 10.8
65 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,642 8.9

Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 713 3.9
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 929 5.0

RACE
One race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18,333 99.1

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17,850 96.5
Black or African American . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 250 1.4
American Indian and Alaska Native . . . . . . . . . . . 39 0.2
Asian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 136 0.7

Asian Indian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 35 0.2
Chinese . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15 0.1
Filipino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8 -
Japanese. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4 -
Korean . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 51 0.3
Vietnamese. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14 0.1
Other Asian 1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9 -

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander. . . . 5 -
Native Hawaiian. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - -
Guamanian or Chamorro . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - -
Samoan. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 -
Other Pacific Islander 2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 -

Some other race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 53 0.3
Two or more races . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 159 0.9

Race alone or in combination with one
or more other races: 3

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18,003 97.4
Black or African American . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 293 1.6
American Indian and Alaska Native . . . . . . . . . . . . . 82 0.4
Asian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 182 1.0
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander. . . . . . 6 -
Some other race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 93 0.5

Subject Number Percent

HISPANIC OR LATINO AND RACE
Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18,492 100.0

Hispanic or Latino (of any race) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 253 1.4
Mexican . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 34 0.2
Puerto Rican. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 116 0.6
Cuban . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 29 0.2
Other Hispanic or Latino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 74 0.4

Not Hispanic or Latino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18,239 98.6
White alone. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17,663 95.5

RELATIONSHIP
Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18,492 100.0

In households. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18,170 98.3
Householder . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,527 35.3
Spouse . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,238 22.9
Child. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,244 33.8

Own child under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,872 26.3
Other relatives . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 537 2.9

Under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 196 1.1
Nonrelatives . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 624 3.4

Unmarried partner . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 308 1.7
In group quarters . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 322 1.7

Institutionalized population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 29 0.2
Noninstitutionalized population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 293 1.6

HOUSEHOLD BY TYPE
Total households. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,527 100.0

Family households (families). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,030 77.1
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 2,602 39.9

Married-couple family . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,238 64.9
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 2,144 32.8

Female householder, no husband present . . . . . 598 9.2
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 354 5.4

Nonfamily households . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,497 22.9
Householder living alone . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,199 18.4

Householder 65 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . 357 5.5

Households with individuals under 18 years . . . . . 2,744 42.0
Households with individuals 65 years and over . . 1,162 17.8

Average household size. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.78 (X)
Average family size. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3.19 (X)

HOUSING OCCUPANCY
Total housing units. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,740 100.0

Occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,527 96.8
Vacant housing units. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 213 3.2

For seasonal, recreational, or
occasional use . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 28 0.4

Homeowner vacancy rate (percent). . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.5 (X)
Rental vacancy rate (percent). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7.5 (X)

HOUSING TENURE
Occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,527 100.0

Owner-occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,209 79.8
Renter-occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,318 20.2

Average household size of owner-occupied units. 2.95 (X)
Average household size of renter-occupied units . 2.13 (X)

- Represents zero or rounds to zero. (X) Not applicable.
1 Other Asian alone, or two or more Asian categories.
2 Other Pacific Islander alone, or two or more Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander categories.
3 In combination with one or more of the other races listed. The six numbers may add to more than the total population and the six percentages

may add to more than 100 percent because individuals may report more than one race.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000.
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Table DP-1. Profile of General Demographic Characteristics: 2000
Geographic Area: Parma town, Monroe County, New York

[For information on confidentiality protection, nonsampling error, and definitions, see text]

Subject Number Percent

Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14,822 100.0

SEX AND AGE
Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7,368 49.7
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7,454 50.3

Under 5 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 927 6.3
5 to 9 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,180 8.0
10 to 14 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,352 9.1
15 to 19 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,104 7.4
20 to 24 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 616 4.2
25 to 34 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,615 10.9
35 to 44 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,867 19.3
45 to 54 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,230 15.0
55 to 59 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 860 5.8
60 to 64 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 582 3.9
65 to 74 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 760 5.1
75 to 84 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 542 3.7
85 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 187 1.3

Median age (years) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 37.4 (X)

18 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10,625 71.7
Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,215 35.2
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,410 36.5

21 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10,111 68.2
62 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,808 12.2
65 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,489 10.0

Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 632 4.3
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 857 5.8

RACE
One race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14,723 99.3

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14,389 97.1
Black or African American . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 191 1.3
American Indian and Alaska Native . . . . . . . . . . . 26 0.2
Asian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 77 0.5

Asian Indian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10 0.1
Chinese . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14 0.1
Filipino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 -
Japanese. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4 -
Korean . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 21 0.1
Vietnamese. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16 0.1
Other Asian 1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 -

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander. . . . 4 -
Native Hawaiian. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 -
Guamanian or Chamorro . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - -
Samoan. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 -
Other Pacific Islander 2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 -

Some other race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 36 0.2
Two or more races . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 99 0.7

Race alone or in combination with one
or more other races: 3

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14,484 97.7
Black or African American . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 222 1.5
American Indian and Alaska Native . . . . . . . . . . . . . 61 0.4
Asian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 95 0.6
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander. . . . . . 8 0.1
Some other race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 57 0.4

Subject Number Percent

HISPANIC OR LATINO AND RACE
Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14,822 100.0

Hispanic or Latino (of any race) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 166 1.1
Mexican . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 30 0.2
Puerto Rican. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 86 0.6
Cuban . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4 -
Other Hispanic or Latino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 46 0.3

Not Hispanic or Latino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14,656 98.9
White alone. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14,272 96.3

RELATIONSHIP
Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14,822 100.0

In households. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14,657 98.9
Householder . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,283 35.6
Spouse . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,388 22.9
Child. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,054 34.1

Own child under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,958 26.7
Other relatives . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 414 2.8

Under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 171 1.2
Nonrelatives . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 518 3.5

Unmarried partner . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 277 1.9
In group quarters . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 165 1.1

Institutionalized population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - -
Noninstitutionalized population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 165 1.1

HOUSEHOLD BY TYPE
Total households. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,283 100.0

Family households (families). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,030 76.3
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 2,044 38.7

Married-couple family . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,388 64.1
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 1,657 31.4

Female householder, no husband present . . . . . 443 8.4
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 272 5.1

Nonfamily households . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,253 23.7
Householder living alone . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 996 18.9

Householder 65 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . 330 6.2

Households with individuals under 18 years . . . . . 2,168 41.0
Households with individuals 65 years and over . . 982 18.6

Average household size. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.77 (X)
Average family size. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3.20 (X)

HOUSING OCCUPANCY
Total housing units. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,502 100.0

Occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,283 96.0
Vacant housing units. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 219 4.0

For seasonal, recreational, or
occasional use . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 55 1.0

Homeowner vacancy rate (percent). . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.9 (X)
Rental vacancy rate (percent). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8.8 (X)

HOUSING TENURE
Occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,283 100.0

Owner-occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,391 83.1
Renter-occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 892 16.9

Average household size of owner-occupied units. 2.88 (X)
Average household size of renter-occupied units . 2.24 (X)

- Represents zero or rounds to zero. (X) Not applicable.
1 Other Asian alone, or two or more Asian categories.
2 Other Pacific Islander alone, or two or more Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander categories.
3 In combination with one or more of the other races listed. The six numbers may add to more than the total population and the six percentages

may add to more than 100 percent because individuals may report more than one race.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000.
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Table DP-1. Profile of General Demographic Characteristics: 2000
Geographic Area: Penfield town, Monroe County, New York

[For information on confidentiality protection, nonsampling error, and definitions, see text]

Subject Number Percent

Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 34,645 100.0

SEX AND AGE
Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16,631 48.0
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18,014 52.0

Under 5 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,043 5.9
5 to 9 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,574 7.4
10 to 14 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,769 8.0
15 to 19 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,153 6.2
20 to 24 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,061 3.1
25 to 34 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,447 9.9
35 to 44 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,061 17.5
45 to 54 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,776 16.7
55 to 59 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,058 5.9
60 to 64 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,533 4.4
65 to 74 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,568 7.4
75 to 84 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,866 5.4
85 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 736 2.1

Median age (years) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 40.5 (X)

18 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25,696 74.2
Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12,078 34.9
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13,618 39.3

21 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 24,890 71.8
62 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,054 17.5
65 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,170 14.9

Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,163 6.2
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,007 8.7

RACE
One race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 34,326 99.1

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 32,386 93.5
Black or African American . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 732 2.1
American Indian and Alaska Native . . . . . . . . . . . 40 0.1
Asian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,057 3.1

Asian Indian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 321 0.9
Chinese . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 395 1.1
Filipino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 34 0.1
Japanese. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 28 0.1
Korean . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 106 0.3
Vietnamese. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 55 0.2
Other Asian 1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 118 0.3

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander. . . . 7 -
Native Hawaiian. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 -
Guamanian or Chamorro . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - -
Samoan. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - -
Other Pacific Islander 2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6 -

Some other race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 104 0.3
Two or more races . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 319 0.9

Race alone or in combination with one
or more other races: 3

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 32,672 94.3
Black or African American . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 814 2.3
American Indian and Alaska Native . . . . . . . . . . . . . 120 0.3
Asian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,176 3.4
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander. . . . . . 20 0.1
Some other race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 180 0.5

Subject Number Percent

HISPANIC OR LATINO AND RACE
Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 34,645 100.0

Hispanic or Latino (of any race) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 495 1.4
Mexican . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 74 0.2
Puerto Rican. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 212 0.6
Cuban . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 26 0.1
Other Hispanic or Latino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 183 0.5

Not Hispanic or Latino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 34,150 98.6
White alone. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 32,031 92.5

RELATIONSHIP
Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 34,645 100.0

In households. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 33,875 97.8
Householder . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13,144 37.9
Spouse . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8,331 24.0
Child. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10,608 30.6

Own child under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8,595 24.8
Other relatives . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 829 2.4

Under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 247 0.7
Nonrelatives . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 963 2.8

Unmarried partner . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 493 1.4
In group quarters . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 770 2.2

Institutionalized population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 464 1.3
Noninstitutionalized population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 306 0.9

HOUSEHOLD BY TYPE
Total households. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13,144 100.0

Family households (families). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9,635 73.3
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 4,589 34.9

Married-couple family . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8,331 63.4
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 3,879 29.5

Female householder, no husband present . . . . . 976 7.4
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 547 4.2

Nonfamily households . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,509 26.7
Householder living alone . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,937 22.3

Householder 65 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,112 8.5

Households with individuals under 18 years . . . . . 4,783 36.4
Households with individuals 65 years and over . . 3,237 24.6

Average household size. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.58 (X)
Average family size. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3.05 (X)

HOUSING OCCUPANCY
Total housing units. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13,673 100.0

Occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13,144 96.1
Vacant housing units. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 529 3.9

For seasonal, recreational, or
occasional use . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 33 0.2

Homeowner vacancy rate (percent). . . . . . . . . . . . . 1.1 (X)
Rental vacancy rate (percent). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10.6 (X)

HOUSING TENURE
Occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13,144 100.0

Owner-occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10,902 82.9
Renter-occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,242 17.1

Average household size of owner-occupied units. 2.70 (X)
Average household size of renter-occupied units . 1.97 (X)

- Represents zero or rounds to zero. (X) Not applicable.
1 Other Asian alone, or two or more Asian categories.
2 Other Pacific Islander alone, or two or more Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander categories.
3 In combination with one or more of the other races listed. The six numbers may add to more than the total population and the six percentages

may add to more than 100 percent because individuals may report more than one race.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000.
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Table DP-1. Profile of General Demographic Characteristics: 2000
Geographic Area: Perinton town, Monroe County, New York

[For information on confidentiality protection, nonsampling error, and definitions, see text]

Subject Number Percent

Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 46,090 100.0

SEX AND AGE
Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 22,220 48.2
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 23,870 51.8

Under 5 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,122 6.8
5 to 9 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,552 7.7
10 to 14 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,563 7.7
15 to 19 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,849 6.2
20 to 24 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,525 3.3
25 to 34 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,999 10.8
35 to 44 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8,156 17.7
45 to 54 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7,928 17.2
55 to 59 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,924 6.3
60 to 64 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,106 4.6
65 to 74 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,887 6.3
75 to 84 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,775 3.9
85 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 704 1.5

Median age (years) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 39.3 (X)

18 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 33,797 73.3
Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15,931 34.6
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17,866 38.8

21 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 32,685 70.9
62 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,547 14.2
65 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,366 11.6

Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,248 4.9
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,118 6.8

RACE
One race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 45,644 99.0

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 43,278 93.9
Black or African American . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 795 1.7
American Indian and Alaska Native . . . . . . . . . . . 50 0.1
Asian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,309 2.8

Asian Indian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 356 0.8
Chinese . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 388 0.8
Filipino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 24 0.1
Japanese. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 51 0.1
Korean . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 196 0.4
Vietnamese. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 99 0.2
Other Asian 1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 195 0.4

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander. . . . 3 -
Native Hawaiian. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - -
Guamanian or Chamorro . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 -
Samoan. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - -
Other Pacific Islander 2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 -

Some other race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 209 0.5
Two or more races . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 446 1.0

Race alone or in combination with one
or more other races: 3

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 43,674 94.8
Black or African American . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 941 2.0
American Indian and Alaska Native . . . . . . . . . . . . . 147 0.3
Asian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,479 3.2
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander. . . . . . 13 -
Some other race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 318 0.7

Subject Number Percent

HISPANIC OR LATINO AND RACE
Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 46,090 100.0

Hispanic or Latino (of any race) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 660 1.4
Mexican . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 116 0.3
Puerto Rican. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 221 0.5
Cuban . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 48 0.1
Other Hispanic or Latino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 275 0.6

Not Hispanic or Latino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 45,430 98.6
White alone. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 42,857 93.0

RELATIONSHIP
Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 46,090 100.0

In households. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 45,602 98.9
Householder . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17,591 38.2
Spouse . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11,324 24.6
Child. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14,451 31.4

Own child under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11,899 25.8
Other relatives . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 884 1.9

Under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 278 0.6
Nonrelatives . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,352 2.9

Unmarried partner . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 734 1.6
In group quarters . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 488 1.1

Institutionalized population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 406 0.9
Noninstitutionalized population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 82 0.2

HOUSEHOLD BY TYPE
Total households. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17,591 100.0

Family households (families). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12,963 73.7
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 6,400 36.4

Married-couple family . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11,324 64.4
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 5,465 31.1

Female householder, no husband present . . . . . 1,253 7.1
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 737 4.2

Nonfamily households . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,628 26.3
Householder living alone . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,821 21.7

Householder 65 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,324 7.5

Households with individuals under 18 years . . . . . 6,619 37.6
Households with individuals 65 years and over . . 3,598 20.5

Average household size. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.59 (X)
Average family size. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3.06 (X)

HOUSING OCCUPANCY
Total housing units. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18,041 100.0

Occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17,591 97.5
Vacant housing units. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 450 2.5

For seasonal, recreational, or
occasional use . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 57 0.3

Homeowner vacancy rate (percent). . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.6 (X)
Rental vacancy rate (percent). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4.2 (X)

HOUSING TENURE
Occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17,591 100.0

Owner-occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14,161 80.5
Renter-occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,430 19.5

Average household size of owner-occupied units. 2.74 (X)
Average household size of renter-occupied units . 1.99 (X)

- Represents zero or rounds to zero. (X) Not applicable.
1 Other Asian alone, or two or more Asian categories.
2 Other Pacific Islander alone, or two or more Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander categories.
3 In combination with one or more of the other races listed. The six numbers may add to more than the total population and the six percentages

may add to more than 100 percent because individuals may report more than one race.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000.
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Table DP-1. Profile of General Demographic Characteristics: 2000
Geographic Area: Pittsford town, Monroe County, New York

[For information on confidentiality protection, nonsampling error, and definitions, see text]

Subject Number Percent

Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 27,219 100.0

SEX AND AGE
Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12,709 46.7
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14,510 53.3

Under 5 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,585 5.8
5 to 9 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,033 7.5
10 to 14 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,108 7.7
15 to 19 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,386 8.8
20 to 24 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,345 4.9
25 to 34 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,794 6.6
35 to 44 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,219 15.5
45 to 54 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,445 16.3
55 to 59 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,782 6.5
60 to 64 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,196 4.4
65 to 74 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,229 8.2
75 to 84 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,471 5.4
85 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 626 2.3

Median age (years) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 40.9 (X)

18 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20,318 74.6
Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9,276 34.1
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11,042 40.6

21 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18,600 68.3
62 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,009 18.4
65 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,326 15.9

Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,789 6.6
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,537 9.3

RACE
One race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 27,009 99.2

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25,208 92.6
Black or African American . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 436 1.6
American Indian and Alaska Native . . . . . . . . . . . 23 0.1
Asian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,245 4.6

Asian Indian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 565 2.1
Chinese . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 307 1.1
Filipino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 24 0.1
Japanese. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 51 0.2
Korean . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 127 0.5
Vietnamese. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 26 0.1
Other Asian 1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 145 0.5

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander. . . . 5 -
Native Hawaiian. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 -
Guamanian or Chamorro . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 -
Samoan. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 -
Other Pacific Islander 2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - -

Some other race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 92 0.3
Two or more races . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 210 0.8

Race alone or in combination with one
or more other races: 3

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25,383 93.3
Black or African American . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 501 1.8
American Indian and Alaska Native . . . . . . . . . . . . . 68 0.2
Asian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,338 4.9
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander. . . . . . 9 -
Some other race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 145 0.5

Subject Number Percent

HISPANIC OR LATINO AND RACE
Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 27,219 100.0

Hispanic or Latino (of any race) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 353 1.3
Mexican . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 76 0.3
Puerto Rican. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 70 0.3
Cuban . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 43 0.2
Other Hispanic or Latino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 164 0.6

Not Hispanic or Latino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 26,866 98.7
White alone. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 24,974 91.8

RELATIONSHIP
Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 27,219 100.0

In households. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25,011 91.9
Householder . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9,448 34.7
Spouse . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,653 24.4
Child. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7,947 29.2

Own child under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,746 24.8
Other relatives . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 422 1.6

Under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 103 0.4
Nonrelatives . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 541 2.0

Unmarried partner . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 227 0.8
In group quarters . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,208 8.1

Institutionalized population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 310 1.1
Noninstitutionalized population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,898 7.0

HOUSEHOLD BY TYPE
Total households. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9,448 100.0

Family households (families). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7,341 77.7
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 3,508 37.1

Married-couple family . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,653 70.4
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 3,148 33.3

Female householder, no husband present . . . . . 521 5.5
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 281 3.0

Nonfamily households . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,107 22.3
Householder living alone . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,809 19.1

Householder 65 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . 901 9.5

Households with individuals under 18 years . . . . . 3,593 38.0
Households with individuals 65 years and over . . 2,639 27.9

Average household size. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.65 (X)
Average family size. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3.05 (X)

HOUSING OCCUPANCY
Total housing units. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9,709 100.0

Occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9,448 97.3
Vacant housing units. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 261 2.7

For seasonal, recreational, or
occasional use . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 62 0.6

Homeowner vacancy rate (percent). . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.6 (X)
Rental vacancy rate (percent). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4.4 (X)

HOUSING TENURE
Occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9,448 100.0

Owner-occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8,211 86.9
Renter-occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,237 13.1

Average household size of owner-occupied units. 2.77 (X)
Average household size of renter-occupied units . 1.84 (X)

- Represents zero or rounds to zero. (X) Not applicable.
1 Other Asian alone, or two or more Asian categories.
2 Other Pacific Islander alone, or two or more Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander categories.
3 In combination with one or more of the other races listed. The six numbers may add to more than the total population and the six percentages

may add to more than 100 percent because individuals may report more than one race.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000.
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Table DP-1. Profile of General Demographic Characteristics: 2000
Geographic Area: Riga town, Monroe County, New York

[For information on confidentiality protection, nonsampling error, and definitions, see text]

Subject Number Percent

Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,437 100.0

SEX AND AGE
Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,708 49.8
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,729 50.2

Under 5 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 325 6.0
5 to 9 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 445 8.2
10 to 14 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 498 9.2
15 to 19 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 387 7.1
20 to 24 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 212 3.9
25 to 34 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 599 11.0
35 to 44 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,057 19.4
45 to 54 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 916 16.8
55 to 59 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 276 5.1
60 to 64 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 201 3.7
65 to 74 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 298 5.5
75 to 84 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 178 3.3
85 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 45 0.8

Median age (years) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 37.5 (X)

18 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,900 71.7
Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,885 34.7
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,015 37.1

21 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,729 68.6
62 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 627 11.5
65 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 521 9.6

Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 215 4.0
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 306 5.6

RACE
One race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,382 99.0

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,288 97.3
Black or African American . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 39 0.7
American Indian and Alaska Native . . . . . . . . . . . 8 0.1
Asian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 40 0.7

Asian Indian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 -
Chinese . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6 0.1
Filipino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 0.1
Japanese. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 -
Korean . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 23 0.4
Vietnamese. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - -
Other Asian 1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4 0.1

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander. . . . 2 -
Native Hawaiian. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - -
Guamanian or Chamorro . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 -
Samoan. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - -
Other Pacific Islander 2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - -

Some other race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 0.1
Two or more races . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 55 1.0

Race alone or in combination with one
or more other races: 3

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,338 98.2
Black or African American . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 57 1.0
American Indian and Alaska Native . . . . . . . . . . . . . 32 0.6
Asian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 47 0.9
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander. . . . . . 2 -
Some other race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18 0.3

Subject Number Percent

HISPANIC OR LATINO AND RACE
Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,437 100.0

Hispanic or Latino (of any race) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 50 0.9
Mexican . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16 0.3
Puerto Rican. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 21 0.4
Cuban . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - -
Other Hispanic or Latino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13 0.2

Not Hispanic or Latino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,387 99.1
White alone. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,250 96.6

RELATIONSHIP
Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,437 100.0

In households. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,413 99.6
Householder . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,969 36.2
Spouse . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,278 23.5
Child. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,849 34.0

Own child under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,459 26.8
Other relatives . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 137 2.5

Under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 52 1.0
Nonrelatives . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 180 3.3

Unmarried partner . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 91 1.7
In group quarters . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 24 0.4

Institutionalized population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - -
Noninstitutionalized population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 24 0.4

HOUSEHOLD BY TYPE
Total households. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,969 100.0

Family households (families). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,518 77.1
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 770 39.1

Married-couple family . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,278 64.9
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 629 31.9

Female householder, no husband present . . . . . 179 9.1
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 105 5.3

Nonfamily households . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 451 22.9
Householder living alone . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 366 18.6

Householder 65 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . 149 7.6

Households with individuals under 18 years . . . . . 814 41.3
Households with individuals 65 years and over . . 391 19.9

Average household size. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.75 (X)
Average family size. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3.15 (X)

HOUSING OCCUPANCY
Total housing units. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,018 100.0

Occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,969 97.6
Vacant housing units. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 49 2.4

For seasonal, recreational, or
occasional use . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8 0.4

Homeowner vacancy rate (percent). . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.8 (X)
Rental vacancy rate (percent). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3.8 (X)

HOUSING TENURE
Occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,969 100.0

Owner-occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,766 89.7
Renter-occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 203 10.3

Average household size of owner-occupied units. 2.78 (X)
Average household size of renter-occupied units . 2.51 (X)

- Represents zero or rounds to zero. (X) Not applicable.
1 Other Asian alone, or two or more Asian categories.
2 Other Pacific Islander alone, or two or more Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander categories.
3 In combination with one or more of the other races listed. The six numbers may add to more than the total population and the six percentages

may add to more than 100 percent because individuals may report more than one race.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000.
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Table DP-1. Profile of General Demographic Characteristics: 2000
Geographic Area: Rush town, Monroe County, New York

[For information on confidentiality protection, nonsampling error, and definitions, see text]

Subject Number Percent

Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,603 100.0

SEX AND AGE
Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,962 54.5
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,641 45.5

Under 5 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 175 4.9
5 to 9 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 236 6.6
10 to 14 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 341 9.5
15 to 19 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 357 9.9
20 to 24 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 103 2.9
25 to 34 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 309 8.6
35 to 44 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 662 18.4
45 to 54 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 622 17.3
55 to 59 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 231 6.4
60 to 64 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 169 4.7
65 to 74 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 247 6.9
75 to 84 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 120 3.3
85 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 31 0.9

Median age (years) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 39.4 (X)

18 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,546 70.7
Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,273 35.3
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,273 35.3

21 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,474 68.7
62 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 497 13.8
65 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 398 11.0

Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 190 5.3
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 208 5.8

RACE
One race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,574 99.2

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,337 92.6
Black or African American . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 178 4.9
American Indian and Alaska Native . . . . . . . . . . . 13 0.4
Asian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 30 0.8

Asian Indian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 0.1
Chinese . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 0.2
Filipino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 -
Japanese. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 0.1
Korean . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11 0.3
Vietnamese. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 -
Other Asian 1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 0.1

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander. . . . - -
Native Hawaiian. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - -
Guamanian or Chamorro . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - -
Samoan. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - -
Other Pacific Islander 2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - -

Some other race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16 0.4
Two or more races . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 29 0.8

Race alone or in combination with one
or more other races: 3

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,364 93.4
Black or African American . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 189 5.2
American Indian and Alaska Native . . . . . . . . . . . . . 26 0.7
Asian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 36 1.0
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander. . . . . . - -
Some other race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 21 0.6

Subject Number Percent

HISPANIC OR LATINO AND RACE
Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,603 100.0

Hispanic or Latino (of any race) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 71 2.0
Mexican . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 0.1
Puerto Rican. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12 0.3
Cuban . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - -
Other Hispanic or Latino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 54 1.5

Not Hispanic or Latino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,532 98.0
White alone. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,288 91.3

RELATIONSHIP
Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,603 100.0

In households. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,319 92.1
Householder . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,268 35.2
Spouse . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 873 24.2
Child. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 949 26.3

Own child under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 764 21.2
Other relatives . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 113 3.1

Under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25 0.7
Nonrelatives . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 116 3.2

Unmarried partner . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 70 1.9
In group quarters . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 284 7.9

Institutionalized population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 256 7.1
Noninstitutionalized population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 28 0.8

HOUSEHOLD BY TYPE
Total households. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,268 100.0

Family households (families). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 996 78.5
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 409 32.3

Married-couple family . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 873 68.8
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 353 27.8

Female householder, no husband present . . . . . 81 6.4
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 37 2.9

Nonfamily households . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 272 21.5
Householder living alone . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 201 15.9

Householder 65 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . 75 5.9

Households with individuals under 18 years . . . . . 426 33.6
Households with individuals 65 years and over . . 283 22.3

Average household size. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.62 (X)
Average family size. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.94 (X)

HOUSING OCCUPANCY
Total housing units. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,300 100.0

Occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,268 97.5
Vacant housing units. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 32 2.5

For seasonal, recreational, or
occasional use . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 0.5

Homeowner vacancy rate (percent). . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.6 (X)
Rental vacancy rate (percent). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.2 (X)

HOUSING TENURE
Occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,268 100.0

Owner-occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,136 89.6
Renter-occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 132 10.4

Average household size of owner-occupied units. 2.67 (X)
Average household size of renter-occupied units . 2.19 (X)

- Represents zero or rounds to zero. (X) Not applicable.
1 Other Asian alone, or two or more Asian categories.
2 Other Pacific Islander alone, or two or more Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander categories.
3 In combination with one or more of the other races listed. The six numbers may add to more than the total population and the six percentages

may add to more than 100 percent because individuals may report more than one race.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000.
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Table DP-1. Profile of General Demographic Characteristics: 2000
Geographic Area: Sweden town, Monroe County, New York

[For information on confidentiality protection, nonsampling error, and definitions, see text]

Subject Number Percent

Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13,716 100.0

SEX AND AGE
Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,674 48.7
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7,042 51.3

Under 5 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 583 4.3
5 to 9 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 729 5.3
10 to 14 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 867 6.3
15 to 19 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,902 13.9
20 to 24 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,781 20.3
25 to 34 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,443 10.5
35 to 44 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,734 12.6
45 to 54 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,694 12.4
55 to 59 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 567 4.1
60 to 64 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 343 2.5
65 to 74 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 578 4.2
75 to 84 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 390 2.8
85 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 105 0.8

Median age (years) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25.0 (X)

18 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10,983 80.1
Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,305 38.7
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,678 41.4

21 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8,874 64.7
62 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,255 9.1
65 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,073 7.8

Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 440 3.2
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 633 4.6

RACE
One race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13,533 98.7

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12,699 92.6
Black or African American . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 510 3.7
American Indian and Alaska Native . . . . . . . . . . . 28 0.2
Asian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 142 1.0

Asian Indian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25 0.2
Chinese . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 42 0.3
Filipino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8 0.1
Japanese. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9 0.1
Korean . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 36 0.3
Vietnamese. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6 -
Other Asian 1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16 0.1

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander. . . . 8 0.1
Native Hawaiian. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 -
Guamanian or Chamorro . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 -
Samoan. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - -
Other Pacific Islander 2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 -

Some other race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 146 1.1
Two or more races . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 183 1.3

Race alone or in combination with one
or more other races: 3

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12,857 93.7
Black or African American . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 598 4.4
American Indian and Alaska Native . . . . . . . . . . . . . 76 0.6
Asian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 169 1.2
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander. . . . . . 18 0.1
Some other race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 190 1.4

Subject Number Percent

HISPANIC OR LATINO AND RACE
Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13,716 100.0

Hispanic or Latino (of any race) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 395 2.9
Mexican . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 164 1.2
Puerto Rican. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 133 1.0
Cuban . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9 0.1
Other Hispanic or Latino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 89 0.6

Not Hispanic or Latino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13,321 97.1
White alone. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12,494 91.1

RELATIONSHIP
Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13,716 100.0

In households. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11,534 84.1
Householder . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,581 33.4
Spouse . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,129 15.5
Child. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,257 23.7

Own child under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,548 18.6
Other relatives . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 306 2.2

Under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 104 0.8
Nonrelatives . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,261 9.2

Unmarried partner . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 305 2.2
In group quarters . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,182 15.9

Institutionalized population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - -
Noninstitutionalized population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,182 15.9

HOUSEHOLD BY TYPE
Total households. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,581 100.0

Family households (families). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,759 60.2
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 1,366 29.8

Married-couple family . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,129 46.5
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 979 21.4

Female householder, no husband present . . . . . 482 10.5
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 311 6.8

Nonfamily households . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,822 39.8
Householder living alone . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,214 26.5

Householder 65 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . 339 7.4

Households with individuals under 18 years . . . . . 1,450 31.7
Households with individuals 65 years and over . . 802 17.5

Average household size. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.52 (X)
Average family size. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3.06 (X)

HOUSING OCCUPANCY
Total housing units. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,843 100.0

Occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,581 94.6
Vacant housing units. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 262 5.4

For seasonal, recreational, or
occasional use . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16 0.3

Homeowner vacancy rate (percent). . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.6 (X)
Rental vacancy rate (percent). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7.8 (X)

HOUSING TENURE
Occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,581 100.0

Owner-occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,632 57.5
Renter-occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,949 42.5

Average household size of owner-occupied units. 2.78 (X)
Average household size of renter-occupied units . 2.16 (X)

- Represents zero or rounds to zero. (X) Not applicable.
1 Other Asian alone, or two or more Asian categories.
2 Other Pacific Islander alone, or two or more Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander categories.
3 In combination with one or more of the other races listed. The six numbers may add to more than the total population and the six percentages

may add to more than 100 percent because individuals may report more than one race.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000.
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Table DP-1. Profile of General Demographic Characteristics: 2000
Geographic Area: Webster town, Monroe County, New York

[For information on confidentiality protection, nonsampling error, and definitions, see text]

Subject Number Percent

Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 37,926 100.0

SEX AND AGE
Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18,473 48.7
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 19,453 51.3

Under 5 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,370 6.2
5 to 9 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,877 7.6
10 to 14 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,970 7.8
15 to 19 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,405 6.3
20 to 24 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,381 3.6
25 to 34 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,498 11.9
35 to 44 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,850 18.1
45 to 54 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,895 15.5
55 to 59 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,109 5.6
60 to 64 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,636 4.3
65 to 74 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,642 7.0
75 to 84 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,814 4.8
85 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 479 1.3

Median age (years) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 38.8 (X)

18 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 28,039 73.9
Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13,364 35.2
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14,675 38.7

21 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 27,031 71.3
62 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,875 15.5
65 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,935 13.0

Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,124 5.6
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,811 7.4

RACE
One race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 37,570 99.1

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 36,013 95.0
Black or African American . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 607 1.6
American Indian and Alaska Native . . . . . . . . . . . 37 0.1
Asian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 740 2.0

Asian Indian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 229 0.6
Chinese . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 180 0.5
Filipino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 32 0.1
Japanese. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 27 0.1
Korean . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 114 0.3
Vietnamese. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 50 0.1
Other Asian 1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 108 0.3

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander. . . . 1 -
Native Hawaiian. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 -
Guamanian or Chamorro . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - -
Samoan. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - -
Other Pacific Islander 2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - -

Some other race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 172 0.5
Two or more races . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 356 0.9

Race alone or in combination with one
or more other races: 3

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 36,321 95.8
Black or African American . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 731 1.9
American Indian and Alaska Native . . . . . . . . . . . . . 143 0.4
Asian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 854 2.3
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander. . . . . . 10 -
Some other race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 250 0.7

Subject Number Percent

HISPANIC OR LATINO AND RACE
Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 37,926 100.0

Hispanic or Latino (of any race) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 596 1.6
Mexican . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 84 0.2
Puerto Rican. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 288 0.8
Cuban . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 29 0.1
Other Hispanic or Latino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 195 0.5

Not Hispanic or Latino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 37,330 98.4
White alone. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 35,664 94.0

RELATIONSHIP
Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 37,926 100.0

In households. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 37,726 99.5
Householder . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14,750 38.9
Spouse . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9,076 23.9
Child. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11,913 31.4

Own child under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9,553 25.2
Other relatives . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 835 2.2

Under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 228 0.6
Nonrelatives . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,152 3.0

Unmarried partner . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 678 1.8
In group quarters . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 200 0.5

Institutionalized population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 71 0.2
Noninstitutionalized population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 129 0.3

HOUSEHOLD BY TYPE
Total households. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14,750 100.0

Family households (families). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10,674 72.4
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 5,104 34.6

Married-couple family . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9,076 61.5
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 4,143 28.1

Female householder, no husband present . . . . . 1,196 8.1
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 732 5.0

Nonfamily households . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,076 27.6
Householder living alone . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,413 23.1

Householder 65 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,334 9.0

Households with individuals under 18 years . . . . . 5,303 36.0
Households with individuals 65 years and over . . 3,515 23.8

Average household size. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.56 (X)
Average family size. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3.04 (X)

HOUSING OCCUPANCY
Total housing units. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15,218 100.0

Occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14,750 96.9
Vacant housing units. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 468 3.1

For seasonal, recreational, or
occasional use . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 54 0.4

Homeowner vacancy rate (percent). . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.8 (X)
Rental vacancy rate (percent). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4.5 (X)

HOUSING TENURE
Occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14,750 100.0

Owner-occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11,400 77.3
Renter-occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,350 22.7

Average household size of owner-occupied units. 2.74 (X)
Average household size of renter-occupied units . 1.95 (X)

- Represents zero or rounds to zero. (X) Not applicable.
1 Other Asian alone, or two or more Asian categories.
2 Other Pacific Islander alone, or two or more Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander categories.
3 In combination with one or more of the other races listed. The six numbers may add to more than the total population and the six percentages

may add to more than 100 percent because individuals may report more than one race.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000.
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Table DP-1. Profile of General Demographic Characteristics: 2000
Geographic Area: Wheatland town, Monroe County, New York

[For information on confidentiality protection, nonsampling error, and definitions, see text]

Subject Number Percent

Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,149 100.0

SEX AND AGE
Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,498 48.5
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,651 51.5

Under 5 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 311 6.0
5 to 9 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 360 7.0
10 to 14 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 445 8.6
15 to 19 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 338 6.6
20 to 24 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 291 5.7
25 to 34 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 649 12.6
35 to 44 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 912 17.7
45 to 54 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 784 15.2
55 to 59 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 266 5.2
60 to 64 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 200 3.9
65 to 74 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 342 6.6
75 to 84 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 201 3.9
85 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 50 1.0

Median age (years) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 37.0 (X)

18 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,787 73.5
Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,811 35.2
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,976 38.4

21 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,647 70.8
62 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 721 14.0
65 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 593 11.5

Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 250 4.9
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 343 6.7

RACE
One race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,102 99.1

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,788 93.0
Black or African American . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 207 4.0
American Indian and Alaska Native . . . . . . . . . . . 20 0.4
Asian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 42 0.8

Asian Indian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6 0.1
Chinese . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 0.1
Filipino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4 0.1
Japanese. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 -
Korean . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20 0.4
Vietnamese. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - -
Other Asian 1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 0.1

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander. . . . 3 0.1
Native Hawaiian. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - -
Guamanian or Chamorro . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - -
Samoan. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - -
Other Pacific Islander 2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 0.1

Some other race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 42 0.8
Two or more races . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 47 0.9

Race alone or in combination with one
or more other races: 3

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,832 93.8
Black or African American . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 232 4.5
American Indian and Alaska Native . . . . . . . . . . . . . 36 0.7
Asian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 48 0.9
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander. . . . . . 3 0.1
Some other race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 53 1.0

Subject Number Percent

HISPANIC OR LATINO AND RACE
Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,149 100.0

Hispanic or Latino (of any race) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 112 2.2
Mexican . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 19 0.4
Puerto Rican. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 67 1.3
Cuban . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4 0.1
Other Hispanic or Latino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 22 0.4

Not Hispanic or Latino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,037 97.8
White alone. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,729 91.8

RELATIONSHIP
Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,149 100.0

In households. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,130 99.6
Householder . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,011 39.1
Spouse . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,159 22.5
Child. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,597 31.0

Own child under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,278 24.8
Other relatives . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 131 2.5

Under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 57 1.1
Nonrelatives . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 232 4.5

Unmarried partner . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 107 2.1
In group quarters . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 19 0.4

Institutionalized population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - -
Noninstitutionalized population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 19 0.4

HOUSEHOLD BY TYPE
Total households. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,011 100.0

Family households (families). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,426 70.9
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 664 33.0

Married-couple family . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,159 57.6
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 488 24.3

Female householder, no husband present . . . . . 197 9.8
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 126 6.3

Nonfamily households . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 585 29.1
Householder living alone . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 453 22.5

Householder 65 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . 157 7.8

Households with individuals under 18 years . . . . . 700 34.8
Households with individuals 65 years and over . . 431 21.4

Average household size. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.55 (X)
Average family size. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3.02 (X)

HOUSING OCCUPANCY
Total housing units. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,093 100.0

Occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,011 96.1
Vacant housing units. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 82 3.9

For seasonal, recreational, or
occasional use . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16 0.8

Homeowner vacancy rate (percent). . . . . . . . . . . . . 1.0 (X)
Rental vacancy rate (percent). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4.9 (X)

HOUSING TENURE
Occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,011 100.0

Owner-occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,403 69.8
Renter-occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 608 30.2

Average household size of owner-occupied units. 2.68 (X)
Average household size of renter-occupied units . 2.25 (X)

- Represents zero or rounds to zero. (X) Not applicable.
1 Other Asian alone, or two or more Asian categories.
2 Other Pacific Islander alone, or two or more Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander categories.
3 In combination with one or more of the other races listed. The six numbers may add to more than the total population and the six percentages

may add to more than 100 percent because individuals may report more than one race.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000.
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DP-1. Profile of General Demographic Characteristics:  2000 
Data Set: Census 2000 Summary File 1 (SF 1) 100-Percent Data 
Geographic Area: Rochester city, New York 

NOTE: For information on confidentiality protection, nonsampling error, definitions, and count corrections see 
http://factfinder.census.gov/home/en/datanotes/expsf1u.htm.  

  
Total population 219,773 100.0 

    
SEX AND AGE    
Male 105,083 47.8 
Female 114,690 52.2 

    
Under 5 years 17,227 7.8 
5 to 9 years 18,733 8.5 
10 to 14 years 17,233 7.8 
15 to 19 years 15,699 7.1 
20 to 24 years 18,432 8.4 
25 to 34 years 37,652 17.1 
35 to 44 years 33,057 15.0 
45 to 54 years 25,014 11.4 
55 to 59 years 8,395 3.8 
60 to 64 years 6,354 2.9 
65 to 74 years 9,992 4.5 
75 to 84 years 8,179 3.7 
85 years and over 3,806 1.7 

    
Median age (years) 30.8 (X) 

    
18 years and over 158,038 71.9 

Male 73,663 33.5 
Female 84,375 38.4 

21 years and over 147,330 67.0 
62 years and over 25,625 11.7 
65 years and over 21,977 10.0 

Male 8,206 3.7 
Female 13,771 6.3 

    
RACE    
One race 211,410 96.2 

White 106,161 48.3 
Black or African American 84,717 38.5 
American Indian and Alaska Native 1,033 0.5 
Asian 4,943 2.2 

Asian Indian 670 0.3 
Chinese 919 0.4 
Filipino 195 0.1 
Japanese 169 0.1 
Korean 399 0.2 
Vietnamese 1,248 0.6 
Other Asian 1 1,343 0.6 

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander 104 0.0 
Native Hawaiian 20 0.0 
Guamanian or Chamorro 13 0.0 
Samoan 35 0.0 
Other Pacific Islander 2 36 0.0 

Some other race 14,452 6.6 
Two or more races 8,363 3.8 

    
Race alone or in combination with one or more other races 3    
White 111,891 50.9 
Black or African American 89,411 40.7 
American Indian and Alaska Native 2,750 1.3 

 
Subject Number Percent 
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Asian 5,994 2.7 
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander 390 0.2 
Some other race 18,375 8.4 

    
HISPANIC OR LATINO AND RACE    

Total population 219,773 100.0 
Hispanic or Latino (of any race) 28,032 12.8 

Mexican 851 0.4 
Puerto Rican 21,897 10.0 
Cuban 1,177 0.5 
Other Hispanic or Latino 4,107 1.9 

Not Hispanic or Latino 191,741 87.2 
White alone 97,395 44.3 

    
RELATIONSHIP    

Total population 219,773 100.0 
In households 210,351 95.7 

Householder 88,999 40.5 
Spouse 22,298 10.1 
Child 66,972 30.5 

Own child under 18 years 53,010 24.1 
Other relatives 13,902 6.3 

Under 18 years 6,810 3.1 
Nonrelatives 18,180 8.3 

Unmarried partner 7,622 3.5 
In group quarters 9,422 4.3 

Institutionalized population 3,991 1.8 
Noninstitutionalized population 5,431 2.5 

    
HOUSEHOLDS BY TYPE    

Total households 88,999 100.0 
Family households (families) 47,165 53.0 

With own children under 18 years 26,733 30.0 
Married-couple family 22,298 25.1 

With own children under 18 years 10,042 11.3 
Female householder, no husband present 20,713 23.3 

With own children under 18 years 14,583 16.4 
Nonfamily households 41,834 47.0 

Householder living alone 32,994 37.1 
Householder 65 years and over 8,159 9.2 

    
Households with individuals under 18 years 30,191 33.9 
Households with individuals 65 years and over 15,807 17.8 

    
Average household size 2.36 (X) 
Average family size 3.19 (X) 

    
HOUSING OCCUPANCY    

Total housing units 99,789 100.0 
Occupied housing units 88,999 89.2 
Vacant housing units 10,790 10.8 

For seasonal, recreational, or occasional use 218 0.2 
    

Homeowner vacancy rate (percent) 3.8 (X) 
Rental vacancy rate (percent) 9.0 (X) 

    
HOUSING TENURE    

Occupied housing units 88,999 100.0 
Owner-occupied housing units 35,747 40.2 
Renter-occupied housing units 53,252 59.8 

    
Average household size of owner-occupied unit 2.54 (X) 
Average household size of renter-occupied unit 2.24 (X) 

 
Subject Number Percent 

(X) Not applicable 
1 Other Asian alone, or two or more Asian categories. 
2 Other Pacific Islander alone, or two or more Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander categories. 
3 In combination with one or more other races listed. The six numbers may add to more than the total population and the six 
percentages may add to more than 100 percent because individuals may report more than one race. 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000 Summary File 1, Matrices P1, P3, P4, P8, P9, P12, P13, P,17, P18, P19, P20, 
P23, P27, P28, P33, PCT5, PCT8, PCT11, PCT15, H1, H3, H4, H5, H11, and H12. 
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CENSUS TRANSPORTATION PLANNING PACKAGE (CTPP 2000)

Table 1. Profile of Selected 1990 and 2000 Characteristics

Geographic Area: Monroe County, New York

Subject
1990 Census Census 2000 Change 1990 to 2000

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

POPULATION
Total population .............................................. 713,968 100.0 735,343 100.0 21,375 3.0

In households ........................................................... 691,389 96.8 708,772 96.4 17,383 2.5
In group quarters ...................................................... 22,579 3.2 26,571 3.6 3,992 17.7

HOUSEHOLD SIZE
Total households ........................................... 272,193 100.0 286,820 100.0 14,627 5.4

1-person household .................................................. 70,575 25.9 82,006 28.6 11,431 16.2
2-person household .................................................. 86,771 31.9 92,247 32.2 5,476 6.3
3-person household .................................................. 46,794 17.2 45,246 15.8 -1,548 -3.3
4-person household .................................................. 41,902 15.4 40,925 14.3 -977 -2.3
5-or-more-person household .................................... 26,151 9.6 26,396 9.2 245 0.9
Mean number of persons per household .................. 2.54 (X) 2.47 (X) -0.07 (X)

VEHICLES AVAILABLE 1

Total households ........................................... 272,193 100.0 286,820 100.0 14,627 5.4
No vehicle available .................................................. 33,480 12.3 32,753 11.4 -727 -2.2
1 vehicle available .................................................... 93,585 34.4 103,478 36.1 9,893 10.6
2 vehicles available .................................................. 104,758 38.5 113,456 39.6 8,698 8.3
3 vehicles available .................................................. 29,866 11.0 27,994 9.8 -1,872 -6.3
4 vehicles available .................................................. 8,121 3.0 7,016 2.4 -1,105 -13.6
5 or more vehicles available ..................................... 2,383 0.9 2,123 0.7 -260 -10.9
Mean vehicles per household ................................... 1.61 (X) 1.58 (X) -0.03 (X)

WORKERS BY SEX1

Workers 16 years and over ......................... 347,088 100.0  345,020 100.0 -2,068 -0.6
Male .......................................................................... 184,380 53.1  177,005 51.3 -7,375 -4.0
Female ...................................................................... 162,708 46.9  168,015 48.7 5,307 3.3

MEANS OF TRANSPORTATION TO WORK
Workers 16 years and over ......................... 347,088 100.0 345,019 100.0 -2,069 -0.6

Drove alone ............................................................. 270,083 77.8 283,062 82.0 12,979 4.8
Carpooled ................................................................. 37,564 10.8 29,022 8.4 -8,542 -22.7
Public transportation (including taxicab) ................... 14,765 4.3 9,421 2.7 -5,344 -36.2
Bicycle or walked ...................................................... 15,765 4.5 12,314 3.6 -3,451 -21.9
Motorcycle or other means ....................................... 1,508 0.4 1,793 0.5 285 18.9
Worked at home ....................................................... 7,403 2.1 9,407 2.7 2,004 27.1

TRAVEL TIME TO WORK
Workers who did not work at home ......... 339,685 100.0 335,612 100.0 -4,073 -1.2

Less than 5 minutes ................................................. 9,918 2.9 10,147 3.0 229 2.3
5 to 9 minutes ........................................................... 39,599 11.7 38,803 11.6 -796 -2.0
10 to 14 minutes ....................................................... 61,312 18.0 61,568 18.3 256 0.4
15 to 19 minutes ....................................................... 72,440 21.3 69,554 20.7 -2,886 -4.0
20 to 29 minutes ....................................................... 94,802 27.9 95,812 28.5 1,010 1.1
30 to 44 minutes ....................................................... 47,349 13.9 43,484 13.0 -3,865 -8.2
45 or more minutes ................................................... 14,265 4.2 16,244 4.8 1,979 13.9
Mean travel time to work (minutes) .......................... 18.7 (X) 19.6 (X) 1.0 (X)

TIME LEAVING HOME TO GO TO WORK
Workers who did not work at home ......... 339,685 100.0 335,612 100.0 -4,073 -1.2

5:00 a.m. to 6:59 a.m. ............................................... 82,654 24.3 78,507 23.4 -4,147 -5.0
7:00 a.m. to 7:59 a.m. ............................................... 109,313 32.2 108,931 32.5 -382 -0.3
8:00 a.m. to 8:59 a.m. ............................................... 64,739 19.1 62,480 18.6 -2,259 -3.5
9:00 a.m. to 9:59 a.m. ............................................... 18,214 5.4 19,376 5.8 1,162 6.4
10:00 a.m. to 11:59 a.m. ........................................... 10,795 3.2 11,196 3.3 401 3.7
12:00 p.m. to 11:59 p.m. ........................................... 49,089 14.5 47,620 14.2 -1,469 -3.0
12:00 a.m. to 4:59 a.m. ............................................. 4,881 1.4 7,502 2.2 2,621 53.7

1 See the entry for this item in the Technical Notes in the root directory or state subdirectories (filename: tech_notes.txt).
(X) Not applicable.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. Census of Population and Housing, 1990 and 2000 long-form (sample) data.



CENSUS TRANSPORTATION PLANNING PACKAGE (CTPP 2000)

Table 2. Profile of Selected 2000 Characteristics

Geographic Area: Monroe County, New York

Subject
Census 2000

Number Percent

POPULATION BY AGE
Total population .............................................. 735,343 100.0

Under 16 years ..................................................... 167,612 22.8
16 to 20 years ....................................................... 52,443 7.1
21 to 24 years ....................................................... 37,331 5.1
25 to 44 years ....................................................... 216,031 29.4
45 to 64 years ....................................................... 166,227 22.6
65 years and over ................................................. 95,699 13.0
Mean age (years) ................................................. 36.4 (X)

HOUSEHOLD INCOME IN 19991
Total households ............................................ 286,820 100.0

Less than $15,000 ................................................ 42,751 14.9
$15,000 to 19,999 ................................................. 17,651 6.2
$20,000 to 24,999 ................................................. 17,549 6.1
$25,000 to 49,999 ................................................. 79,826 27.8
$50,000 to 74,999 ................................................. 57,480 20.0
$75,000 to 99,999 ................................................. 34,109 11.9
$100,000 or more ................................................. 37,454 13.1
Mean household income (dollars) ........................ 57,694 (X)
Median household income (dollars) ...................... 44,891 (X)

Household Size by Vehicles Available 1

Household Size
Mean

vehicles per
household

Vehicles available

Total
households No vehicle 1 vehicle 2 vehicles 3 vehicles 4 or more

vehicles

Total households ............................................... 1.58 286,820 32,755 103,480 113,455 27,995 9,140
Row percent ......................................................... (X) 100.0 11.4 36.1 39.6 9.8 3.2
Column percent .................................................... (X) 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

1-person household .......................................... 0.88 82,005 18,785 55,945 6,190 685 400
Row percent ......................................................... (X) 100.0 22.9 68.2 7.5 0.8 0.5
Column percent .................................................... (X) 28.6 57.4 54.1 5.5 2.4 4.4

2-person household .......................................... 1.69 92,245 6,035 26,735 51,330 6,680 1,465
Row percent ......................................................... (X) 100.0 6.5 29.0 55.6 7.2 1.6
Column percent .................................................... (X) 32.2 18.4 25.8 45.2 23.9 16.0

3-person household .......................................... 1.91 45,245 3,645 10,170 20,405 9,165 1,860
Row percent ......................................................... (X) 100.0 8.1 22.5 45.1 20.3 4.1
Column percent .................................................... (X) 15.8 11.1 9.8 18.0 32.7 20.4

4-or-more-person household ......................... 2.07 67,320 4,285 10,630 35,530 11,460 5,415
Row percent ......................................................... (X) 100.0 6.4 15.8 52.8 17.0 8.0
Column percent .................................................... (X) 23.5 13.1 10.3 31.3 40.9 59.2

Means of Transportation to Work by Travel Time to Work 1

Means of Transportation
Mean travel
time to work

(minutes)

Travel time to work

Workers
who did not

work at
home

Less than
10 minutes

10 to 19
minutes

20 to 29
minutes

30 to 44
minutes

45 or more
minutes

Workers who did not work at home ............. 19.6 335,610 48,950 131,120 95,810 43,485 16,245
Row percent ......................................................... (X) 100.0 14.6 39.1 28.5 13.0 4.8
Column percent .................................................... (X) 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Drove alone ......................................................... 19.3 283,060 38,080 112,695 85,630 35,910 10,750
Row percent ......................................................... (X) 100.0 13.5 39.8 30.3 12.7 3.8
Column percent .................................................... (X) 84.3 77.8 85.9 89.4 82.6 66.2

Carpooled ............................................................. 19.3 29,020 4,610 11,780 7,045 4,025 1,565
Row percent ......................................................... (X) 100.0 15.9 40.6 24.3 13.9 5.4
Column percent .................................................... (X) 8.6 9.4 9.0 7.4 9.3 9.6

Public transportation (including taxicab) ... 36.7 9,420 275 1,765 1,585 2,750 3,040
Row percent ......................................................... (X) 100.0 2.9 18.7 16.8 29.2 32.3
Column percent .................................................... (X) 2.8 0.6 1.3 1.7 6.3 18.7

Bicycle or walked ............................................... 12.9 12,315 5,655 4,230 1,305 620 505
Row percent ......................................................... (X) 100.0 45.9 34.3 10.6 5.0 4.1
Column percent .................................................... (X) 3.7 11.6 3.2 1.4 1.4 3.1

Motorcycle or other means ............................. 39.3 1,795 330 655 250 175 385
Row percent ......................................................... (X) 100.0 18.4 36.5 13.9 9.7 21.4
Column percent .................................................... (X) 0.5 0.7 0.5 0.3 0.4 2.4

1 See the entry for this item in the Technical Notes in the root directory or state subdirectories (filename: tech_notes.txt).
(X) Not applicable.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. Census of Population and Housing, 1990 and 2000 long-form (sample) data.
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STATEMENT OF PURPOSE 

Statement of Purpose 
 

The purpose of the Regional Cooperation Study is threefold.  First, the study 
benchmarks how the Dayton region compares, in various statistical indicators, to ten 
other regions in the United States.  The regions were chosen to include ones that the 
Dayton region admires or competes with or both.  The other ten regions are: 

1. Birmingham 
2. Cincinnati 
3. Cleveland 
4. Grand Rapids 
5. Hartford 
6. Kansas City 
7. Louisville 
8. Pittsburgh 
9. Portland 
10. Rochester 
 

 
Second, the study examines how public, private, and civic leaders and individual 

citizens are fostering cooperating across their regions.  Finally, the study examines 
possible correlations among prosperity, disparity, and growth patterns statistics and 
regional cooperation. 
 
 The report is broken into two sections.  The first section is a multi-region analysis 
across the 11 regions.  It ranks the regions on various indices and indicates how each 
index related to other indices.  The second section presents individual reports on each of 
the regions, describing regional cooperation groups and activities and presenting the 
statistical profile of the region. 
 
 In most cases, the indices described for each region are used in the analysis across 
all regions.  However, there are two exceptions: 
 

• Crime rates are examined from 2001 to 2002 for each region.  While this is 
valid for an individual region, comparing regions can be misleading, due to 
varying practices of reporting crimes as well as varying sizes and philosophies 
of police forces from region to region. 

 
• Urban densities are omitted from the multi-region analysis because the 

definition of urbanized area changed from 1990 to 2000.  The impact of this 
change in definition was not determined in this study. 

 

Birmingham

Kansas City

Cleveland

Cincinnati
Dayton

Hartford

Louisville

Grand Rapids

Pittsburgh

Portland

Rochester



DEFINITIONS 
 
MSA:  “…core area containing a substantial population nucleus, together with adjacent 
communities having a high degree of social and economic integration with that core. 
Metropolitan and micropolitan statistical areas comprise one or more entire counties.”  
 
Main City: 
The city in the subject Metropolitan Statistical Area with the largest population. 
 
Main County: 
The county in the subject Metropolitan Statistical Area with the largest population. 
 
Balance of MSA: 
The total population of the MSA outside the main city and/or the main county. 
 
Inmigrants from Abroad Index: 
The number of immigrants from abroad divided by the number of all immigrants to the MSA, 
with the dividend then multiplied by 100. 
 
Main City-MSA Affordability Disparity Index: 
The percent of housing units in the main city where housing costs are 35% or more of household 
income divided by the percent of housing units in the MSA where housing costs are 35% or more 
of household income. 
 
Main City-Balance of MSA Affordability Disparity Index: 
The percent of housing units in the main city where housing costs are 35% or more of household 
income divided by the percent of housing units in the balance of the MSA where housing costs 
are 35% or more of household income. 
 
Main City-MSA Per Capita Income Disparity Index: 
The per capita income of the main city divided by the per capita income of the entire MSA. 
 
MSA-USA Per Capita Income Disparity Index: 
The per capita income of the entire MSA divided by the per capita income of the entire USA. 
 
MSA-USA Household Income Disparity Index: 
The median household income of the entire MSA divided by the median household income of the 
entire USA. 
 
MSA-USA Average-Wage-Per-Job Disparity Index: 
The average-wage-per-job of the entire MSA divided by the average-wage-per-job of the entire 
USA. 
 
Cost of Doing Business Index: 
The cost of doing business in the MSA related to the average cost of doing business in the USA.  
The average cost of doing business for the USA is expressed as 100. 
 
Cost of Living Index: 
The cost of living in the MSA related to the average cost of living in the USA.  The average cost 
of living for the USA is expressed as 100. 
 



 
DATA SOURCES 

 
The source of all data is the US Census Bureau except as noted below: 
 

 The MSA Index – Share of Homes Affordable for Median Income data are from the 
National Association of Homebuilders, Housing Affordability Index. 

 
 The Average-Wage-Per-Job data are from US Department of Commerce, Bureau of 

Economic Analysis, Regional Economic Accounts. 
 

 The Industry of Employed data are from US Department of Commerce, Bureau of 
Economic Analysis, Regional Economic Information System. 

 
 The Cost of Doing Business Index data are from economy.com, Inc. 

 
 Export data are from US Department of Commerce, International Trade Administration, 

Office of Trade and Economic Analysis, "Export Sales of US Metropolitan Areas.” 
 

 The Gross Metro Product data are from economy.com, Inc and Global Insight, Inc., US 
Conference of Mayors Metro Economic Report, July 2003. 

 
 Cost of Living data are from the ACCRA Cost of Living Index. 

 
 Utility Patent Grants data are from CHI Research, Inc. 

 
 School Free Lunch data are from US Department of Education, Institute of Education 

Sciences, National Center for Education Studies. 
 

 Crime data are from the Federal Bureau of Investigation Uniform Crime Reports. 
 

 Air Quality data are from the US Environmental Protection Agency. 
 

 Racial Dissimilarity Index Information is from Lewis Mumford Center for Comparative 
Urban and Region Research. 

 
 



 

  

General Information on Regions Surveyed 
 
 

 Birmingham Cincinnati Cleveland Dayton Grand Rapids Hartford
Area (Sq Mi)         3,187      3,342      2,707    1,683              2,758      1,677 

Density (Persons per Sq Mi) 289 493 832 565 395 705
Number of Counties 4 11 6 4 4 6

Number of Municipalities 70 130 117 55 41 4
2000 Population MSA 921,106 1,646,359 2,550,871 950,558 1,088,514 1,183,110

  
1990-2000 Total MSA Population 

Growth 9.6% 7.9% 2.2% -0.1% 16.1% 2.2%
% Change Central City -8.6% -9.2% -5.4% -8.7% 4.6% -13.0%

% Change Central County 1.6% -2.4% 1.3% -2.6% 14.7% 0.6%
% Change Balance of MSA 18.1% 13.2% 4.5% 2.0% 19.0% 4.3%

 Kansas City Louisville Pittsburgh Portland Rochester
Area (Sq Mi)      5,406      2,072             4,626       5,028           3,426 

Density (Persons per Sq Mi) 329 495 510 382 321
Number of Counties 11 7 6 6 6

Number of Municipalities 142 127 240 58 51
2000 Population MSA 1,776,062 1,025,598 2,358,695 1,919,009 1,098,201

  
1990-2000 Total MSA Population 

Growth 12.2% 8.1% -1.5% 26.6% 3.4%
% Change Central City 1.4% -4.7% -9.5% 20.9% -5.1%

% Change Central County 3.4% 4.3% -4.1% 13.1% 3.0%
% Change Balance of MSA 16.3% 13.2% 0.0% 28.8% 5.7%



 

INTRODUCTIONARY TEXT 

Individual Summary Introduction 
 
 
 

The following pages include charts and graphs summarizing each of the eleven 
Metropolitan Statistical Areas in the study. Each of the charts are color coded, by what 
regional is being described and whether or not the trend is a positive or negative one. The 
colors are as follows: 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Orange: Main City with a Negative Trend 

Blue: Entire MSA with a Positive Trend 

Green: Main City with a Positive Trend 

Red: Entire MSA with a Negative Trend 
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ROCHESTER Metro Area 

Rochester, New York 
Regional Cooperation 

 
 
 The RUMP Group, the CEO group in the Rochester region, has served as a 
catalyst for regional cooperation since 1997.    It provides seed funding and personal 
involvement to address regional challenges, while simultaneously building the regional 
cooperation capacity of other organizations, such as the Monroe County Council of 
Governments and the Center for Government Research.  During the same time period, the 
Greater Rochester Chamber of Commerce and Industrial Management Council 
consolidated into the Rochester Business Alliance.  Moreover, the Genesee/Finger Lakes 
Regional Planning Council and the Genesee Transportation Council relocated their 
offices to the same floor of the same building, facilitating the coordination of 
transportation and economic development planning.  However, both Monroe County and 
the City of Rochester have created water and sports authorities.  
 

This individual regional report presents key regional organizations and activities.  
The website and founding date for each regional organization are provided in the 
parenthesis at the end of its description. 
 

• The RUMP Group 
 
The RUMP Group was initiated in 1997 by two CEOs  --  John “Dutch” Summers 

and Dr. Jay Stein.  Each of them invited 9 other CEOs to form a group to “help bring 
consensus around solutions to major public-policy challenges”.  Most of the CEOS 
invited came from smaller businesses, universities, and non-profit organizations, but the 
larger ones, such Kodak and Bausch and Lomb, were also invited.  All invitees accepted 
and participation has since been limited to the original 20 CEOs. 

 
The RUMP Group is a non-profit organization that believes it “will get its 

payback when the Greater Rochester community coalesces to solve some of the 
heretofore seemingly insolvable problems it faces.  We as individuals, and the businesses 
we lead, will benefit in the sense that a rising tide lifts all boats, and to the degree that our 
vision is fulfilled.” 
 

The RUMP Group has divided into working groups to address 16 projects, five of 
which have been assigned high priority: 
 

- Improving, consolidating, or outsourcing three local government services   
--  insurance, water, and fire services  --  in collaboration with Monroe 
County Council of Governments 

- Streamlining economic development retention and recruitment, including 
promoting a one-stop marketing approach through the Greater Rochester 
Enterprise 

- Providing ongoing communication to the community on opportunities 
found and progress achieved 
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ROCHESTER Metro Area 

 
The working groups investigate opportunities for cooperation, especially 

encouraging talented people who are currently working alone to work together.  The 
working groups act as champions for the opportunities and collectively finance studies, 
workshops, and campaigns to advance them.  Each working group provides its own 
logistical and financial support.  The members of the RUMP Group meet monthly to 
share progress and chart future activities.  The UMP Group has retained the Center for 
Government Research to support its working groups.   

 
For example, the RUMP Group co-sponsored a study, entitled “Cooperate, 

Collaborate, Consolidate”, to “inform and update the public about opportunities to make 
government more effective and efficient through cooperation, collaboration, and/or 
consolidation”, with the Monroe County Council of Governments.  The RUMP Group 
and the COG identified a number of opportunities and selected three for priority 
consideration  --  consolidating Rochester and Monroe County water service, purchasing 
health, workers comp, and general liability insurance, and streamlining provision of fire 
protection.  Collectively, these three changes could save the community from $3.1 to $5.7 
million, annually.  The RUMP Group has taken the lead on consolidating water, 
commissioning a consultant to analyze the benefits and costs.  Monroe County has 
created a Citizens Budget Task Force to examine health insurance and the Monroe 
County Director of Public Safety has created the Monroe County Fire Council to explore 
the shift from volunteer to paid firefighters and other fire protection opportunities.   All 
three priorities are in the early stages of implementation. 

 
The RUMP Group is also taking the lead in developing a regional venture capital 

fund, having raised $58 million towards an initial capitalization of $100 million.  It 
assisted in raising seed funding for the new regional marketing program, Greater 
Rochester Enterprise.  The RUMP Group continually explores new regional cooperation 
opportunities, including supporting a college tuition program to encourage at-risk youth 
to stay in school, building a downtown entertainment Renaissance Center, and providing 
affordable housing region-wide.   

 
The RUMP Group is also trying to broaden its involvement from 20 to 20,000.  It 

is developing joint, often statewide, initiatives with CEO groups in other regions and  
encouraging other groups to initiate regional cooperation groups in the Rochester region.  
(RUMPgroup.org, 1997) 
  

The Rochester region is renowned for being the locus of Kodak, Bausch and 
Lomb, and Xerox.  The region’s population grew 3.4% in the 1990s to 1,098,201.  The 
City of Rochester shrank 5.1%, along with its manufacturing base, to a population of 
219,766 and represents only 20.0% of the region’s population, down slightly from 21.8% 
in 1990.  Monroe County, the central county contains 67.0% of the region’s population, 
almost the same as in 1990 (67.2%).  A high-speed ferry service is being launched to 
Toronto; three ferries a day for 300-500 passengers, but little savings in time compared to 
driving. A great deal of the new development is occurring in the outlying counties of the 
region; land consumption is occurring at three times the pace of population growth.   
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Statistical information on prosperity, disparity, and growth patterns of the Rochester 
region, along with a map, are presented in the exhibit following the text of this report.   
 
Publicly-Sponsored Regional Organizations 
 

• The Monroe County Council of Governments brings representatives of local 
governments together to share information and develop intergovernmental 
cooperation initiatives.  It prepared a report on intergovernmental cooperation 
in 2001 that found 385 agreements for 45 different services and functions, 
including, most commonly, maintenance of highways;  parks;  sharing of 
equipment, fuel and other commodity purchases and storage;  and mutual aid 
for public services.  It is now collaborating with The RUMP Group on three 
priority intergovernmental initiatives. 

 
• The Genesee/Finger Lakes Regional Planning Council provides regional 

planning in a nine county region.  It guides regional water resources planning, 
including developing model ordinances and watershed protection plans for 
member jurisdictions.  It prepares regional economic development strategies 
and administers economic development programs supported with federal 
funding.  It also provides a Regional Atlas with key regional information, 
hosts regional roundtables and workshops, and provides planning and other 
services to its members.  It provides assistance in preparing the Unified Work 
Program of Genesee Transportation Council and is co-housed with the 
Council. (gflrpc.org, 1977) 

 
• The Genesee Transportation Council prepares transportation plans, and 

recommends priority transportation projects for federal and state funding.  
(gtcmpo.org) 

 
• The Rochester-Genesee Regional Transportation Authority provides bus 

service to 8 of the 9 counties in Rochester region.  (rgrta.com,1969) 
 

• The Monroe County Water Authority (MCWA) and the Rochester Water 
Works (RWW) “both supply clean water for drinking and other household, 
commercial, and industrial purposes.  MCWA provides service outside the 
City of Rochester (including parts of surrounding counties), while RWW 
supplies water within the City.  The Pure Water Districts clean up (treat) the 
waste water collected in sanitary and storm sewers.”  “MWCA is an authority 
created by state statute;  RWW is a Bureau of the City’s Department of 
Environmental Services;  while Pure Waters is a Division of the Monroe 
County’s Department of Environmental Services.”  (mcwa.com)  

 
• The Greater Rochester Sports Authority was created by the State to facilitate 

building a soccer stadium, Frontier Field, in Rochester.  (ci.rochester.ny.us, 
2000)  The Monroe County Sports Development Corporation is a non-profit 
corporation “whose goal it to attract amateur sporting events to 

160



 

ROCHESTER Metro Area 

Rochester/Monroe County to increase the number of visitors”.  
(growmonroe.com) 

 
Other Privately-Sponsored Regional Organizations 
 

• The Rochester Business Alliance has a mission “to be the leading advocate for 
business and a primary agent for ensuring robust economic growth and a 
positive business climate for the Greater Rochester region.”  It is the product 
of a merger of Greater Rochester Chamber of Commerce and Industrial 
Management Council in 2002.  (rochesterbusinessalliance.com,2002) 

 
• Greater Rochester Enterprise is the “regional economic development 

organization supported by a team of private and public sector leaders 
dedicated to improving economic performance in the Greater Rochester 
region”.   It markets the Rochester region to potential business prospects.  
(greaterrochesterenterprise,2000s) 

 
Other Regional Organizations 
 

• The Center for Government Research was founded in Rochester by Kodak in 
1915 on the principle that “nonpartisan research and analysis can greatly 
improve public policy”.   It now serves public and private clients statewide 
with offices in Rochester, White Plains, and Rochester.  It has been especially 
helpful to the RUMP Group and the Monroe County Council of Governments 
in analyzing regional cooperation opportunities.  It has also assisted the 
United Ways across the state to develop community profiles to track social, 
economic, environmental, and other indicators, as well as assess social service 
agency performance, including a profile Rochester/Monroe County.  (cgr.org, 
1915) 

 
• The Common Good Planning Center is a nine county non-profit organization 

“to promote land use and development that is economical, ecological, and 
equitable.”  Its principles include: stop sprawl; revitalize the cores; ensure 
opportunity and access for all; plan regionally; foster a sense of place; and 
involve citizens in planning.  Its primary support comes from the Rochester 
Area Community Foundation and other foundations.  It sponsors workshops,  
charettes, and other educational programs on development challenges.  
(cgpc.org, 1990s) 

 
• The Rochester Area Community Foundation “helps people strengthen our 

community while meeting family, business, and charitable goals” in the City 
of Rochester and the surrounding six counties.  (racf,org, 1972) 

 
• The United Way of Greater Rochester “brings people and resources together 

to tackle our community’s most critical human service needs” in Rochester 
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and surrounding counties.   It also sponsors African American and Hispanic 
Leadership Development programs.  (uwrochester.org, 1918) 

 
• The Monroe County School Boards Association helps organize “cost savings 

strategies and shared services in Monroe County school districts”, such as in 
central services, instructional program service, insurance cooperatives, 
operations and maintenance, and transportation.  (mcsba.org) 

 
Regional Initiatives 
 

In addition to the regional organizations mentioned above, two regional initiatives 
have helped plant the seed for regional cooperation over the past three decades: 

 
• In the 1970s, the Greater Rochester Intergovernmental Panel (GRIP) made a 

number of recommendations for improving governance in Rochester and 
Monroe County, including proposing a two-tiered, municipal/county, 
government in Monroe County.  Its recommendations were not immediately 
implemented, but its ideas were actively considered over the balance of the 
century. 

• In the 1990s, City of Rochester Mayor William Johnson became an advocate 
of regional cooperation and issued a series of reports on shaping the future of 
the Greater Rochester region.  These reports address Sprawl Rochester Style, 
The Smart Growth Alternative, Beyond Civil Rights Law, and Redesigning 
Local Government.  Copies of the slide presentations for these reports are 
available on the City of Rochester website  --  ci.rochester.ny.us
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Rochester Region-Statistical Profile 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

Total Population 1990 2000 % Change 
MSA 1,062,470 1,098,201 3.4% 

Main County 713,968 735,343 3.0% 
Main City 231,636 219,766 -5.1% 
Balance of MSA 830,834 878,435 5.7% 
Percent MSA population in main 
county 67.2% 67.0% 0.2% 
Percent MSA population in main 
city 21.8% 20.0% -1.8% 

Urban Size    
Urban Area (square miles) 220.0 295.2 34.2% 
Urbanized Population 619,653 694,396 12.1% 
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The Rochester Region - at a Glance 
 

Demographics 
 In the Rochester MSA, there was a slight increase of about 3.4% in total population (from 1,062,470 in 

1990 to 1,098,201 in 2000). 
 In Rochester, the main city, there was a decrease of population by 5.1%.  
 The MSA experienced a 6.5% decrease in the percentage of population of young adults aged 18 to 35, 

from 28.6%of the population in 1990 to 22.1% of the MSA’s total population in 2000. 
 The MSA maintained a steady dependency ratio between 1990-2000, with the ratio being 0.597 in 1990 

and 0.587 in 2000. 
 There was a decrease of White population in the total MSA and the main city. 

o While the total change of the MSA was small (-1.2%), the change in White population in the 
main city was rather large (-25%).  

 The White population of the main city decreased 17.2% faster than that of the remainder of the MSA.  
 Among the minorities, Asian and Pacific Islanders saw their numbers grow the largest, both in the MSA 

(42.9%) and the main city (23.7%). 
Housing 

 Rochester had a slight decrease in the percentage of family homes.  
o In 1990 about 70% (69.6%) of homes were family homes. 
o In 2000, about 66% (66.2%) of homes were family homes.  

 There was a considerable increase in the number of year-round housing units that remained vacant 
(32.3% increase from 1990 to 2000). 

 The population in group quarters increased by almost 20% (19.7%), with the larger share coming from 
the non-institutionalized population (23.7%). 

Economic 
 In both the main city and the MSA, the percent of owner-occupied housing units that are affordable 

(requiring less than 35% of income for costs) decreased.  
o However in the MSA, fewer renter-occupied housing units required 35% of more income to 

support housing costs. 
o Whereas in the balance of the MSA, the amount of owner/renter-occupied affordable housing 

decreased.  
 The per capita income in the region increased considerably, with a 38.9% increase in the MSA and a 

33.2% increase in the main city.   
 The labor force participation rate decreased (66.8% to 65.9%) while the unemployment rate increased 

(5.2% to 5.7%). 
 The number of people 16 and over increased by 25,860 people from 1990 to 2000 while the number of 

labor force participants only increased by 9,879.  
 Among the three major industries of employment, F.I.R.E (Finance, Insurance, Real Estate and 

Services) saw an increase of about 5%, Manufacturing decreased about 5%, and Wholesale/Retail 
Trade saw a marginal increase of 0.4%. 

o Together, they accounted for 77.5% of the workforce in 2000. 
Education 

 There was a moderate increase in the number of students enrolled in primary and secondary schools 
(20%). 

o At the same time college student enrollment showed a decrease (-7.4%). 
 There were also increases in the percentages of people graduating with various degrees – High School 

or higher (5.4%), Associate’s degree or higher (5%), Bachelor’s degree or higher (4.2%) and Post-
Graduate degree or higher (2.3%).  

Health and Human Services 
 No significant features. 

Environment 
 A moderate decrease in the number of “good” air days (-12.5%). 
 The urbanized area has increased by 34.2% while the urbanized area population increased by 12.1%.  
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Prosperity-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

Per Capita Income

$15,570 
$21,627

$14,409 

$22,416

1990 2000

MSA 11 MSA Average

Cost of Doing Business 

106.17 107.22

98.28 98.69

1990 2000 
MSA 11 MSA Average 

Educational Level 
(Percent Population with Associate's Degree or Higher)

32.10% 37.10%

27.00% 
32.12%

1990 2000

MSA 11 MSA Average

The cost of doing business index shows how the particular region compares to the 
United States as an average. In both 1990 and 2000, the United States had an 
index of 100.  

Rochester’s MSA per 
capita income rose from 
$15,570 to $21,627, a 
38.9% increase. This 
increase slightly less than 
the average increase for 
the 11 MSAs in the 
study. 

The cost of doing 
business in the Rochester 
MSA relative to the USA 
decreased between 1990 
and 2000.  
 
Compared to the average 
of the MSAs, 
Rochester’s relatively 
high cost of doing 
business decreased 
slightly, virtually 
mirroring the average 

The percent of adults in 
the Rochester MSA with 
an Associate’s Degree or 
higher rose from 32.1% 
to 37.1%. This virtually 
mirrored the rate than the 
average for the 11 MSAs 
in the study.  
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Prosperity-2 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Prosperity Summary 
 All the prosperity indicators for the Rochester MSA except the labor force participation rate 

showed positive trends in the 1990s.  Although declining slightly, the cost of doing business in the 
Rochester MSA remained higher than the average for the 11 MSAs.  The labor force participation rate 
dropped significantly, reaching the point of the average for the 11 MSAs in the study in 2000.   

Foreign Immigration

16.30% 
13.65%

2000

MSA 11 MSA Average

Labor Force Participation

66.80%

65.90%
65.69%

65.94%

1990 2000

MSA 11 MSA Average 

In 2000, the percentage 
of inmigrants to 
Rochester’s MSA that 
were foreign was 16.3%. 
This percentage is 
somewhat higher that the 
average for the 11 MSAs 
in the study.  
 

In the Rochester MSA, 
the percent of adults 16 
years or older 
participating in the 
workforce decreased 
from 66.8% to 65.9%, 
counter to the average 
increase of the 11 MSAs 
in the study.  
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Disparity-1 

Poverty Rate

25.9% 23.5%

21.6% 22.3%

9.6%

10.3% 
10.1% 

11.1%

1990 2000 
Main City 11 Main City Average MSA 11 MSA Average

Per Capita Income MSA-Main City Difference

$11,704 
$15,588

$11,915 

$18,220

$21,627
$15,570 

$14,409 

$22,416

1990 2000
Main City 11 Main City Average MSA 11 MSA Average

The percent of Rochester’s 
MSA population that was 
living in poverty increased 
from 9.6% to 10.3% counter 
to the average decrease of 
the 11 MSAs in the study.     
 
The percent of Rochester’s 
population that was living in 
poverty increased from 
23.5% to 25.9% counter to 
the average decrease of the 
11 MSAs in the study. 
 

 
Rochester’s MSA per capita 
income rose from $15,570 to 
$21,627, a 38.9% increase. This 
increase was slightly less than 
the average increase for the 11 
MSAs in the study. 
 
Rochester’s per capita income 
rose from $11,704 to $15,588. 
This increase was less than the 
average increase for the 11 Main 
Cities in the study. 
 
From 1990 to 2000, the disparity 
between the main city and the 
total MSA widened by $2,473. 

* A dissimilarity index is the measure of segregation between two groups. In this case it is the measure of segregation between 
Caucasians and African Americans. An index of 0 means there is complete integration. An index of 100 means there is complete 
segregation.  

The racial dissimilarity index 
in Rochester’s MSA decreased 
slightly from 67.6 to 66.3, a 
slightly slower decrease than 
the average of the 11 MSAs in 
the study. 
 
The racial dissimilarity index 
in Rochester decreased 
slightly from 59.7 to 53.8, a 
slightly faster decrease than 
the average of the 11 main 
cities in the study. 
 

Racial Dissimilarity Index

53.8

59.7 

70.5 

63.4

66.3
67.6 

69.3 
63.8

1990 2000

Main City 11 Main City Average MSA 11 MSA Average
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Disparity-2 

*Owner Occupied Housing 

Percent Housing Unaffordable*
19.7%

16.6% 

14.0% 
18.1%
14.6%

10.0% 
9.0% 

13.9%

1990 2000
Main City 11 Main City Average MSA 11 MSA Average

Dependency Rate

0.5870.597 

0.523

0.611 

1990 2000

MSA 11 MSA Average

The percent of homeowners in the 
Rochester MSA who spent 35% or 
more of income on housing costs 
increased from 10.0% to 14.6%, 
virtually mirroring the average 
increase for the 11 MSAs in the 
study.  
 
The percent of homeowners in the 
Rochester main city who spent 
35% or more of income on housing 
costs increased from 16.6% to 
19.7%. This was slightly lower 
than the average increase for the 11 
main cities in the study. 

The percent of housing stock 
in the Rochester MSA 
remaining vacant increased 
slightly from 4.5% to 5.5%, 
slight more than the average 
increase for the 11 MSAs in 
the study. 
 
The percent of housing stock 
in Rochester remaining 
vacant increased from 7.5% 
to 10.8%, more than the 
average increase for the 11 
main cities in the study. 
 

The ratio of the dependent 
population (under 18 or 
older than 64) to the working 
age population (18-64) in the 
Rochester MSA decreased 
slightly from 0.597 to 0.587. 
This was less than the 
average decrease for the 11 
MSAs in the study. 
 

Housing Vacancy Rate 

7.5%

10.8% 
8.9% 9.9% 

5.5% 
4.5%

5.9% 
5.7%

1990 2000 
Main City 11 Main City Average MSA 11 MSA Average
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Disparity-3 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Disparity Summary 
Disparity indicators for the Rochester MSA were mixed for the 1990s.  Per capita income, 

dependency rate, free school lunch eligibility and crime rate all exhibited positive trends.  Poverty 
rate, housing affordability and housing vacancy rate all exhibited negative trends.  MSA-main city 
disparity increased in per capita income and housing vacancy rate over the decade. 

 
 

Free School Lunch Eligibility

22.60%

23.20% 

24.79%

22.89% 

1990 2000

MSA 10 MSA Average

Crime Rate

3,482 3,435

4,203 4,149

2001 2002

MSA 9 MSA Average 

***Crime Rate information is not available for Cleveland or Kansas City in 2001 or 2002. This 
means the average is calculated from the remaining 9 MSAs in 2001 and 2002.  

**Free school lunch eligibility information is not available for Hartford in 2000. This means the 
average is calculated from the remaining 10 MSAs in 2000.  

In the Rochester MSA, the 
percent of students eligible 
for free lunches slightly 
decreased from 23.2% to 
22.6%, counter to the 
average increase for the 1o 
MSAs in the study.  
  
 

Between 2001 and 2002 
the crime rate per 
100,000 people, in the 
Rochester MSA, dropped 
from 3,482 to 3,435, 
virtually mirroring the 
average decrease of the 9 
MSAs in the study.   
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Growth Patterns-1

Commuting Time

19.80 

21.10
20.53 

23.29

1990 2000

MSA 11 MSA Average

Population Growth Rate

3.40%

7.88%

1990-2000

MSA 11 MSA Average

Urban Density Change

-16.5%

-5.2%

1990-2000

MSA 11 MSA Average

In the Rochester MSA 
the average commuting 
time rose from 19.8 
minutes to 21.1 minutes. 
This 2 minute increase is 
slightly less than the 
average increase for the 
11 MSAs in the study. 
 

Total population growth 
rate for the Rochester 
MSA from 1990 to 2000 
was 3.4%. This was 
slightly lower than the 
average increase for the 
11 MSAs in the study. 
 

Rochester’s MSA urban 
density decreased 16.5% 
from 1990 to 2000. This 
decrease was significantly 
more than the 5.2% average 
for the 11 MSAs in the 
study.  
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Growth Patterns-2 
 
 

  

Growth Patterns Summary 
 The Rochester MSA gained population during the 1990s but at a slower rate than the 
average for the 11 MSAs.  However, the urban density decreased substantially, compared to the 
average decrease in density for the 11 MSAs in the study.  There was also an increase in 
commuting time. 

% Change in Urbanized Population as % of Total Population

4.9% 
6.7%

2000

MSA 11 MSA Average

The percent of the total 
population living in the 
urbanized area within the 
Rochester MSA 
increased 4.9% from 
1990 to 2000. This was 
slightly less than the 
average for the 11 MSAs 
in the study, whose 
average increased 6.7%.

% Change in Urbanized Size in Sq Miles and Population

34.2%

12.1%

1990-2000

Percent Change in Area Change in Urban Population

The percent change of 
the urbanized are 
increased by 34.2% 
while the urban 
population increased by 
12.1%. This suggests a 
22.1% increase of 
sprawl.  
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2      Congress for the New Urbanism

Time and again, market research shows that many hous-

ing consumers would like to live in walkable, mixed-use

neighborhoods. The American housing market, however,

is constrained by policies that promote sprawl and the natural

inertia of an interdependent, multi-billion-dollar industry. As a

result, the market has been slow to respond to this demand.

Whereas a third of housing consumers in many markets say they

would prefer to live in a walkable neighborhood with small lots,

the number of such units actually developed is negligible against

the vast scale of the American real estate industry. That drives up

the price on the better old neighborhoods, and leaves many

homebuyers with no choice but to live in a spread-out, car-depen-

dent suburb.

The Congress for the New Urbanism (CNU) is determined to

change that. CNU believes that all Americans should have the

choice of living in good environments, whether they are living in a

city or a suburb, no matter what part of the country they are in,

and no matter their income. Such neighborhoods serve more than

the individual residents—they use land more efficiently, reduce over-

all traffic, and provide a high quality of life.

One of the big questions asked by real estate developers, finan-

ciers, and planners is whether the current demand for walkable

neighborhoods is here to stay. The question is understandable, given

the industry’s history of failed fads and burst bubbles. Realtors are

Neighborhoods that follow the principles of the New Urbanism provide a sense of community that home buyers say they want.

Dense, walkable neighborhoods provide a
high quality of life, partly by reducing ve-
hicle use.
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concerned homes might lack resale value; bankers worry about

foreclosure; and land use planners don’t want to create neighbor-

hoods that lose value over time.

Fortunately, the research shows that good urbanism is more than

a fad. In fact, research commissioned by the Funders’ Network

for Smart Growth and Livable Communities with support from

Bank of America and the David and Lucile Packard Foundation

shows that demand for “dense, walkable residential environments”

is bound to grow substantially for the foreseeable future.

The growing demand will be the result of changing demograph-

ics, changing tastes, and the closing of the suburban frontier.

Americans are getting older, and fewer households have children.

Both of these demographic trends contribute to growing demand

for more varied housing choices. Many Americans’ tastes are

moving more toward dense environments, as shown by the growth

of “café culture,” an attraction to ethnic diversity, and a strong

attraction toward good urbanism among upper-middle class trend-

setters. Perhaps most importantly, in many regions, car-dependent

suburbs have never looked less attractive. In economically strong

regions, suburban traffic is increasing unbearably while valued

open space is converted inexorably into more suburban sprawl. In

other regions, housing values are stagnating. Nationwide, older

suburbs are experiencing disinvestment similar to the “white flight”

of the 1950s.

Within neighborhoods, a broad range of
housing types and price levels can bring
people of diverse ages, races, and incomes
into daily interaction, strengthening the per-
sonal and civic bonds essential to an authen-
tic community.

When daily activities occur within walking distance, residents get the benefits of conve-
nience without the hassles of driving. This is especially attractive to older home buyers.

The growth of café culture reflects a trend in
America. More people want streets fill of life.
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The authors of the study analyze two scenarios. Under the con-

stant preference scenario, age groups that currently state a de-

mand for dense, walkable neighborhoods are projected to main-

tain their current level of preference.

Under the expanded preference scenario, cultural changes and

increased exposure to the product are predicted to further increase

the demand for such neighborhoods.

Several types of neighborhoods can satisfy this demand. There are

historic neighborhoods, urban and suburban infill, and greenfield

traditional neighborhood developments. Despite rapid growth in

recent years, these types of development still account for only a

tiny fraction of all residential development. In other words, there

is a serious imbalance between supply and demand. This finding

bodes well for developers and designers who understand New

Urbanism, as they are likely to face overwhelming demand.

The research discussed in this report does not specifically examine

New Urbanism. Rather, it looks at “dense, walkable neighbor-

hoods.” However, if developers wish to create new “dense, walkable

neighborhoods” that are as livable as those of the past, they will

follow the principles of New Urbanism. These principles make

dense, walkable neighborhoods into livable, appealing environ-

ments for people of many backgrounds and lifestyles.

Under either scenario, the demand for dense walkable neighbor-

hoods will at least remain constant. This is remarkable, given the

fact that the overall growth in the housing market is predicted to

slow. The market currently grows by 1.3 percent per year, but in

2015, the rate of growth is predicted to be only 1.1 percent. This

means that dense, walkable neighborhoods will

at least gain market share over this period.

Under the “expanded preference” scenario,

they will also increase absolute numbers of

homebuyers and renters. This scenario predicts

that the absolute number of homebuyers and

renters who want dense, walkable neighbor-

hoods will actually grow by 17 to 19 percent.

More important is the nature of the new house-

holds. It is the household growth that requires

new construction, so the demographics of new

households determine what sort of new con-

struction will be built.

Tracking the Trends
Two Scenarios for a Prosperous Future

What is New Urbanism?

New Urbanism is a set of principles for

building walkable, mixed-use neighbor-

hoods. The Congress for the New Ur-

banism (CNU) is an organization of ar-

chitects, planners, government officials,

and developers. Charter of the New Ur-

banism, written in 1996, lays out 27 prin-

ciples that contribute to making cities

and towns more walkable, efficient, and

livable. The principles range from re-

gional policies like balancing jobs with

housing in each town, to neighborhood-

scale principles of mixed use and mixed

income, to local architectural features

like having buildings face the street,

rather than facing the back yard. To-

gether, these principles show how to

make regions that are collections of

great cities and towns; cities and towns

that are collections of great neighbor-

hoods; and neighborhoods made of

great streets. CNU exists to educate de-

velopers, architects, planners, and oth-

ers about how to create of the kind of

walkable neighborhoods that Americans

will be demanding in the years ahead.

As demand shrinks, the demand for dense, walkable neighborhoods will grow.
The result: Those in the real estate market that follow the principles of New
Urbanism will be able to attract this enormous new market.

1990s Demand for new housing: 500,000 units per year

2000s Demand for new housing: 300,000 units per year

Likely to prefer dense, walkable neighborhoods (today and under 
constant preference scenario)

Likely to prefer dense, walkable neighborhoods under expanded 
preference scenario

Not likely to prefer dense, walkable neighborhoods 

15%

30% 25%
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At every stage in their lives, baby boomers have changed America.

Their births gave rise to America’s suburban explosion, as return-

ing veterans took advantage of subsidized housing in the new sub-

urbs. Boomers who rebelled against the “ticky-tacky” conformity

of suburbia in the late 1960s and early 70s began to renew some

cities, fixing up crumbling neighborhoods into many of today’s

trendiest locations. Still, most boomers raised their own children

in the suburbs, continuing the suburban expansion.

As they age, boomers are likely to be increasingly attracted to

dense living environments. Today, people over 55 years of age are

three times more likely than 25- to 34-year-olds to consider a

townhouse in the city to be the most desirable living situation.

People of this age often have enough money that they can choose

where to live, so they can act as a force to reinvest in older cities or

to purchase new homes that match their desires. Older cities work

for them, as they are only one-third as likely as young adults to

consider the school district “very important” in home buying lo-

cation, and are more than twice as likely to consider “location to

shopping” and “public transportation” very important.

These latter characteristics also make them fit for new

neighborhoods that follow traditional planning principles.

Empty nesters in the 55 to 64 age bracket will be the fast-

est-growing segment of the home-buying market until

2010, when the 25- to 34-year-olds will match their growth

rate. If they follow in the path of previous empty nesters,

they will fulfill the USC team’s “constant preference” sce-

nario, in which there is not only demand for historic ur-

banism, but also a steady demand for new walkable neigh-

borhoods.

Aging Boomers Drive the Trend

As Americans have rediscovered street life,
historic cities have regained their prosperity.
However, too few developments provide vi-
brant streets.

AGE GROUP
25-34 35-44 45-54 55+

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

Fortunately for the new urbanist movement, household growth

will be dominated by people who are middle-aged or older. These

people already show a proclivity for “townhouses in the city” and

other characteristics of new urbanist neighborhoods. Under con-

stant conditions, older households who prefer townhouses in the

city will make up 15% of the growth in households. If the mem-

bers of this age cohort continue to grow more favorable toward

urbanism, as they have over recent years, 30 to 55 percent of house-

hold growth could favor dense, walkable neighborhoods.

Percent prefering “A Townhouse in the City”
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Echo Boomers Come of Age

Meanwhile, the boomers’ children are responsible for a new wave

of suburban sprawl, as 25 to 35 year-olds continue to search ever-

farther afield for affordable housing. That doesn’t mean they like

this lot. After growing up on Sesame Street and MTV, these young

adults have absorbed positive images of urban environments. They

are stuck with unenviable choices: Cities with lousy school sys-

tems, lovely historic suburbs with high home prices, or relatively

affordable homes on the urban fringe.

These young people are very receptive to the values embodied in

New Urbanist development: Surveys show that households with

children have pronounced preferences for sidewalks, smaller lots

with smaller front yards, pedestrian-oriented streets, and higher-

density housing with houses on smaller lots close to the street.

Unlike older buyers, relatively few of them have issues with the

“sterility” of the suburbs. In short, they might be perfect candi-

dates for new neighborhoods built on traditional principles. They

want small lots on safe streets, and they don’t mind if a town is

relatively new.

Households with children have pronounced preferences for sidewalks, smaller lots with smaller front yards, pedestrian-oriented streets, and higher-
density housing with houses on smaller lots close to the street.

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

53%

49%

Consider an easy walk to stores
“extremely important”

Prefer a less auto-oriented street pattern, with
narrow streets to encourage walking

Would like townhomes in their
neighborhood

30%

Want to live in a townhome

15%

33%
Want “narrow streets, sidewalks, and shared

recreation facilities” rather than “larger lots and
wider streets”

20%
Want smaller lots and/or clustered

development

57%
Wants lots of 1/6 acre or smaller

40%
Prefer something other than single-family

homes

17%

Prefer dense neighborhood characteristics

Prefer dense neighborhood characteristics in
some surveys

Prefer sprawl characteristics
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American culture is changing, making it possible that more and

more people will be attracted to walkable neighborhoods. Based

on these cultural changes, the USC study considers an expanded

preference scenario. In addition to the demographic change that

justifies the constant preference scenario, there are also many in-

dications that suburbia has extended as far as it can. The stress

relief of low-density life has been overtaken by the increased stress

of traffic. The comfort of homogenous suburbs is giving way to a

desire for diversity. The immersive shopping experiences of shop-

ping malls is cracking open like an old stage set, as malls die and

are replaced by more traditional sidewalk shopping experiences.

The backlash is showing up in culture, politics, and retail, and has

started spreading to the residential real estate market. So far, it

shows no sign of slowing.

Traffic

There is no more powerful push factor driving people away from

suburban life than traffic. Nationwide in the 1990s, average an-

nual delay per person more than tripled. Despite a modest drop in

vehile miles travelled in America in 2000, most indications are

that car use will continue to grow so long as job growth continues

to boom outside of transit-accessible centers and residents keep

living in ever more sprawling subdivisions.

An analysis in Planning magazine found that people who get stuck

in traffic already respond by moving closer to work. Traffic will

continue to increase the public’s desire for homes near workplaces.

New urbanist and infill developments can not only bring people

closer to work, they can also allow many shopping, social, school,

and recreational trips to be made on foot. In short: Traffic could

push people into new urbanist development.

Cultural preferences

Dense urban environments have become fashionable. The USC

researchers point out that “café culture” has taken off in America.

The researchers say, “It is foreseeable that in the future, other

amenity-oriented retail shops or upscale convenience stores may

cluster in districts anchored by a Starbucks or another coffee house.

These districts will become the nuclei for denser, walkable resi-

dential clusters enjoyed by many housing consumers.”

Mounting Pressures for
Urbanism

The American middle class is coming out of
the backyard and into the street. The “ex-
panded preferences” scenario accounts for
cultural changes.

As traffic increases, homebuyers seek alter-
natives.
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Politically, the backlash against excessive suburbia

has manifested itself as the movement called “smart

growth.” Over the last five years, voters have ap-

proved hundreds of initiatives creating urban growth

boundaries, buying open space for preservation, and

otherwise putting the brakes on low-density sprawl.

According to a national poll commissioned by Smart

Growth America in late 2000, most Americans pre-

fer a range of smart growth measures, ranging from

subsidies to create mixed-income neighborhoods to

the diversion of highway money into mass transit.

These political changes constrain developers’ ability to sprawl fur-

ther. The National Association of Home Builders (NAHB) recently

predicted that “new construction of single-family detached homes

in low-density suburban developments is likely to slow in the face

of increased regulation and decreased available land supply.”

Meanwhile, towns are acting to answer the demand for walkable

neighborhoods. CNU has collected over 30 examples of munici-

palities that have adopted zoning allow denser, walkable neigh-

borhoods. Expedited permitting and New Urbanism-friendly zon-

ing codes could enhance the range of housing choices, providing

new walkable neighborhoods in many more markets.

Nothing Succeeds like Success

A final catalyst for cultural change is the growing presence of new

walkable neighborhoods on the ground. New Urbanism first

spreads slowly into a region. But once it is there,

people quickly understand its benefits. Each code,

development, or policy is easier than the last. For

example, in Florida and Colorado New Urbanism

has sunk in enough to get dozens of developments

approved and on the ground. It is now widely under-

stood in those markets, allowing bankers and local

agencies to consider it without prejudice.

Because cultural and political change are less predict-

able than demographic change, the authors of the USC

study keep their “expanded preference” scenario con-

servative. There is no way to estimate the high end of

market demand over the coming decades. What is sure is that New

Urbanism is poised to boom. The only question is by how much.

The number of new urbanist developments
under construction or complete has grown
by over 20 percent every year since 1997.
Today, such developments can be found in
most major housing markets, helping speed
acceptance of more dense walkable neigh-
borhoods.

Cities and states across the United States
have adopted zoning codes, building
codes, and code enabling legislation to
facilitate the development of dense,
walkable neighborhoods. As these Smart
Growth laws spread, developers will be
able to respond to the market demand for
New Urbanism.
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About NMHC–the National 
Multi Housing Council
NMHC is a national association representing the interests of the nation’s larger
and most prominent apartment firms. NMHC advocates on behalf of rental hous-
ing, conducts apartment-related research, encourages the exchange of strategic
business information, and promotes the desirability of apartment living. One-third
of Americans rent their housing, and 15 percent of all U.S. households live in an
apartment home.

Doug Bibby, President

About Sierra Club
The Sierra Club’s members are 700,000 of your friends and neighbors. Inspired by
nature, we work together to protect our communities and the planet. The Club is
America’s oldest, largest, and most influential grass-roots environmental organization.

Larry Fahn, President

About AIA–the American Institute of Architects
Since 1857, the AIA has represented the professional interests of America’s archi-
tects. As AIA members, more than 75,000 licensed architects, emerging profession-
als, and allied partners express their commitment to excellence in design and livabil-
ity in our nation’s buildings and communities. Members adhere to a code of ethics
and professional conduct that assures the client, the public, and colleagues of an
AIA-member architect’s dedication to the highest standards in professional practice.

Douglas L. Steidl, President

About ULI–the Urban Land Institute
ULI–the Urban Land Institute is a nonprofit educational and research institute
supported by its members. Its mission is to provide responsible leadership in the
use of land to enhance the total environment. ULI sponsors educational programs
and forums to encourage an open exchange of ideas and sharing of experiences;
initiates research that anticipates emerging land use trends and issues and propos-
es creative solutions based on that research; provides advisory services; and pub-
lishes a wide variety of materials to disseminate information on land use and devel-
opment. Established in 1936, the Institute has more than 24,000 members and
associates from more than 80 countries representing the entire spectrum of the
land use and development disciplines.

Richard M. Rosan, President
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s this country continues to grow and change, communities are left to
figure out where all these new people will live, work, and shop. New
markets are emerging for real estate that offers a more convenient

lifestyle than is offered by many low-density sprawling communities. New compact
developments with a mix of uses and housing types throughout the country are
being embraced as a popular alternative to sprawl. At the core of the success of
these developments is density, which is the key to making these communities
walkable and vibrant.

Unfortunately, in too many communities higher-density mixed-use development 
is difficult to construct because of zoning and building codes that favor low-density
development with segregated uses and because of opposition from the commu-
nity. This publication looks at several myths surrounding higher-density develop-
ment and attempts to dispel them with facts to help dismantle the many barriers
such developments face.

ULI is proud to have partnered with NMHC–the National Multi Housing Council,
Sierra Club, and AIA–the American Institute of Architects on this publication.
This convergence of interests highlights the importance each organization has
placed on finding a new development pattern that better fits the needs of a
growing and changing country.

ULI will continue to provide forums in which all stakeholders can explore and
debate issues about growth and development patterns and how properly designed
and incorporated density can be used to accommodate new growth. ULI will conduct
research, produce well-balanced information, and identify best practices on issues
relevant to growth and density. Through these efforts, ULI and its partners hope to
play a role in planning a better development pattern for the future.

Harry H. Frampton III
Chair
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Myth and Fact

merica’s changing population is creating demand for new types of homes,
offices, and retail outlets. Better solutions are needed to the challenges
created by changing demographics, dwindling natural areas, smog and

public health issues, shrinking municipal budgets, and traffic congestion. Commu-
nities that answer these challenges will develop into great places to live. 

America will add roughly 43 million new residents—that’s 2.7 million new residents
per year—between now and 2020.1 America is not only growing but also under-
going dramatic demographic changes. The traditional two-parent household with
children is now less than a quarter of the population and getting proportionally
smaller. Single-parent households, single-person households, empty nesters, and
couples without children make up the new majority of American households, and
they have quite different real estate needs.2 These groups are more likely to choose
higher-density housing in mixed-density communities that offer vibrant neighbor-
hoods over single-family houses far from the community core. 

The fact is that continuing the sprawling, low-density haphazard development pat-
tern of the past 40 years is unsustainable, financially and otherwise. It will exacer-
bate many of the problems sprawl has already created—dwindling natural areas
and working farms, increasingly longer commutes, debilitating traffic congestion,
and harmful smog and water pollution. Local officials now realize that paying for
basic infrastructure—roadways and schools, libraries, fire, police, and sewer services
—spread over large and sprawling distances is inefficient and expensive. 

Most public leaders want to create vibrant, economically strong communities where
citizens can enjoy a high quality of life in a fiscally and environmentally responsible
manner, but many are not sure how to achieve it. Planning for growth is a compre-
hensive and complicated process that requires leaders to employ a variety of tools
to balance diverse community interests. Arguably, no tool is more important than
increasing the density of existing and new communities, which includes support for
infill development, the rehabilitation and reuse of existing structures, and denser
new development. Indeed, well-designed and well-integrated higher-density devel-
opment makes successful planning for growth possible. 

Density refers not only to high-rise buildings. The definition of density depends
on the context in which it is used. In this publication, higher density simply means
new residential and commercial development at a density that is higher than 
what is typically found in the existing community. Thus, in a sprawling area with
single-family detached houses on one-acre lots, single-family houses on one-fourth
or one-eighth acre are considered higher density. In more densely populated
areas with single-family houses on small lots, townhouses and apartments are con-
sidered higher-density development. For many suburban communities, the popu-
lar mixed-use town centers being developed around the country are considered
higher-density development. 

6 Higher-Density Development
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Most land use professionals and community leaders now agree that creating com-
munities with a mix of densities, housing types, and uses could be the antidote to
sprawl when implemented regionally. And across the country, the general public is
becoming more informed and engaged in making the tough land use choices that
need to be made while understanding the consequences of continuing to grow as
we have in the past. Many have also come to appreciate the “place-making” bene-
fits of density and the relationship between higher-density development and land
preservation. Media coverage of the topic of growth and development has also
evolved. Past media coverage of growth and development issues was often limited
to the heated conflicts between developers and community residents. Many in the
media are now presenting more thoughtful and balanced coverage, and several
editorial boards support higher-density developments in their communities as an
antidote to regional sprawl. 

Yet despite the growing awareness of the complexity of the issue and growing sup-
port for higher-density development as an answer to sprawl, many still have ques-
tions and fears related to higher-density development. How will it change the neigh-
borhood? Will it make traffic worse? What will happen to property values? And what
about crime? Ample evidence—documented throughout this publication—suggests
that well-designed higher-density development, properly integrated into an existing
community, can become a significant community asset that adds to the quality of life
and property values for existing residents while addressing the needs of a growing
and changing population. 

Many people’s perception of higher-density development does not mesh with the
reality. Studies show that when surveyed about higher-density development, those
interviewed hold a negative view. But when shown images of higher-density versus
lower-density development, people often change their perceptions and prefer
higher density.

3
In a recent study by the National Association of Realtors® and

Smart Growth America, six in ten prospective homebuyers, when asked to choose
between two communities, chose the neighborhood that offered a shorter com-
mute, sidewalks, and amenities like shops, restaurants, libraries, schools, and pub-
lic transportation within walking distance. They preferred this option over the one
with longer commutes and larger lots but limited options for walking.4 The 2001
American Housing Survey further reveals that respondents cited proximity to work
more often than unit type as the leading factor in housing choice.5 Such contra-
dictions point to widespread misconceptions about the nature of higher-density
development and sprawl. Several of these misconceptions are so prevalent as to be
considered myths. 

To some degree, these myths are the result of memories people have of the very-
high-density urban public housing projects of the 1960s and 1970s that have been
subsequently deemed a failure. Somehow, the concept of density became associated
with the negative imagery and social problems of depressed urban areas. The reality
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is that complex interrelated factors such as the high concentration of poverty and
poor educational and employment opportunities combined to doom the public
housing projects. Even very-high-density housing can be practical, safe, and desir-
able. For example, the mixed-income apartments and condominiums or luxury high
rises in New York and Chicago—some of the safest and most expensive housing in
the country—prove that density does not equal an unsafe environment. 

The purpose of this publication is to dispel the many myths surrounding higher-
density development and to create a new understanding of density that goes
beyond simplistic negative connotations that overestimate its impact and under-
estimate its value. Elected officials, concerned citizens, and community leaders can
use this publication to support well-designed and well-planned density that creates
great places and great communities that people love. With the anticipated popula-
tion growth and continuing demographic and lifestyle changes, consensus is build-
ing that creating communities with a mix of densities, housing types, and uses will
be both necessary and desirable. 

Higher-Density Development: Myth and Fact is the sixth in a series of Urban Land
Institute myth and fact booklets. The series is intended to clarify misconceptions
surrounding growth and development. Other topics covered have included trans-
portation, smart growth, urban infill housing, environment and development, and
mixed-income housing. 

Higher-Density Development: Myth and Fact examines widespread misconceptions
related to higher-density development and seeks to dispel them with relevant facts
and information. Although the benefits of higher-density development are often
understated, so are the detrimental effects of low-density development. The advan-
tages and drawbacks of higher-density development are compared throughout this
publication with the alternative of low-density development. In the process, mis-
conceptions regarding low-density development are also addressed. 



1MYTH

FACT
The nature of who lives in higher-density housing—fewer families with
children—puts less demand on schools and other public services than 
low-density housing. Moreover, the compact nature of higher-density
development requires less extensive infrastructure to support it.

Higher-density development overburdens public schools and other
public services and requires more infrastructure support systems.

P
ublic officials across the country struggle to afford the infrastructure need-
ed to support sprawling development. A recent study analyzing the costs 
of sprawl estimated that more than $100 billion in infrastructure costs
could be saved over 25 years by pursuing better planned and more com-

pact forms of development.6 The issue has transcended political parties and ideolo-
gies and has become an issue of basic fiscal responsibility. California’s Republican
Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger has criticized “fiscally unsustainable sprawl,” 7

while Michigan’s Democratic Governor Jennifer Granholm has noted that sprawl
“is hampering the ability of this state and its local governments to finance public
facilities and service improvements.”8

Myth and Fact 9
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Progressive and conservative groups have identified sprawl as a real problem.
Charter of the New Urbanism states that “placeless sprawl” is an “interrelated com-
munity building challenge.”9 Conservative groups have concluded that “sprawl is
in fact a conservative issue” with “conservative solutions” and that “sprawl was in
large part created through government intervention in the economy.”10

Indeed, numerous government policies over the last half century have led to and
supported sprawl. Historically, federal spending for transportation has subsidized
large-scale highway construction over other modes of transportation. Financing
policies from the Federal Housing Administration have promoted suburban sub-
divisions across the nation. Large lot exclusionary zoning has forced the artificial
separation of land uses, leading to large distances between employment centers,
housing, and retail. But many government agencies now realize they cannot afford
to continue providing the infrastructure and public services that sprawl demands. 

Not only do local governments absorb much of the cost of more and more road-
ways, profoundly longer water and electrical lines, and much larger sewer systems to
support sprawling development, they must also fund public services to the new resi-
dents who live farther and farther from the core community. These new residents
need police and fire protection, schools, libraries, trash removal, and other services.
Stretching all these basic services over ever-growing geographic areas places a great
burden on local governments. For example, the Minneapolis/St. Paul region built
78 new schools in the suburbs between 1970 and 1990 while simultaneously closing
162 schools in good condition located within city limits.11 Albuquerque, New Mexico,
faces a school budget crisis as a result of the need to build expensive new schools in
outlying areas while enrollment in existing close-in schools declines.

The Market Common Clarendon
Located on the site of a former parking lot and occupying roughly ten
acres of land, the Market Common in Clarendon, Virginia, just outside
Washington, D.C., provides 300 Class A apartments, 87 townhouses,
100,000 square feet of office space, and 240,000 square feet of prime
retail space. Located within walking distance of the Orange Line of
Washington’s extensive subway system, residents can leave their cars
parked while they take public transit to work. They can also walk to a
Whole Foods grocery store adjacent to the highly successful develop-
ment. Prominent national retailers occupy the ground level of the
building, and structured parking is provided. The compact develop-
ment form of the Market Common promotes walking, biking, and using
public transit over autos. The apartments are attractive to young pro-
fessionals without children, lessening the impact on the county’s

school system. The project is the result of a successful collaboration of McCaffery
Interests, Arlington County officials, and citizens of the Clarendon neighborhood; it has
spurred new retail, office, and residential construction on neighboring sites.

P R O F I L E

Located within walking distance of a Washington,
D.C., Metro stop, the Market Common provides
housing, offices, retail, and restaurants on a ten-
acre site that was formerly a parking lot.
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Unfortunately for local governments, a growing body of evidence shows that
sprawling development often does not pay enough property tax to cover the serv-
ices it requires. A study conducted for a suburban community outside Milwaukee
found that public services for an average-price single-family house in that commu-
nity cost more than twice as much as the property taxes paid by the homeowner.12 

One reason for the disparity between property tax revenue and the cost of public
services is expenditures for public schools. Low-density suburbs and exurban areas
generally attract families with more school-age children. In fact, single-family
developments average 64 children for every 100 units, compared with only 21 chil-
dren for every 100 units of garden apartments and 19 children for every 100 units
of mid- to high-rise apartments.13 The reason is that multifamily housing attracts
predominantly childless couples, singles, and empty nesters. 

And although apartment renters do not pay property tax directly, apartment owners
do. Apartments are also usually taxed at a higher commercial real estate tax rate,14

so a typical mixed-use development with retail, office, and apartments may subsidize
the schools and other public services required by residents of low-density housing in
the same community. This phenomenon is further exacerbated because many multi-
family developments and retail and office establishments pay for their own trash dis-
posal, shuttle buses, and security. 

Reducing the distance between homes, shops, and offices also reduces the cost of
public infrastructure. According to one of many studies, “The public capital and
operating costs for close-in, compact development [are] much lower than they
[are] for fringe, scattered, linear, and satellite development.”15 And many of these
studies do not take into account the advantages created by making public transit
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more feasible as well as making delivery of basic services like
mail delivery, trash collection, and police and fire protec-
tion more efficient. 

Another emerging body of research suggests that higher-
density development is an important component of eco-
nomic development initiatives and helps attract new
employers. “Information economy” is a term used to 
define the growing industries based on the economics of
the Internet, information goods, and intellectual property.
Workers in this field are known as “knowledge workers,”
and many believe they are the future of the American econ-
omy. These workers are comfortable with the latest technol-
ogy and, because their skills are transferable, choose their
jobs based on the attributes of the town
or city where they are located. They
seek out vibrant, diverse urban centers
that offer access to technology, other
knowledge workers, and lifestyle.16

The economic development game has
changed. Employers now follow the
workers rather than the other way
around. Therefore, communities that
focus on providing a high quality of life
with the energy and vitality created by
urban centers will be much more likely
to attract these highly prized, talented,
and productive workers than communi-
ties of faceless sprawl. Companies that understand the
appeal of these communities are making relocation deci-
sions with these workers in mind. Studies have shown that
increasing employment density increases labor productivity,
generally by reducing commuting times.17

Thus, introducing higher-density projects into a community
will actually increase that community’s revenue without
significantly increasing the infrastructure and public service
burdens. Blending apartments into low-density communities
can help pay for schools without drastic increases in the num-
ber of students. Diversifying housing options and adding
amenities like shops and offices close by will improve the
quality of life and attract businesses and people that will
strengthen the community’s economic stability. Increasing
density provides a real economic boost to the community 
and helps pay for the infrastructure and public services 
that everybody needs. 

Highlands’ Garden Village
Built on the site of the Elitch Gardens amusement
park in Denver, Highlands’ Garden Village is a walk-
able, transit-linked community and a financially 
viable model for environmentally responsible infill
development. New York–based developer Jonathan
Rose & Companies developed single-family homes,
townhouses, seniors’ and multifamily apartments,
cohousing, offices, and retail space on the site. 
At the center, a historic theater and carousel from
the original amusement park are being transformed

into a community performing arts center and a
walking labyrinth. Berkeley, California–based
Calthorpe Associates designed a plan that put 
new homes on three sides of a square-shaped
village and a commercial “main street” on the
fourth. Restaurants, studios, and shops line the
street with live/work townhouses and offices 
above, giving residents the opportunity to live, 
work, and shop in the same community. The
proximity of amenities, location near downtown, 
and convenience of public bus lines encourage
people to walk and reduce travel costs. 

P R O F I L E

Highlands’ Garden Village reuses some structures
from the amusement park previously located on
the site. The compact development, combined 
with a variety of uses and housing types, uses
public infrastructure more efficiently than low-
density sprawling development.
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Myth and Fact 13

MYTH

No discernible difference exists in the appreciation rate of properties
located near higher-density development and those that are not. Some
research even shows that higher-density development can increase
property values.

Higher-density developments lower property values in
surrounding areas.

T
he precise value of real estate is determined by many factors, and isolating
the impact of one factor can be difficult. Although location and school
district are the two most obvious determining factors of value, location
within a community and size and condition of the house also affect value.

Several studies have examined whether multifamily housing has any impact on the
value of nearby single-family detached houses. These studies have shown either no
impact or even a slightly positive impact on appreciation rates. 

Haile Plantation
Haile Plantation is a Gainesville, Florida, icon. Although it is denser than surrounding
communities, the values of homes in Haile Plantation are often higher than the values of
houses in neighboring lower-density communities, because the traditional neighborhood
design employed there makes Haile Plantation more desirable and valuable. Beginning
with the master plan in 1979, Haile Plantation has been called one of the first new urban-
ist communities in the country. Developers Bob Rowe and Bob Kramer in conjunction
with the Haile Plantation Corporation developed the 1,700-acre site to include more than
2,700 units, ranging from single-family homes to townhouses and garden apartments. The
sense of community has only grown with the expansion of the development to include a
town center, a village green, trails, civic uses, and offices. Indeed, it is density and diver-
sity that together add value to this popular Florida community. 

P R O F I L E

Homes in Haile Plantation sell for more than neighboring
homes because prospective buyers view the traditional
neighborhood design as a valuable and desirable amenity.
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For instance, one study by the National Association
of Home Builders looked at data from the American
Housing Survey, which is conducted every two years
by the U.S. Census Bureau and the Department of
Housing and Urban Development. It found that
between 1997 and 1999, the value of single-family
houses within 300 feet of an apartment or condo-
minium building went up 2.9 percent a year, slightly
higher than the 2.7 percent rate for single-family
homes without multifamily properties nearby.18

Another study, commissioned by the Family Housing
Fund in Minnesota, studied affordable apartments 
in 12 Twin Cities neighborhoods and found “little 
or no evidence to support the claim that tax-credit
family rental developments in [the] study eroded
surrounding home values.”19 And a long-term study
by Harvard University’s Joint
Center for Housing Studies 
published in 2003 also confirms
that apartments pose no threat 
to nearby single-family house
values, based on U.S. Census 
data from 1970 to 2000.20

Not only is there compelling
evidence that increased density
does not hurt property values 
of nearby neighbors: researchers 
at Virginia Tech University have
concluded that over the long 
run, well-placed market-rate
apartments with attractive 
design and landscaping actually
increases the overall value of
detached houses nearby.21 They
cite three possible reasons. First, the new apartments
could themselves be an indicator that an area’s econ-
omy is vibrant and growing. Second, multifamily
housing may increase the pool of potential future
homebuyers, creating more possible buyers for exist-
ing owners when they decide to sell their houses.
Third, new multifamily housing, particularly as part
of mixed-use development, often makes an area
more attractive than nearby communities that have
fewer housing and retail choices.22

Echelon at Lakeside
Echelon at Lakeside is the only multifamily development 
in an upscale, master-planned single-family suburban
neighborhood of Lakeside on Preston in Plano, Texas a
suburb of Dallas. Florida-based developers Echelon
Communities, LLC, overcame initial community opposi-
tion from area residents through high-quality innovative
design. The award-winning architecture blends seam-
lessly with the surrounding neighborhood’s traditional
style. Larger-than-normal floor plans, individual entries,
and attached garages combine to mirror the grand

estates in the surrounding communities. Although street
elevations make the buildings appear to be one single-
family home, they actually house several multifamily units.
Memphis-based architects Looney Ricks Kiss used five
building types and three building styles. All units include
high-quality interior finishes; community amenities include
a resort-style pool, fitness facility, clubroom, business and
conference center, and full-time concierge. 

P R O F I L E  

The award-winning apartments at Echelon at Lakeside
were designed to blend with the neighboring luxury
homes.
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Concerned citizens should use the entitlement process to demand high-quality
development in their communities while understanding that density and adjacent
property values are not inversely related. Higher-density real estate developers
and investors in higher-density real estate need to appreciate the fact that most
Americans’ wealth is held in their home equity. Therefore, changes in property
values can have very real consequences to existing property owners. Likewise,
homeowners would benefit from knowing that developers make a substantial
financial commitment when investing in new higher-density projects. This invest-
ment is an incentive to make the project successful, which can give the commu-
nity leverage in working with the developer. Such interrelated and overlapping
economic interests among these stakeholders make it all the more likely that a
mutually beneficial agreement can be reached. Such an agreement can result in
a project that enhances the existing community, ensures the appreciation of resi-
dents’, developers’, and the local government’s financial interests, and addresses
the needs of current and future residents of the community and region. 
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FACT
Higher-density development generates less traffic than low-density development
per unit; it makes walking and public transit more feasible and creates opportunities
for shared parking. 

Higher-density development creates more regional traffic congestion
and parking problems than low-density development.

16 Higher-Density Development

M
ost people assume that higher-density development generates more traffic than low-
density development and that regional traffic will get worse with more compact devel-
opment. In fact, the opposite is true. Although residents of low-density single-family
communities tend to have two or more cars per household, residents of high-density

apartments and condominiums tend to have only one car per household.23 And according to one
study using data from the National Personal Transportation Survey, doubling density decreases the
vehicle miles traveled by 38 percent.24

Mockingbird Station
The residents of Mockingbird Station in Dallas, Texas, are far
less dependent on their cars, because they have a whole host
of amenities at their doorstep. Dallas developer Ken Hughes
partnered with Denver-based Simpson Housing Group to
create the ten-acre pedestrian-oriented urban village, which
includes 216 loft apartments, an eight-screen film center and
café, more than 90 shops and restaurants, offices, an enclosed
public plaza, and parking, all directly linked to the Dallas Area
Rapid Transit (DART) light-rail system. Mockingbird Station
provides direct platform access to DART trains, which offer
residents an eight-minute commute to Dallas’s central
business district and a single train connection to the Dallas
Convention Center, Reunion Arena, and other downtown entertainment. The new village is also immediately adjacent
to the campus of Southern Methodist University and within walking distance of the university’s new stadium and
sports center. RTKL created architecture reminiscent of historic train stations but with a modern twist to the materials
and detailing. Although only limited driving is necessary, a parking garage is provided but placed out of sight and
underground. The myriad materials, architectural styles, and amenities create a vibrant transit-oriented community. 

P R O F I L E

Residents of Mockingbird
Station can leave their cars
in the garage and take an
eight-minute train ride to
downtown Dallas; they can
also walk to shops, offices,
and a movie theater.
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The reason is that higher-density developments make for more walkable neighbor-
hoods and bring together the concentration of population required to support pub-
lic transportation. The result is that residents in higher-density housing make fewer
and shorter auto trips than those living in low-density housing.25 Condominium and
townhouse residents average 5.6 trips per day and apartment dwellers 6.3 car trips
per day, compared with the ten trips a day averaged by residents of low-density com-
munities. (A trip is defined as any time a car leaves or returns to a home.)

Increasing density can significantly reduce dependency on cars, but those benefits
are even greater when jobs and retail are incorporated with the housing. Such
mixed-use neighborhoods make it easier for people to park their car in one place
and accomplish several tasks, which not only reduces the number of car trips
required but also reduces overall parking needs for the community. But if retail
uses are to survive, they must be near households with disposable income. Having
those households within walking distance of the shops builds in a market for the
stores. One study indicates that in some markets, 25 to 35 percent of retail sales
must come from housing close to shops for the shops to be successful.26

M Y T H  T H R E E E F A C T T H R E E

Southwest Station
The Southwest Metro Transit Commission is a small
suburban bus system near Minneapolis that serves
downtown Minneapolis and numerous other
employment and recreation centers, including
Minnesota Twins baseball games. The American
Public Transportation Association calls it the “best
small system in the country.” In an effort to capital-
ize and expand on the success of the system, the
commission has encouraged transit-oriented devel-
opment at its bus stops. In Eden Prairie, Minnesota,
the commission completed a bus depot and five-
story parking garage on 22 acres of excess right-of-
way. In 2001, it started selling land around the tran-
sit complex for retail and residential development.
Restaurants, shops, and more than 250 apartments,
condominiums, and townhouses soon followed. The
new development generated revenue for the com-
mission, new public transit riders, affordable con-
venient housing, and a suburban lifestyle with the
amenities usually afforded only to city dwellers. 

P R O F I L E

The Southwest Metro Transit Commission in suburban
Minneapolis runs an award-winning bus system and 
has encouraged higher-density development around
transit stops, like this one at Southwest Station in 
Eden Prairie, Minnesota.
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With a typical family now making more car trips for family, personal, social, and
recreational reasons than for commuting to work,27 reducing the number of
noncommuting trips takes on greater importance in the battle to reduce traffic
congestion and parking problems. A case study in Washington, D.C., found that
workers in dense downtown Washington made 80 percent of their mid-day trips 
by foot while suburban workers made 67 percent of their mid-day trips by car.28

Although a suburban office park would never reach the density levels of a down-
town area, planners can still reduce the auto dependency of suburban office work-
ers by using some of the same design techniques. Concentrating density around

suburban offices, allowing and encouraging retail and restaurants in and near 
the offices, and planning for pedestrian and bike access can all reduce the
number of lunchtime car trips required by office workers. 

Higher-density mixed-used developments also create efficiencies through shared
parking. For example, office and residential uses require parking at almost exact
opposite times. As residents leave for work, office workers return, and vice versa. In
addition, structured parking becomes feasible only with higher-density developments. 

Higher-density development also makes public transit more feasible. When a com-
munity that includes residences, shops, and offices reaches a certain threshold of
density, public transit-shuttles, bus service, trams, or light rail becomes an option
for residents. It is estimated that a minimum density of seven dwelling units per
acre is needed to make local bus service feasible with an intermediate level of
service.29 Light rail needs a minimum density of nine dwelling units per acre to 
be feasible.30 When a community can take advantage of these options and increase
the transportation choices for residents, relief is greater as total car dependency is
further broken. Such choices are impossible for low-density developments. 
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FACT
The crime rates at higher-density developments are not significantly different from
those at lower-density developments. 

Higher-density development leads to higher crime rates.

Myth and Fact 19Myth and Fact 19

P
eople sometimes associate density with crime, even though numerous
studies show that no relationship exists between the two. A study in Irving,
Texas, using geographic information systems and crime statistics, found no
link between crime and density. In fact, it found that single-family neigh-

borhoods are “not all associated with lower crime rates.”31 Another study conducted
by the University of Alaska found no relationship between housing density and
crime in Anchorage.32

Westminster Place
Although today Westminster Place is a thriving, safe community in
midtown St. Louis, it was not always the case. The area, approxi-
mately 90 acres, was well known by the St. Louis police department
for its high rate of violent crime, which led to the area’s becoming
blighted. McCormack Baron Salazar, a St. Louis–based developer,
brought the community back through the addition of higher-density
mixed-income housing comprising affordable and market-rate units.
The master plan included for-sale and rental housing, garden apart-
ments, townhouses, single-family homes, and even an assisted liv-
ing facility for seniors. A new community pool, a bustling retail cen-
ter, and a magnet school are included as well. The new plan slowed
traffic through the community, added landscaping and street and
parking lot lighting, and new “eyes on the street,” making it more
difficult for criminals to go unnoticed. The area blossomed into a
place where people once again feel safe walking. The success of
the community spurred the revitalization of surrounding areas.

P R O F I L E

Increasing the housing density, adding some market-rate housing,
and developing a design that slowed traffic and added additional
lighting changed Westminster Place from a crime-ridden neighbor-
hood to a thriving, safe community.
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East Village
East Village is a small urban revitalization project on the edge of downtown Minneapolis. Before the
project was built, the neglected 2.9-acre site contained several deteriorating rental homes, old commer-
cial buildings, and abandoned surface parking lots. The neighborhood wanted to improve the area and
the image of one of the city’s oldest neighborhoods, Elliot Park. The developers of the project, Central
Community Housing Trust and East Village Housing Corporation, developed the new mixed-income
housing and commercial community to encourage a sense of community and ownership. East Village
now features community green space, pedestrian paths, and neighborhood businesses. Buildings sur-
round the greenway that leads to Elliot Park, a city park with year-round activities and a community
center. Brick, bay windows, and French balconies complement historic buildings in the area. In addition,
all buildings have multiple entrances to encourage interaction among neighbors. An underground 350-
space parking garage frees up space for landscaped areas. This once neglected area has won two
awards for innovation and design and become an exceedingly successful vibrant and safe community.

The additional “eyes on the street” created by the development of 
East Village in Minneapolis has led to a safer vibrant community.
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Arizona researchers found that when police data are analyzed per unit, apartments
actually create less demand for police services than a comparable number of single-
family houses. In Tempe, Arizona, a random sample of 1,000 calls for service showed
that 35 percent originated from single-family houses and just 21 percent came from
apartments. Similarly, a random sample of 600 calls for service in Phoenix, Arizona,
found that an apartment unit’s demand for police services was less than half of the
demand created by a single-family house.33

One reason for the misperception that crime and density are related could be that
crime reports tend to characterize multifamily properties as a single “house” and
may record every visit to an apartment community as happening at a single house.
But a multifamily property with 250 units is more accurately defined as 250 houses.
To truly compare crime rates between multifamily properties and single-family
houses, the officer would have to count each household in the multifamily commu-
nity as the equivalent of a separate single-family household. When they do so, many
find what the previous studies prove: that crime rates between different housing
types are comparable. 

Higher-density developments can actually help reduce crime by increasing pedestrian
activity and fostering a 24-hour community that puts more “eyes on the street”34 at 
all times. Many residents say they chose higher-density housing specifically because
they felt more secure there; they feel safer because there are more people coming
and going, making it more difficult for criminals to act without being discovered.
This factor could explain why a ULI study of different housing types in Greenwich,
Connecticut, shows that higher-density housing is significantly less likely to be bur-
glarized than single-family houses.35 The relationships among design, management,
and security became better understood in the past few decades with the publication
of several seminal works, including Defensible Space: Crime Prevention through Urban
Design by Oscar Newman36 and Fixing Broken Windows: Restoring Order and Reducing
Crime in our Communities by George Kelling and Catherine Coles.37 Many new higher-
density developments include better lighting plans and careful placement of buildings
and landscaping to reduce opportunities for crime, contributing to a safer community. 

With the emergence of better-quality designs, higher-density mixed-use develop-
ment is an attractive and safe addition to a community, one that is increasingly
attracting a professional constituency seeking safety features. In fact, the luxury
segment is one of the fastest-growing components of the multifamily industry.38
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FACT
Low-density development increases air and water pollution and destroys natural
areas by paving and urbanizing greater swaths of land. 

Higher-density development is environmentally more
destructive than lower-density development.

L
ow-density sprawl takes an enormous toll on our air, water, and land. The
United States is now losing a staggering 2 million acres of land a year to
haphazard, sprawling development.39 More than 50 percent of Americans
live in places where the air is unhealthy to breathe,40 and childhood asthma

and other respiratory diseases are on the rise.41 Almost half the damage to our
streams, lakes, and rivers is the result of polluted runoff from paved surfaces.42

It is inefficient land use, not economic growth, that accounts for the rapid loss of
open space and farms. Since 1994, housing lots larger than ten acres have account-
ed for 55 percent of the land developed.43 This loss of land often causes unexpect-
ed economic challenges for rural communities, where farmland, forests, ranchland,
and open space tend to be the economic drivers that attract businesses, residents,
and tourists. Low-density sprawl compromises the resources that are the core of 
the community’s economy and character. The majority of American homeowners
think it is important to stop these trends. In fact, 76 percent of local ballot initiatives
related to land conservation passed in November 2004, making $2.4 billion in fund-
ing available for protection of parks and open space.44 But purchasing land is only
part of the solution and not always an option for financially strapped governments. 

Higher-density development offers the best solution to managing growth and pro-
tecting clean air and clean water. Placing new development into already urbanized
areas that are equipped with all the basic infrastructure like utility lines, police and
fire protection, schools, and shops eliminates the financial and environmental costs
of stretching those services farther and farther out from the core community. Com-
pact urban design reduces driving and smog and preserves the natural areas that
are assets of the community: watersheds, wetlands, working farms, open space, and
wildlife corridors. It further minimizes impervious surface area, which causes ero-
sion and polluted stormwater runoff. Two studies completed for the state of New
Jersey confirm that compact development can achieve a 30 percent reduction in
runoff and an 83 percent reduction in water consumption compared with conven-
tional suburban development.45

22 Higher-Density Development
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Prairie Crossing
The developers of Prairie Crossing, George and Vicky Ranney,
saved $1 million in infrastructure costs through environmentally
sensitive design. The 677-acre conservation community is
located in Grayslake, Illinois, 40 miles northwest of Chicago 
and one hour south of Milwaukee. The community features 
350 acres of open space, including 160 acres of restored
prairie, 158 acres of active farmland, 13 acres of wetlands, a
22-acre lake, a village green, and several neighborhood parks.
Houses are sited to protect natural features such as hedge-
rows, native habitat, and wetlands. Designed with colors and
architecture inspired by the landscape, every home has a view
of open space and direct access to ten miles of on-site walk-
ing and biking trails. Wide sidewalks, deep front porches, 
and rear garages encourage neighbors to meet. The homes 
were built with U.S. Department of Energy–approved green
building techniques. As a result, they are 50 percent more
energy efficient than other homes in the Chicago area, and
they sell for a 33 percent sales premium. Station Village is the
last phase of Prairie Crossing. When complete, it will include
residential, retail, and office space, all within walking distance
of two commuter train stations. Residents can ride Metra’s
North Line to Chicago’s Union Station or the Central Line to
downtown Chicago and O’Hare Airport.

P R O F I L E

More than half 
the land at Prairie
Crossing was
preserved as open
space, and homes
were built with
approved green
building techniques.

Myth and Fact 23
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The Preserve
USS Real Estate originally held a 550-acre tract of land in Hoover,
Alabama, but sold 250 acres to the city, intending to create the
Moss Rock Nature Preserve. The 680 single-family homes, 50,000
square feet of retail, and 50,000 square feet of office space are
concentrated on the remaining 311-acre site. Before development
of the Preserve, Hoover was characterized by sprawling conven-
tional development and lacked a town center. The Preserve’s
future town center is planned to include 34 live/work units, 14
retail units, and two restaurants: at the heart of the community is
the village green, an impressive eight-acre park with a town hall,
a fitness center, a junior olympic swimming pool, and a kiddie
pool. Residents have access to 15 acres of parks and seven miles
of trails that connect to award-winning Hoover schools and the
newly created Moss Rock preserve. 

P R O F I L E

Clustering development 
at the Preserve in Hoover
Alabama, enabled the
creation of the 250-acre
Moss Rock Nature Preserve.
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M Y T H  F I V E F A C T F I V E

Many communities employ techniques such as infill and brownfield development
to transform unused, abandoned lots into vibrant, revenue-generating components
of the community. Some create direct incentives for higher-density development.
The city of Austin, Texas, for example, created a program that rewards developers
for locating projects in the city’s existing neighborhoods and downtown. Others
award points for a variety of attributes, such as transit access, the redevelopment of
empty lots, and an increase in pedestrian facilities. By employing standards for fac-
tors like open space, dense development, and impact on water quality, communi-
ties can facilitate good urban design that preserves natural resources.

Although a well-designed higher-density community offers residents a higher-
quality environment, poorly planned sprawl does the opposite. Because low-density
sprawl gobbles up so much land through large-lot zoning, it ends up destroying the
very thing most people moved there for in the first place—the natural areas and
farmland. It forces people to drive longer distances, increasing regional air quality
problems. The average American man spends 81 minutes behind the wheel every
day, while women average 63 minutes. And surveys show that the time spent driving
has been consistently increasing every year.46 The national road network, currently
at 4 million miles according to the U.S. Department of Transportation, is still grow-
ing at an alarming rate, mainly for the purpose of connecting new low-density sub-
urbs back to core communities. Along with the water and air pollution, construc-
tion of these highways perpetuates the cycle of sprawl, fragments wildlife habitats,
and dries up a community’s financial coffers.

Increasing density not only improves air and water quality and protects open 
space but also redirects investments to our existing towns and cities. It can
revitalize existing communities and create more walkable neighborhoods with
access to public transit and hiking and biking trails. Pedestrian-friendly higher-
density developments offer general health benefits as well. Mixed land uses give
people the option to walk and bike to work, shops, restaurants, and entertain-
ment. The convenience of compact communities may help fight diseases related
to obesity.47 Higher-density communities are vital to preserving a healthy environ-
ment and fostering healthy lifestyles. 
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Attractive, well-designed, and well-maintained higher-density
development attracts good residents and tenants and fits into
existing communities. 

Higher-density development is unattractive and does
not fit in a low-density community. 

H
igher-density development comes in many forms. Some of the most attrac-
tive well-planned modern development is built at a high density. Across
America, appealing higher-density mixed-use town centers have been
wildly popular with the public. Lushly landscaped boulevards, fountains,

and showcase architecture have created a sense of place in areas previously known
only for faceless, uninteresting low-density development. The enduring appeal

Post Riverside
Atlanta is often called the poster child for suburban
sprawl. However, it is also the home of Post
Riverside, a revolutionary new mixed-use pedestri-
an-oriented community developed by Atlanta-based
Post Properties, Inc., and located on the banks of
the Chattahoochee River between Atlanta’s bustling
Buckhead and Vinings communities. As is the trend
nationally, 65 percent of all vehicle trips in Atlanta
are to run errands, not to commute to work. With
offices, shops, and restaurants within walking dis-
tance of the apartments, Post Riverside residents
depend on autos much less than their neighbors 
in lower-density areas. In addition, the community
is connected to Atlanta’s MARTA subway system
and the Cobb County transit system. This award-
winning 85-acre mixed-use development includes
25,000 square feet of retail space, 225,000 square
feet of office space, and 535 apartments, all designed around a gracious town
square. For many people, this amenity-rich, low-maintenance lifestyle better suits
their needs than a traditional single-family home in a low-density neighborhood. 

P R O F I L E

Post Riverside in Atlanta demonstrates that higher-density
development can be attractive and successful in a commu-
nity known for lower-density development.
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and desirability of older and more gracious higher-density neigh-
borhoods—Georgetown in Washington, D.C., Beacon Hill and
Back Bay in Boston, and Lincoln Park in Chicago—attest to the
fact that some of the more desirable neighborhoods in America
historically have been of higher density than that found in typical
outer suburbs. 

This return to the design principles of the past is at the core of the
new urbanist movement that took hold in the 1990s. The move-
ment grew as many people came to miss the sense of community
that was created by the mixed-density and mixed-use communities
of the past. They realized that low-density subdivisions isolated
their owners not only from pedestrian access to shops and offices
but also from their neighbors. The growing sense of social alien-
ation, highlighted in books like Robert Putnam’s Bowling Alone,48

has led many back to the comfort of communities that are a
reminder of the places where many of us grew up. These new
communities combine the best design ideas of the past with the
modern conveniences of today to provide residents with what has
been missing from many sprawling areas—a sense of community. 

Today’s developers, architects, and planners know
that to attract customers and to secure zoning
approvals and community acceptance, they must
produce attractive and innovative properties that
complement their surroundings. Design profession-
als are driven to produce projects that meet users’
demands, understand and respond to the context 
of a site, enhance its neighborhood, and are built 
to last.49 In fact, attendance at a recent American
Institute of Architects–sponsored conference on
density far surpassed expectations, speaking to the
interest among land use professionals in addressing
the design issues associated with density.50

It is plausible that the high level of citizens’ opposition
to density may be based on an outdated notion of what
higher-density development looks like. A University 
of North Carolina study revealed that when given a
choice between two attractively designed communities,
one higher density and the other low density; the majority preferred
the higher-density option.51 Other visual preference surveys con-
firm that there is an almost universal negative reaction to the visual
appearance of commercial strip sprawl and an almost universal posi-
tive reaction to traditional town-like communities of the past, com-
munities that almost invariably included a mix of densities and uses.52

Myth and Fact 27

M Y T H  S I X F A C T S I X

The Plaza at 
the Arboretum
This award-winning mixed-use project in 
Santa Monica, California, developed by
California-based Legacy Partners, achieves 
a density of 97.5 dwelling units per acre.
The attractive seven-story building includes
10,000 square feet of retail space and 350
apartment units ranging from 612 to 1,555
square feet. The architecture firm Meeks
and Partners used strong geometric forms
to create a playful architectural character
that fits nicely in the avant-garde Hollywood
studio section of Santa Monica. The devel-
opment includes a swimming pool, spa, fit-
ness center, and clubhouse.

P R O F I L E

Higher-density developments like 
the Plaza at the Arboretum present
opportunities to create outstanding
award-winning architecture.

M
EE

KS
A

N
D

PA
RT

N
ER

S,
PH

O
TO

G
RA

PH
©

ST
EV

E
H

IN
D

S



7MYTH

FACT
Our population is changing and becoming increasingly diverse. Many of these 
households now prefer higher-density housing, even in suburban locations. 

No one in suburban areas wants higher-density development. 

W
hen many of us think of the American Dream, we envision married
couples with children living in single-family detached houses in 
the suburbs. The notion is that the only people who want to live 
in higher-density areas are those who cannot afford a traditional

house with a back yard or who want to live in the middle of the city. Both percep-
tions are flawed. 

This country’s population is changing, and so are its real estate preferences. These
lifestyle changes have significant implications for suburban development. For the
first time, there are more single-person households (26.4 percent) than married-

28 Higher-Density Development

HOUSEHOLDS BY TYPE: 2003 (PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL)

5.6

15.2

11.2

16.4 28.2

23.3

Married couples with children (23.3)

Married couples without children (28.2)

Other family households (16.4)

Men living alone (11.2)

Women living alone (15.2)

Other nonfamily households (5.6)

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Survey,
March; and Annual Social and Economic Supplement: 2003.
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couple-with-children households (23.3 percent).53 The groups growing the fastest,
people in their mid-20s and empty nesters in their 50s, are the groups most likely
to look for an alternative to low-density, single-family housing.54

A growing number of Americans are redefining their American Dream. They are
seeking a more convenient and vibrant lifestyle. And while some seek this lifestyle
in cities, many others seek the same lifestyle in the suburbs. According to a 2002
study by the National Association of Home Builders, more than half the renters
questioned said they wanted to live in the suburbs.55 Moreover, a national survey 
of homebuyers’ community preferences found that nearly three-quarters of all

M Y T H  S E V E N F A C T S E V E N

King Farm
This 430-acre community is characterized by the
historic architecture of the region but offers an
assortment of modern conveniences as well.
Developed by King Farm Associates, LLC, King
Farm is located in Rockville, Maryland, five miles
from the Washington, D.C., beltway, 15 miles from
downtown D.C., and walking distance from the
Shady Grove Metro station. The neighborhood
was designed for pedestrians, but the King Farm
shuttle makes getting around even easier. The
shuttle runs a complimentary route between the
King Farm Village Center, the Metro station, and
the Irvington Center, a 90-acre commercial com-
plex next to the Metro. In addition, two types of
public bus service are available at King Farm. At
the Village Center, 120,000 square feet of retail
space is within walking distance from both resi-
dential and commercial development. The center
also includes 47 loft apartments and a one-acre
village green. Watkins Pond and Baileys Common
are King Farm’s two residential villages. They offer
single-family homes, townhouses, condominiums,
and luxury apartments intertwined with natural
areas. The center of Watkins Pond is a 12-acre
city park with tennis and basketball courts, a soc-
cer and softball field, two playgrounds, several
picnic areas, benches, and paths. 

King Farm is a successful higher-density suburban
community that integrates housing, retail shops,
offices, and public transit.

P R O F I L E

TO
RT

IG
A

LL
A

S
A

N
D

PA
RT

N
ER

S



30 Higher-Density Development

M Y T H  S E V E N F A C T S E V E N

Victoria Gardens
The city of Rancho Cucamonga, located roughly 60 miles east of Los Angeles in California’s Inland Empire, has a rich agricultural
history and, more recently, a history of low-density sprawl with no real city center. This situation is changing, however, with the
opening of the first phases of a huge new mixed-use development known as Victoria Gardens. The development, designed by 
L.A.–based architects, Altoon + Porter, and being developed jointly by California-based developers Forest City California and the
Lewis Investment Company, will create a vibrant higher-density downtown where none previously existed. Rapidly growing Rancho
Cucamonga has been traditionally underserved by restaurants and entertainment options. The long-awaited addition of a “place” in
the city has been well received by residents. The 147-acre development will eventually contain 1.3 million square feet of commer-
cial and community space, including retail, entertainment, office, and civic uses with a cultural center and a library. Twenty acres
of housing on site will allow people to live within walking distance of all the amenities of Rancho Cucamonga’s new downtown. 

P R O F I L E

A higher-density downtown is emerging in
sprawling Rancho Cucamonga at Victoria
Gardens. Long-underserved residents now
have a “place” to go for restaurants,
retail, offices, and housing.
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buyers prefer to live in a community where they can walk or bike to some desti-
nations.56 The 2001 American Housing Survey further reveals that respondents
cited proximity to work more often than unit type as the leading factor in housing
choice.57 These surveys confirm that many people prefer the suburbs but want the
amenities traditionally associated with cities, including living close to work. 

With the continuing decentralization of cities and the rise of suburban communi-
ties with urban-like amenities, many people find that they can live and work in the
suburbs with all the attributes of suburbia they desire without giving up walkability
and convenience. A recent study confirms that in many regions, more office space
is located in suburban locations than downtowns,58 providing an opportunity for
people to live near their jobs. Communities and developers that have recognized
and responded to the dual trends of decentralized offices and a growing desire 
for a more convenient lifestyle have been rewarded. Well-placed mixed-use, higher-
density developments in the suburbs are increasingly popular, creating a new
sense of place. 

Communities are being developed using the best concepts of traditional commu-
nities—smaller lots, a variety of housing types, front porches and sidewalks, shops
and offices within walking distance, and public transit nearby. Communities like
Celebration in Florida and King Farm in Maryland have been so popular with the
homebuying public that past worries over whether the demand exists for them have
been replaced by concerns about their rapid price appreciation, putting them out of
the reach of all but the highest-income households. Today’s real demographic and
lifestyle changes are inspiring a return to traditional development styles that offer
walkable, bikeable, and more dynamic communities that put residents closer to
shops, offices, and parks. 

M Y T H  S E V E N F A C T S E V E N
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FACT
People of all income groups choose higher-density housing.

Higher-density housing is only for lower-income
households. 

M
ultifamily housing is not the housing of last resort for households un-
able to afford a single-family house. Condominiums, for instance, are
often the most sought after and highly appreciating real estate in many
urban markets. The luxury segment of the apartment market is also

rapidly expanding. Most people are surprised to learn that 41 percent of renters
say they rent by choice and not out of necessity, and households making more than
$50,000 a year have been the fastest-growing segment of the rental market for the
past three years.59 Multifamily housing throughout the world has historically been
the housing of choice by the wealthiest individuals because of the access and con-
venience it provides. From Manhattan to Miami to San Francisco, higher-density
housing has been prized for the amenity-rich lifestyle it can provide. 

Higher-density development can be a viable housing choice for all income groups
and people in all phases of their lives. Many financially secure baby boomers, who
have seen their children leave the nest, have chosen to leave behind the yard
maintenance and repairs required of a single-family house for the more carefree
and convenient lifestyle multifamily housing provides. Interestingly, their children,
the echo boomers, are entering the age where many will likely live in multifamily
housing. Just starting careers, many are looking for the flexibility of apartment liv-
ing to follow job opportunities. Their grandparents, likely on a fixed income, may
also prefer or need to live in multifamily housing as physical limitations may have
made living in a single-family house too challenging. 

Providing balanced housing options to people of all income groups is important 
to a region’s economic vitality. The availability of affordable multifamily housing
helps attract and retain the workers needed to keep any economy thriving. In 
many American towns and cities, rapidly rising house prices are forcing working
families to live farther away from their jobs. In fact, the lack of affordable housing 
is mentioned as the number one problem facing working families today.60

32 Higher-Density Development32 Higher-Density Development32 Higher Density Development
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M Y T H  E I G H T F A C T E I G H T

Rollins Square
Rollins Square, a mixed-use development in Boston’s South
End, is a truly mixed-income community that provides housing
for a wide spectrum of people in all income brackets. Twenty
percent of the overall units are reserved for people whose
income is 30 to 60 percent of the Boston area median income
(AMI), 40 percent are for-sale condominiums reserved for
working households with incomes 80 to 120 percent of the
AMI, and the remaining 40 percent are market-rate units sell-

ing for up to $750,000. The residences occupy two city blocks
and integrate seamlessly into the existing neighborhood. 
The varying heights and diverse exterior materials give the
appearance that the development was constructed over 
time. Rollins Square was developed by the Planning Office
for Urban Affairs, Inc., a nonprofit developer associated 

with the Archdiocese of Boston.

P R O F I L E

Rollins Square effectively provides housing for
low-, moderate-, and high-income households

in one attractive development that is well
integrated into the existing community.
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M Y T H  E I G H T F A C T E I G H T

I’On
I’On is a 244-acre master-planned community along the
deep-water marshes of Hobcraw Creek in Mount Pleasant,
South Carolina. Just six miles east of Charleston, the com-
munity features 700 single-family homes, community facili-
ties, and a small-scale commercial area. Vince Graham,
principal with the I’On Company, is developing six residential
neighborhoods connected by narrow streets, pedestrian
corridors, and community spaces. An I’On Guild member,
one of 18 builders selected for experience, talent, and finan-
cial strength, builds each individual home. The architecture
is inspired by classic Lowcountry style with large balconies,
deep front porches, and tall windows on even taller homes.
Homes now sell for $685,000 to $1.7 million. Community facil-
ities include I’On Square, I’On Club, the Creek Club, and the
Mount Pleasant Amphitheater. Residents also enjoy easy
access to the Cooper and Wando rivers, the Charleston har-
bor, and the Atlantic Ocean. One neighborhood boat ramp
and four community docks are available for crabbing and
fishing. Two miles of walking trails are available for resi-
dents; a five-acre pond, the Rookery, is a protected nesting
site for wading birds. In addition, the public and private
schools in Mount Pleasant are some of the best in the area.

Some home prices in the well-planned
higher-density community of I’On are
approaching $2 million. The traditional
neighborhood design combined with the
community amenities made possible 
by higher densities have made the
community one of the most desirable 
in the Charleston area.

P R O F I L E

As the problem of affordability worsens, workers on the lower end of the salary 
scale may move to more affordable cities, leaving a labor shortage in their wake.
Such shortages make a region less desirable as an employment center. According 
to PricewaterhouseCoopers, access to a large and diverse labor pool is the most
important factor in making corporate decisions on locations.61 Communities that
do not provide housing for all income groups become less desirable corporate
locations.
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Over the past five decades, retailing in urban neighborhoods has hollowed
out, leaving most cities and inner-ring suburbs with too little to support

healthy neighborhoods and strong communities. The results are apparent to 
anyone living in or visiting a 21st century city: commercial streets with deteri-
orating buildings, empty storefronts or marginal month-to-month tenants, an
undersupply of essential goods and services, social problems, poor pedestrian
environments and amenities, and untended streets and sidewalks. 

The decline of neighborhood retailing has had a profound effect on the desirabil-
ity of many urban neighborhoods and communities. The convenient availability
of goods and services is a key factor that people consider when choosing a place
to live, and neighborhoods without suitable retailing are dramatically weakened.
Residents who can afford it, leave, and potential new residents choose to live
somewhere else. In this type of environment, communities cannot be sustained
over the long term. 

The challenges of rebuilding persist not only in low-income neighborhoods, but
also in many other urban locations where retailing never recovered from the
shift of buying habits that led people to suburban shopping centers. Even in
some of the most affluent communities—where first-generation, auto-
oriented shopping streets have begun to urbanize and take on characteristics of
urban shopping districts—redevelopment efforts are often stymied by NIMBYists
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who object to the transition as well as to the changes in character, diversity,
and density that the transition brings. 

In all cases, rebuilding neighborhood retail streets is a difficult, lengthy, and
complicated process. It differs significantly from developing a suburban shop-
ping center or reestablishing downtown shopping districts, so innovative strate-
gies must be employed to restore the neighborhood’s vitality and competitive-
ness. Neighborhood retail streets are betwixt and between most communities’
established retail locations, and they have been largely forgotten or purposely
avoided for years by retailers, developers, and shoppers. The reasons are clear:
misperceptions about the extent of urban buying power are widespread, retail
opportunities are perceived to be greater elsewhere, and the many social prob-
lems faced by urban neighborhoods have proved difficult to solve. 
As a result, even those who live near neighborhood shopping streets are often
forced to travel outside their own neighborhoods to shop for goods and services
that most others take for granted in their everyday lives. 

Opportunities to reestablish retailing along neighborhood commercial streets are
great. Through careful planning, new roles can be found for these streets to fill
in today’s marketplace to better serve neighborhood residents. But a word of
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caution: Attempts to re-create past glories—a commonly voiced goal—rarely
succeed because most urban neighborhoods have changed dramatically over the
past few decades, and their position in the regional hierarchy of retail destina-
tions has been marginalized by newer concentrations of retailing in wealthier
neighborhoods with better access, visibility, parking, security, and retailing 
environments. 

The large trade areas that many neighborhood streets once enjoyed have been
cut off by newer centers, changes in retail merchandising have rendered obsolete
much of the retail space along neighborhood streets, demographic shifts have
reduced population densities and buying power, and a critical mass of retailers
no longer exists along many of these streets. The result has been lower demand,
high vacancies, a poor retail environment, and a failure to adapt to changed
competitive circumstances. To achieve long-term sustainability, plans for rebuild-
ing neighborhood shopping streets must recognize these changes and embrace
solutions that are realistically market-based. It is not enough to base them
solely on enlightened public policy goals or the community’s wish list, no matter
how well intentioned.

In spite of the challenges faced by neighborhood retail streets, their future is
turning much brighter, and the Urban Land Institute believes that the timing is
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right to rebuild them. Numerous metro-
politan trends are redirecting growth
back into existing communities, which
has positive implications for the rebirth
of neighborhood retailing. Urban
lifestyles are becoming more popular
among empty nesters, singles, the 
elderly, and nontraditional households;
immigrants are flocking to many neigh-
borhood streets as low-cost places to
open small businesses, stores, and
restaurants; retailers are again inter-
ested in urban locations because their
traditional suburban markets are satu-
rated; states are increasingly concerned
about the effects of sprawl and are
instituting smart growth policies;
pedestrian-oriented, streetfront retail
environments are gaining favor with
today’s consumers; inner-city crime 
has declined dramatically in the past
ten years; and local governments are
using increasingly sophisticated plan-
ning, regulatory, and financial in-
centives to encourage market-based
real estate investments in distressed
urban neighborhoods. 

But these positive trends alone are not enough to ensure that rebuilding will
occur—even in affluent locations—since it takes far more time and effort to
rebuild neighborhood retailing than it took to destroy it. The challenge for the
public and private sectors is to work together aggressively to create the environ-
ment in which retailing can thrive. If this doesn’t happen, retailing will continue
to shun neighborhood streetfront locations and choose more competitive sites.
Gaining the public sector’s commitment is a difficult challenge because cities
and states are faced with increasingly limited resources and many new and com-
peting obligations. Nevertheless, ULI believes that ways must be found, as part
of a long-term strategy, to get started today on the task of rebuilding retail
services because the future prosperity of our metropolitan areas depends on it. 
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Part of ULI’s mission is to examine cutting-edge
issues and propose creative solutions for improv-
ing the quality of land use and development. To
that end, ULI sponsored a charrette on smart
growth solutions to devise strategies to realisti-
cally restore the vitality of neighborhood shopping
streets to create more livable environments and
sustainable communities. In June 2003, during
three days of intensive study of three neighbor-
hood shopping streets in the greater Washington,
D.C., area, teams of planning and development
experts from around the country toured and stud-

ied three very different types of neighborhood streets. The teams were made up
of leading commercial developers, public planners, nonprofit developers, archi-
tects, economic consultants, and property advisers. 

The three streets were chosen as representative of different types of urban
neighborhood environments. H Street N.E., at the edge of a gentrifying neigh-
borhood, is an elongated and dilapidated commercial arterial that until the
1960s was one of Washington’s major shopping streets; upper Wisconsin Avenue
N.W. is a discontinuous, poorly merchandised, and unsightly commercial street in
the midst of one of Washington’s wealthiest uptown neighborhoods; and the
devastated commercial district surrounding the intersection of Charles Street and
North Avenue in Baltimore is in one of the poorest and most crime-ridden neigh-
borhoods in the city. 

ULI teams were assigned to each strip and given the following tasks: to deter-
mine the critical issues and challenges that neighborhood streets face; to deter-
mine the most effective ways to rebuild neighborhood streets to ensure their
long-term competitive position; and to set strategic principles to guide commu-
nity residents, public planners, and developers in this effort. These principles
were consolidated and refined by the three teams so that they could be applied
universally to all types of neighborhood streets around the world. ULI had the
support and participation of the two cities—Washington, D.C., and Baltimore,
Maryland—in whose jurisdictions the streets are located. Each provided detailed
background information, briefings, and tours for the ULI teams. After much
deliberation, the teams adopted the following ten strategic principles to guide
communities, developers, retailers, and residents in rebuilding their neighbor-
hood retail streets. 
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Ten Principles for Rebuilding
Neighborhood Retail

Great Streets Need Great Champions

It Takes a Vision

Think Residential

Honor the Pedestrian

Parking Is Power

Merchandise and Lease Proactively

Make It Happen

Be Clean, Safe, and Friendly 

Extend Day into Night

Manage for Change



Every revitalization project needs a champion—someone to initiate the
process, fight to ensure it is done right, and follow through to completion.

This is particularly true for rebuilding neighborhood retailing because of the
length and complexity of the undertaking. In most situations, the champion will
be a person (or a group of people) who is a committed, responsible stakeholder
who recognizes the problem, has dreams of something better, and has the pas-
sion to overcome obstacles to achieve results. Without a champion, retail revi-
talization efforts will most likely get lost among competing needs in a commu-
nity when it comes time to fight for attention and limited resources. 

In some quarters, neighborhood revitalization efforts are seen as inherently 
public responsibilities that should be led exclusively by public representatives,
because the private sector is often seen as unwilling, uninterested, or unable to
do the job itself. Others believe that if a market exists, the private sector will
find it and, without government help, lead the way through its own entrepre-
neurial efforts. ULI believes that, in most cases, neither extreme is an effective
approach. 

11Great Streets Need
Great Champions
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Long-term success will come only when public/private part-
nerships are created that marry the public’s planning, coor-
dination, infrastructure, and public financing tools with the
private sector’s entrepreneurial savvy, development expert-
ise, retailing know-how, and private capital. When new
retail markets are just being formed, neither sector can
achieve its goals without aggressive assistance from the
other. 

It doesn’t matter whether the champion is from the public
or private sector, but he or she must make sure that all the
other stakeholders are included in the redevelopment effort.

■ The champion can be a group or an individual. Possible
group champions include a business improvement district
(BID), corporation or partnership of businesses, community
development group, financial institution, or neighborhood
anchor such as a hospital or university. 

■ An individual champion can be a resident, a business or
community group leader, an elected official such as a mayor
or councilperson, a property owner, a retailer, or a city staff
person. 

■ The champion should pull together a core group of
involved stakeholders to form a public/private partnership
entity to guide the rebuilding effort.

■ The stakeholders are the people and groups who will be directly affected by
the redevelopment and the decisions made by the public/private partnership.
Ideally, they will transcend political turnover because the redevelopment effort
will last through several election cycles. Politicians may be involved, of course,
but they should be willing to remain involved if they lose future elections or
choose not to run. Staying power is essential to long-term success.

■ The champion should lead efforts to develop a process or mechanism to
resolve conflicts among the stakeholders and reach consensus. Conflict is
healthy, and the champion is ideally positioned to help resolve conflicts and
make sure that potential problems and issues are debated and not avoided. 
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Retailing has changed forever. Big-box stores and category killers; fortress
malls; outlet, lifestyle, and power centers; catalogs; and the Internet are

where today’s consumers shop. The competition is fierce, and consumers want it
all: low prices, endless variety, the latest designs, parking at the door, and an
environment so entertaining that they go there even when they don’t need to
shop! How can neighborhood streets hope to compete? By providing goods and
services tailored to the specific needs of each neighborhood in an environment
that is convenient, service-oriented, pedestrian-scaled, and connected to the
urban lifestyles of the neighborhood’s residents. 

The successful rebuilding of a neigh-
borhood shopping street will be in-
cremental, so it must be based on a
shared vision that provides a strategic
framework for imagining, analyzing,
judging, and implementing each step
along the way. The champion of a
rebuilding effort is the one best posi-
tioned to pull together the diverse
partnership of stakeholders to create
the long-term vision for the street.
Although the champion should make
sure that no interests are left behind,
the community’s vision must be rooted
in market realities. Too often, commu-
nities have followed the loudest voices
and pursued plans that cannot be sus-

tained economically, which inevitably leads to disappointment and failure. Rec-
ognize that there is often a great difference between what one group of stake-
holders may want and what the market will support. 

Reaching a shared vision requires facing the tough questions upfront, making sure
everyone understands the realities of the situation, and setting short-, medium-,
and long-range goals that are realistically attainable. There is no cookie-cutter solu-
tion that will be effective long term, and pie-in-the-sky doesn’t qualify as vision, so
it is essential to understand the reality of the street and what is possible before
asking what it can become. There is a general rule: Strive to be what you really can
be. Most urban streets cannot successfully become like a suburban mall, and it’s
doubtful that this would be a good idea even if it were possible. Each retail street
needs to be individually crafted to reflect the community, people, lifestyle, and
aspirations of its neighborhood because one-size visions do not fit all.

22It Takes a Vision
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The first task of the public/private partnership is to
make sure that the vision is shared. Property own-
ers, residents, and nontraditional neighborhood
anchors, such as churches, colleges, and hospitals,
must buy in because they have the most at stake.
These players have a strong vested interest in the neighborhood environment
because their success depends in part on desirability of their surroundings. Large
employers should be actively recruited because they have important resources that
can be brought to bear.

■ Do not allow the rebuilding process to be “hijacked” by any one group or
individual—even the residents. It is only natural that stakeholders have agen-
das; bringing these agendas into the open and aligning them are critical. 

■ Create momentum for the vision by assigning specific
roles to each stakeholder and getting them to buy in to
the plan. Getting stakeholders monetarily involved in the
process may help to ensure their continued involvement
and support. 

■ Identify negative influences that are hindering the
redevelopment effort and neutralize or eliminate them as
soon as possible; they could be a person, a building, or a
neighborhood condition. 

■ Create an identity for the street that is inventive and
reflects the neighborhood. Some neighborhood streets are
already place-specific and have identities that can be
reinforced or enhanced. In other cases, the identity is
either nonexistent or negative—in which case, changing the perceived identity
(or overcoming the nonidentity) will be one of the biggest challenges. 

■ Adapt the retail environment to serve and enhance the surrounding neighbor-
hood. Serving a broader trade area may be important, but will usually be a sec-
ondary goal.

■ Recognize that nearby competition not only will dramatically affect the mar-
ket for your street, but will also affect the vision you have for its future. 

■ Hire a leasing professional from day one to coordinate management and
recruitment of retail tenants. Recognize that retailers will “vote” on the sound-
ness of the redevelopment’s vision by deciding whether to rent or not.

Visioning will help create and enhance 

an identity for the street that reflects the

neighborhood.
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Successful retail depends on successful residential
neighborhoods. Retailing cannot survive in an environ-

ment of deteriorating neighborhood housing, declining pop-
ulation and homeownership rates, disinvestment, crime, and
neglect. Most important, successful retail needs a growing
number of high-quality residents because this is what
retailers look for. High-quality residents are found in high-,
medium-, and low-income brackets so, individually and as a
group, residents need to take ownership of their streets and
start changing the negatives in their neighborhoods so the
environment is right to attract retailers.

Great streets are always surrounded by dense residential
development. Where residential growth and revitalization is
occurring, retail is primed to follow; it simply will not occur
the other way around. Retailers will not be attracted to a
neighborhood street, regardless of how much public money
they get, unless they see the cash registers ringing, and
this depends on the strength of the surrounding residential
market.

Streets evolve over time, and the quality and amount of 
the residential development will dictate what type of retail
tenant will be interested in leasing space. The typical pat-
tern is for home-grown, startup businesses and creative
enterprises looking for low-cost locations to move in first,
followed by mass-market national stores and, if the neigh-
borhood is very successful, by specialized higher-end 
retailers. The community should not expect the best 
stores to move in immediately, but to the extent that
higher-quality residential development occurs, retailing 
will continue to improve. 

■ Increase homeownership (including condominium ownership) to stabilize the
neighborhood and create more stakeholders and customers. 

■ Residential development creates a customer base for neighborhood-serving
retail, especially grocery store and pharmacy anchors. It is important for such
stores—which commonly are national chains and require the most parking—to
conform to the urban character of the community. 

33Think Residential
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■ Encourage mixed-use develop-
ments. A mix of housing and
offices supports retail by creating
more customers, supporting
longer business hours, and bring-
ing in rents up to 20 percent
higher than would be likely in the
same place without the mix of
housing and office space. Office
components provide daytime retail
and restaurant demand, while res-
idents add customers in the
evening. 

■ It isn’t necessary to attract
national retailers to be a success.
Successful streets often have a
mix of locally owned and operated vendors, especially specialty food stores (sell-
ing baked goods, ethnic foods, coffee, and wine), ethnic restaurants, pharma-
cies, art shops, antique stores, hardware stores, and service providers (laundry,
video rental, garden). If you sit around waiting for Pottery Barn, nothing else is
going to happen. 

■ Recognize that although neighborhood residential development provides a
strong shot in the arm for retailing, it does not provide the only source of
demand. 

■ Encourage mixed-income housing. A big challenge of retail is the recruitment
of retail workers, and they need a convenient place to live. A stock of potential
workers living close by enhances the attractiveness of the site for retailers.

■ Ground floor space does not need to be all retail. If the neighborhood street
is too long for shopping the entire length, retailing should be concentrated in
designated blocks. Shoppers typically will walk for only three or four city blocks.
Residential or office uses should predominate beyond a core walking area. 

■ Don’t underestimate the value of anchors on the street. They help the smaller,
independent tenants succeed by drawing customers to the area. 

Residential units above retail keep the 

street active around the clock, providing 

convenience for residents and sales volume

for retailers.
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The era when anything developed in an urban neighbor-
hood was considered to be better than nothing is over.

Desperation has driven many communities to accept devel-
opments that are inappropriate for an urban street and
antithetical to an enjoyable pedestrian experience. Sub-
urban-style, pedestrian-deficient retailing with blank walls
facing the sidewalk, parking lots that disrupt retail continu-
ity, throw-away architectural quality, inappropriate building
design and scale, and lack of pedestrian amenities are some
of the most egregious mistakes that made many urban
streets mean and decidedly unfriendly to shoppers. 

Neighborhood retailing that is rebuilt in these ways has
proved unsustainable, failed to generate ongoing improve-
ments in retail quality or spin-off activity, and fallen short
of attracting the level of customer loyalty from the neigh-
borhood or beyond that is necessary for long-term growth.
When pedestrians are not honored with a pleasant and
enjoyable shopping experience, they usually choose com-
peting locations that do a better job of creating such an
environment.

The first goal for a neighborhood shopping street should be
to satisfy the aspirations and enhance the lifestyles of a
neighborhood’s residents. Neighborhood retail should not 
be structured in a way that encourages commuters to move
quickly through the neighborhood to reach other neighbor-
hoods. Too often, neighborhood streets have evolved in
ways that make it easier and more enjoyable for shoppers
and commuters to travel to other neighborhoods than to
stay and conveniently shop nearby. 

■ Don’t let traffic engineers rule the streets. Accommodating traffic is only 
one of many goals for successful shopping streets. Retail streets must balance
the needs of the pedestrian and the needs of the automobile. Traffic must be
calmed, and pedestrian amenities must be added for successful shopping streets
to be rebuilt.

■ Street width is an important determinant of retail success. In neighborhood
locations, wide streets form a great barrier to success since they make it difficult
to establish either an intimate neighborhood feel or a community connection.

44Honor the Pedestrian
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Successful single-loaded retail streets are rare, so to improve chances for suc-
cess, narrow the street or introduce a landscaped median that will tie the two
sides of the street together into one retail experience and make it easier for cus-
tomers to shop both sides of the street.

■ Recognize that street patterns also affect the pedestrian experience. In most
cases, one-way streets should be converted to two-way streets to eliminate the
raceway effect of one-way arterials and give the streets more of a neighborhood
character. 

■ Convenient parking must be designed to enhance the pedestrian experience
and not detract from it. Traffic can be slowed by providing on-street parking—
this type of configuration protects shoppers from speeding traffic, allows 
shoppers to park in front of the store, and creates a stronger connection to 
the street.

■ Encourage multiple entrances to shops so they are accessible from the front
sidewalk as well as from off-street parking areas.

9
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■ Pedestrian amenities should be added first along the blocks with the greatest
concentration of retailing or those with the greatest potential. In some cases,
neighborhood shopping streets are too long and some blocks may no longer be
suited for retail. In such cases, clearly designate the blocks that are targeted for
retailing and concentrate pedestrian amenities there first. 

■ Sidewalks should be wide enough to accommodate outdoor dining while pro-
viding enough room to allow an unimpeded pedestrian flow; tables should be
permitted at the curb line to allow window shoppers to stroll next to the shop
windows. Rebuilding sidewalks with brick or patterned concrete also can have a
positive effect. 

■ Greening the street is necessary to make it more comfortable for pedestrians.
Improvements should include tree canopies that provide shade from day one,
green spaces where shoppers can linger and relax, and flowers and shrubs that
enliven store fronts, tree boxes, light standards, and parking lots.

10

VISIBILITY
Transparency is critical. Buyers
want to see inside the store—
they want it to look safe, they
want to see that it offers the
goods or services they are
interested in, and they want 
to feel comfortable that a 
salesperson is not hovering 
to accost them when they 
walk in the door. The best
design provides visibility into
the store and not just into a
window display.

ARCHITECTURE
Buildings must look as though
they belong in the neighbor-
hood, especially in terms of
scale, height, and character.
Retail is most successful when
it is on a single level, but
offices and apartments work
very well in levels over retail.
The neighborhood vernacular
should be expressed in the
design of buildings. Good archi-
tecture improves the quality of

the neighborhood. In revitaliza-
tion, it can serve as a model 
of good design. Flexible guide-
lines that allow variation within
acceptable ranges may be best.
Even convenience stores can 
be accommodated with good
design standards. The standard
retail bay in the United States
is 30 feet wide by 60 to 90 feet
deep. Multiples of this module
can accommodate larger users,
such as restaurants. Neighbor-
hood retail often has regular
turnover, and adherence to
these standards can help find
new users. Windows that offer
visibility into the store are
good advertising and con-
tribute to comfort on entry.
Awnings or recessed entries
provide comfortable shelter
from rain and sun.

LANDSCAPING
Designs for visibility and land-
scaping often conflict. Here
again, the need for trans-

parency and visibility of retail
takes precedence. However, in
addition to meeting a commu-
nity’s consumer needs, a retail
street can be a place to social-
ize or to relax and linger, es-
pecially when the hard urban
edge is softened and enhanced
with high-quality plant mate-
rial. Outdoor dining is an
instant indicator of safety 
and congeniality, but it needs 
a minimum sidewalk depth of 
ten to 12 feet for convenient
pedestrian flow.

SIGNAGE, LIGHTING,
AND STREET FURNITURE
As in other design media, qual-
ity sells—particularly over the
long term. Signs, lighting, and
street furniture (seating) are
low-cost and highly visible
ways of projecting a quality
image. To ensure consistency
and quality, adopt design guide-
lines that regulate the scale,
typeface, materials, and other

design elements of signage,
while at the same time encour-
aging flexibility and creativity.
A critical consideration is
whether to allow freestanding
or hanging signs on buildings.
Flush mounting is desirable
because it doesn’t intrude into
the pedestrian zone, but the
need for signage to be visible
to motorists and pedestrians
should contribute to decisions
about sign guidelines. Differen-
tiation in retail graphics is both
an indicator of unique offerings
and a brand identifier. A graph-
ics scheme should not prohibit
free expression, but should set
standards to ensure long-term
quality. Lighting and street fur-
niture in complementary design
families add character and
safety—lighting for visibility
and seating to attract people 
to the street.

William B. Renner, EDSA / 
Edward D. Stone, Jr. and Associates



■ Landscaping, street furniture, and other pedestrian amenities should be sensi-
tively designed so as not to block retail sight lines for motorists or shoppers. 

■ High visibility for potential customers who are driving or walking by the
stores is as important for retail success as easy accessibility and parking. 

■ Lighting should be bright enough to ensure security in the evening, but
sodium vapor—often referred to as “slum lighting”—should be avoided in favor
of white lighting, which renders more realistic colors, less sinister appearances,
and a more inviting, comfortable, and reassuring feeling for shoppers. 

■ Set design standards and work with retailers regarding facade improvements,
appropriate historic preservation measures, store signage, awnings, window dis-
plays, and advertising. These details indelibly frame the pedestrian experience.

11

The city of San

Rafael, California,

encourages the

development of 

housing as a way 

of bringing life—

including evening

activity and 

customers for 

merchants—to its

commercial streets.



Easy accessibility, high visibility, a sense of personal security, and adequate,
convenient parking are all preconditions for successful retailing, and with-

out them retail likely will fail, regardless of the sophistication of the shopping
environment or the quality of the tenants. 

Parking is arguably the most important of these
requirements because today’s consumers, condi-
tioned by their suburban shopping center experi-
ences, expect nothing less than a guaranteed
space close to their shopping destination every
time they shop. Neighborhood streets that repli-
cate the convenience and abundance of suburban
parking—albeit in quite different configurations—
will have solved one of the great dilemmas that
urban shopping locations face. These are the chal-
lenges: How can communities squeeze enough

convenient parking into a pedestrian environment where it is not desirable to
have large parking lots facing the street in front of the stores? How can commu-
nities configure parking in ways that are clearly organized so that shoppers can
find spaces in multiple locations from block to block? 

■ Size the street’s parking requirements realistically. Recognize that parking
needs will usually be less along neighborhood shopping streets than in suburban
shopping centers because some urban shoppers will arrive on foot or by transit,
shuttle, or bicycle.

■ Recognize that parking needs often change over time. If a neighborhood gets
improved transit service, parking needs may decline. Conversely, the introduction

of additional anchors, changes in tenant types, or a denser
concentration of retailers as the street’s popularity grows
can increase the number of parking spaces needed.

■ Provide spaces in a clear, evenly distributed supply of
parking that includes on-street and off-street options.
Encourage store employees to park away from store
entrances. 

■ On-street parking is critical for some retailers’ success
because it is the most convenient type of parking and cre-
ates the steady turnover of shoppers needed by stop-and-go
retailers like coffee shops, dry cleaners, and specialty food
stores. 

55Parking Is Power
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At Bethesda Row in the Maryland suburbs of

Washington, D.C., designers placed parking

behind and to the side of buildings. This 

fosters a pedestrian-friendly environment 

and allows stores to utilize most of the 

road frontage.  
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A mix of parking accommodates different

users. Short-term customers can park on the

street, while shoppers planning a longer stay

can park in the garage.



■ Metered parking—whether on- or
off-street—should be designed to
encourage people to use it. The time
limits should be fairly enforced so that
the needed turnover actually occurs,
but don’t go overboard. Customers will
shop elsewhere if they are turned off
by unreasonable and inflexible adher-
ence to the rules.

■ Off-street parking needs to be
highly visible from the street, but it
should not dominate the landscape, break up the retail district into disjointed
parts, or be located farther than one block from storefronts. 

■ Parking should be user-friendly, starting with clear signage directing cus-
tomers to individual lots and lighting that is configured to ensure their personal
safety and provide a sophisticated ambiance that makes them feel comfortable
at night. 

■ Innovative parking designs—such as parking behind,
above, or below the stores—should be considered in dense,
high-value urban locations. If these configurations are
used, parking must be seen as nonthreatening, as visible
as possible, and easily accessible, or motorists will avoid it.

■ Shared parking should be planned to accommodate the
parking needs of different groups of shoppers as they
appear at different times of day. This will eliminate unnec-
essary spaces that otherwise would sit unused during 
periods of inactivity. 

■ Transit (retailer-sponsored shuttles, bus, light rail, and subway) should be
actively promoted by developers, retailers, and employers because it reduces
parking needs, extends the street’s trade area, and brings a greater diversity 
of demand. 

■ Don’t forget about bicycle parking. Bicycles are a growing part of the urban
lifestyle and parking for them is cheap to build. The need for bicycle parking is
especially important in college communities and in neighborhoods with young,
highly educated, and sophisticated residents. 
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The parking garage at Seventh and Collins,

Miami Beach, Florida.

On-street parking along Clematis Street, 

West Palm Beach, Florida.
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Retailers are the soul of the neighborhood commercial street, so getting the
right tenant mix and quality will give the street its unique character as

well as the diversity of product offerings it needs to compete successfully with
more established retail destinations. To achieve this mix, a neighborhood com-
mercial street must be managed and operated like a shopping center—but rec-
ognize that having multiple landowners and operating in the public realm enor-
mously complicate these tasks. 

Finding tenants that meet all of these criteria is tough, especially in the early
years of rebuilding when a critical mass of retailers is often absent and the en-
vironmental and social conditions along the street may not yet be optimal to
achieve high sales levels. Complicating this task is the fact that the city cannot
rely individually on landlords along neighborhood shopping streets to recruit
appropriate high-quality tenants, since they are inclined—understandably—to
lease their spaces to whomever is willing to pay the rent. It’s not easy for a
landlord to turn down a tenant because it does not fit within a street’s overall
leasing plan or add to its optimal tenant mix. Retailers also do not like to take
risks, but if you have a coordinated merchandising plan and strive for a good
tenant mix, the risk to retailers will be reduced. 

To achieve higher sales, rents, and land values, landlords along the street need
to band together and work proactively with the public sector to merchandise and

lease their street in a coor-
dinated and mutually sup-
portive way.

■ Establish a quasi-public
retail leasing and manage-
ment agency to plan and
coordinate the street’s
leasing strategy, actively
recruit tenants, and direct
them to appropriate land-
lords and property owners
so that leasing deals can
be made privately. Recog-
nize that the tighter the
leasing control this agency
has, the more quickly the
street will evolve into a
thriving retail destination. 

66Merchandise and Lease
Proactively

Bellevue, Washington.
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■ As the first priority, hire a leasing and management professional to set up 
the leasing agency and direct its activities. This needs to be someone who can
dynamically “sell” your street and neighborhood, and has a sophisticated under-
standing not only of retail leasing but also of shopping center management and
public/private partnerships. The leasing professional should be part of the
street’s planning and design team, so she/he not only understands the long-
term vision of the project but also helps to shape it.

■ Develop a comprehensive leasing plan that is flexible and builds on the
strengths and competitive advantages that the street and neighborhood already
have. Recognize that the plan will need to be adjusted constantly to reflect
changing market conditions. 

■ Context matters. Tailor the leasing strategy to your community and its posi-
tion in the regional retail hierarchy. Understand the characteristics of your mar-
ket and location, know your customer and competition, and evaluate nearby
retail streets and tenants to guide tenant recruitment.

■ Recognize what your street is now and what it can become, and market the
space realistically with an eye to the future. Cookie-cutter stores are not attrac-
tions in and of themselves, but they do lend legitimacy to the location in the eyes
of other retailers, and they have advertising clout that helps one-of-a-kind stores. 

■ Lead the leasing effort with destination- and neighborhood-appropriate
retailers. This will lay the foundation for more intense commercial activity as 
the street matures.

■ Initiate the leasing program along one or two blocks that have the greatest
potential. Creating a successful retail nucleus to build around will give momen-
tum to the project, stimulate the interest of other retailers, and form a critical
mass that becomes a recognizable retail destination for neighborhood shoppers.

■ Besides coordinating the leasing program, the leasing and management pro-
fessional should provide technical assistance to existing and prospective retail-
ers. Financial assistance may also be desirable for facade improvement, building
improvements to achieve code compliance, new signage, and the like. She or he
should also coordinate maintaining the streetscape and making needed repairs 
if there is no business improvement district in place.

Shopping centers carefully choose ten-
ants based on many factors, and neigh-
borhood streets must do the same.
Tenants should:

■ Fit into the street’s agreed-upon
vision and leasing strategy; 

■ Fill gaps in the street’s retail mix or
reinforce specialized tenant concentra-
tions; 

■ Sell merchandise aimed at the
street’s targeted customer markets; 

■ Project the right image, aesthetic,
and lifestyle orientation;

■ Fit within the physical limitations of
the available space; 

■ Be well managed and creditworthy;
and 

■ Be able to afford the rent!
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Neighborhood retailing will not spontaneously regenerate. Miracles happen
in the movies, but they rarely happen in real life. In many communities,

market conditions that caused neighborhood commercial streets to decline are
still in place, and it takes an aggressive commitment by the public sector in
partnership with the private stakeholders to address negative influences before
sustainable retail revitalization will occur. 

Communities have powerful financial and regulatory tools to attract desired pri-
vate investment capital if used judiciously. Some of these tools are “carrots”
that create a positive investment climate, improve infrastructure, or reward
investors who further community goals. Others are “sticks,” which may need to
be used if carrots are not sufficiently convincing. Communities should be willing
to use both to convince landowners, developers, and retailers that the revitaliza-
tion efforts are in their interests. Willingness to exercise regulatory powers to
achieve the stakeholders’ vision and protect it from negative influences projects
a sense of momentum to the stakeholders and potential tenants and enhances
the street’s appeal as a place to do business.

■ Research carefully what public regu-
latory and financial tools are available
to achieve your goals and what is
required to qualify for them, then
determine how you can use them as
catalysts to make things happen when
and where you want them to happen.
Direct public resources to generate the
maximum bang for the buck in terms of
generating and leveraging private
investment money. 

■ Develop a strong relationship with
local financial institutions and non-
profit organizations, and partner with
them to achieve your goals. These
organizations are likely to be more
willing than national institutions to

lend money to developers of nontraditional urban real estate projects and to
neighborhood retailers. They are also likely to be more flexible in terms of what
you can do with the money.

77Make It Happen

Produce markets, often sponsored by BIDs,

add a lifestyle-oriented dimension to neigh-

borhood shopping streets.



■ Set up design guidelines and development stan-
dards to make sure that new developments as well as
facade and other improvements are compatible with
the planned character of the street. These standards
can control not only aesthetics, but also such con-
cerns as the types of stores that are acceptable, store
operating hours, building scale and materials, build-
ing setbacks, and number of parking spaces required. 

■ Business improvement districts are quite effective
at enhancing both the business and physical environ-
ment for retailing and for engaging business owners
in the revitalization process. Retailers, however, can-
not fund BIDs alone; offices are needed to help pay
for BID operations. BIDs or special taxing or assess-
ment districts should be set up in the more estab-
lished commercial streets where landowners and ten-
ants can afford the incremental tax increase. These
types of districts should be viewed more as revitaliza-
tion tools than redevelopment tools. 

■ Tax increment financing is best used in districts
where major land holdings need to be rebuilt and
where infrastructure is substandard or lacking. 

■ “Demolition by neglect” statutes should be added
to zoning and land development codes to deter
landowners from letting their properties deteriorate to
the point that they have to be torn down. Don’t be
afraid to use eminent domain powers to take control of properties that are aban-
doned or neglected. These properties are a cancer, and cannot be allowed to
spread blight throughout the neighborhood. However, before proceeding, have a
full understanding of applicable laws in your state, and give the property owner
adequate opportunity to correct the problem.

■ So-called friendly eminent domain can be useful with some property owners
who may be willing to sell a deteriorated property to rid themselves of a prob-
lem. This can be an effective tool to assemble property required for a large-scale
redevelopment project.

■ Use targeted requests for proposals or requests for qualifications to solicit
interest in redeveloping key properties.

17

New Haven, Connecticut.
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If a neighborhood shopping street is clean, safe, and
friendly, customers will be drawn to their favorite shops

even though the street as a whole may still be in transition
from failure to success. If even one of these characteristics
is absent, some neighborhood residents will continue to
shop elsewhere, and few commuters are likely to stop as
they drive through. Achieving an acceptable comfort level
for neighborhood shoppers, however, won’t happen without
a coordinated, holistic approach to addressing the street’s
underlying problems and deficiencies. 

To solve these problems, an ongoing management entity for
the street should be created to perform many of the tasks that
a shopping center manager performs. This organization will
need to manage the street in perpetuity, operate it like a

shopping center, protect its competitive position against more established retail
locations, and ensure that it does not slip back into its old dysfunctional ways. A
BID is an effective vehicle to act as the management entity because it has the sup-
port of the property owners and has a dedicated income stream to support its activi-
ties. If a BID is not available to fill the management role, it may fall to a group of
business leaders, retailers, or city government representatives.

■ Think of the street holistically. Work
with the city to stringently enforce
building health and safety codes to
maintain the street’s quality, appear-
ance, and safety. But make sure the
codes are flexible and suitable for
older/historic buildings, and don’t
stymie undercapitalized but legitimate
improvement efforts. 

■ Be the advocate for the neighbor-
hood—lobby for scarce resources and
ensure that commitments are fulfilled.

■ Regularly check the pulse of prop-
erty owners and retailers to keep on
top of issues, concerns, and problems
before they spin out of control. 

88Be Clean, Safe, and Friendly 

Successful BIDs keep standards for mainte-

nance, cleanliness, and security high. They

also organize activities and events that draw

customers to the shopping street, as in 

Cleveland, Ohio’s Playhouse Square.



■ Enact extra levies and assessments on
property owners who neglect their property.
This will encourage them to adhere to the
neighborhood’s standards. 

■ Provide an extra layer of security along
the street. Crime prevention and customer
security are keys to bringing the shoppers
back, so security guards need to be visible
but benign, helpful, and unobtrusive.

■ Added police patrols also lend peace of
mind for potential retailers and customers,
particularly if the area had a bad reputation
before redevelopment. But public resources
are often stretched thin, and the police alone probably won’t be able to solve
the problem.

■ If homelessness and drug abuse are problems along the street, work closely
with city agencies 
and neighborhood nonprofit organizations to address them. Social services, how-
ever, should not be clustered nearby.

■ Work with the city to make sure that street people don’t overwhelm the
street—although when street people begin moving to the area, it is an indica-
tion of success!

■ Security devices such as roll-down metal doors and window grilles should 
be eliminated or altered so they are see-through and provide visibility to the
shop windows.

■ Plan holiday and other special events to give people an extra reason to visit
and bond with the shopping district.
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University City, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.

BID staff stand ready to offer assistance to

stranded motorists in Birmingham, Alabama.



Longer hours equal stronger sales, and strong sales define a successful shop-
ping street. It’s as simple as that! As revitalization accelerates and rents

rise, retailers will be unable to survive unless business hours can be extended to
capture more business. The way to do this is to identify, plan for, and tap multi-
ple markets to keep the cash register jingling throughout the day and after the
sun goes down. The evening is the hardest time to keep businesses open even
though that’s when people have time to shop, and it will take a healthy dose of
imagination and hard work to achieve the mix of stores, coordinated hours, and

sense of security to create an environ-
ment where people are comfortable
going out after dark.

Different customers can be drawn to
the street during different periods of
the day, but the revitalization team
must implement a comprehensive strat-
egy to make it happen. Only in the
strongest locations will vital retail
streets evolve on their own. In the
best of these locations, commuters,
residents, and nearby workers can be
drawn to the street in the morning for
coffee or breakfast, to use neighbor-
hood services, and to visit the gym. At
midday, office and retail workers will
eat lunch, run errands, and leisure
shop. In the afternoon, residents and
workers will go food shopping, stop at
pubs and outdoor cafés, and use
neighborhood services. As the evening
progresses, neighborhood residents and
visitors from other neighborhoods can
be drawn out of the house to leisure 
shop, visit the gym, have dinner, go 
to the movies and theaters, and take
advantage of the nightlife. 

This is the ideal that neighborhood
commercial streets should strive for. 
To achieve it requires that multiple

99Extend Day into Night
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An artistic facade creates an inviting 

destination at night in the Manayunk 

district of Philadelphia.
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sources of demand be brought to the
street to broaden the support for
retailing.

■ Day and night, it’s the density
and mix of uses that extends the
shopping day and creates an exciting urban feel to the street. 

■ Day and night, it’s the proximity and continuity of diverse retailers that cre-
ates the opportunities for cross-shopping that makes the street a compelling
retail destination. 

■ Office uses should be recruited because they are “demand anchors” for retail-
ing along the street, especially in the morning and at noontime, if they are inte-
grated with other activities along the street. If they are self-enclosed fortresses
or if they disrupt the retail continuity, they will detract from rather than add to
the street. 

■ Professional tenants such as doctors and lawyers are very
desirable because they steadily attract visitors, employ
office staff, and serve neighborhood residents—all of whom
are potential shoppers.

■ Civic, cultural, and entertainment anchors attract a high
number of visitors and create the possibility for trip chain-
ing and multiple purchases along the street. Nighttime uses
such as restaurants, theaters, and cinemas can help com-
pensate for smaller daytime populations such as office
workers.

■ Civic uses should be encouraged because they can be
attuned to the neighborhood’s demographics. A social 
security office, community center, youth activity center, 
or department of motor vehicles branch office serves the
neighborhood while adding a steady stream of customers 
to the street.

■ Educational facilities, such as university satellite cam-
puses, should also be encouraged because they bring teach-
ers, students, and educational workers to the neighborhood.
A bonus is that they fill off-peak parking spaces.

Signpost decorations, tree lights, and a han-

som cab set the scene for an exciting evening

during the winter holiday season. Holiday

decorations and festivals are a great way to

attract families to a shopping area during the

evening hours.  
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As the sun sets, Third Street Promenade in

Santa Monica, California, lights up. The well-lit

pedestrian street remains active long after dark.



Plan for the long term, but manage for constant change in the short term.
Rebuilding a neighborhood retail street is a long reinvestment process, and

market realities will undoubtedly continue to change throughout the ongoing
life of the street. If the champion, the city, or the property owners are not pre-
pared to support this dynamic in perpetuity—with both their efforts and their
money—the revitalization project should not be undertaken. One-shot projects 
will fail, following a formula will fail, operating on autopilot will fail, and lock-
ing a street into an unchanging reality will fail as well. These truisms need to be
recognized up front.

Rebuilding neighborhood retail should be planned comprehensively as an inte-
gral piece of the larger community that surrounds it, and it should be tailored to
the realities of the area. Communities should focus their initial efforts on care-
fully chosen development nodes to maximize the impact of their efforts, create
momentum, and foster faith in the project. As more resources become available,
the focus should expand to neighboring blocks and streets. Individual strategies
will vary widely because every street is different—each has its own set of prob-
lems and opportunities, each has a unique identity that can be capitalized on,
and each will evolve over time as entrepreneurship grows. What usually begins

1100Manage for Change

Clematis Street, West

Palm Beach, Florida.
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as a street with local retailers will
likely attract regional and national
stores as its success builds and its
market is reestablished. And even after
a critical mass of retailing is achieved,
the street still must be constantly
managed and nurtured, like a shopping
center, to meet fickle consumer
demands. 

■ Treat emerging retail districts as liv-
ing, breathing entities. Build momen-
tum by continuously putting energy
into them, and they will create energy
on their own. 

■ Like children, retail streets could grow and change without guidance, but we
wouldn’t like the results. If you doubt this conclusion, simply visit most of our
cities’ neighborhood shopping streets. 

■ Keep close tabs on the markets that you serve, and lease proactively to
match the changing demands of these markets.

■ Sometimes there is a need to “prune the deadwood” when leases run out.
Even when a retailer may be willing to renew its lease, it may no longer fit into
the vision or image of the area. In these cases, the space should be leased to a
more suitable tenant. It is not unusual for a shopping center to remove 5 to 10
percent of its tenants every year to remain at the cutting edge of what its cus-
tomers want. Neighborhood shopping streets need to be willing to do the same.

■ Monitor emerging trends, problems, and conflicts closely so that they can be
dealt with quickly. An ongoing conflict resolution process should be established
to resolve conflicts among stakeholders.

■ An ongoing central point of reference and clearinghouse for information should
be operated to serve existing and potential customers, tenants, and investors.

■ Representatives of the business community and citizen leaders should develop
and nurture long-term relationships with public sector representatives who have
responsibilities for the district to get an appropriate share of attention and
funding. Public officials should likewise reach out to the business and citizen
leaders. Strong two-way working relationships will help to achieve both public
and private goals over the long term. 
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At Ohio State University, High Street, in

Columbus, Ohio, is undergoing a revitalization

that will include 250,000 square feet of retail,

restaurant, and entertainment space.
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This final scope (in outline form) is intended to define the scope of information to be included in the Draft 

Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), required by the Town of Sweden Town Board, as Lead Agency 

pursuant to the State Environmental Quality Review Act. The proposed action is the rezoning of four 

parcels, totaling 132± acres, from R1-2 Residential to B-1 Business. According to the proposed 

conceptual plan these parcels are proposed to be developed with a senior residential portion, a non-age 

restricted residential portion, parkland, open spaces, recreation areas, restaurants, a hotel and 

commercial/retail spaces. 

 

The Lead Agency has determined that the pending action is a Type I Action for purposes of the SEQR 

environmental review. 

 

The DEIS shall include a discussion of all listed topics as specified in this outline, which includes the 

narrative information required under 6 NYCRR Part 617.8(f). All technical appendices, supporting 

documentation and calculations shall be included as a part of the DEIS. 

 

1) COVER SHEET 

 

A)  This shall identify all required information contained in SEQRA, Part 617.9(b)(3). 

 

2) TABLE OF CONTENTS 

 

A) The Table of Contents shall identify all main topics with reference to page numbers and shall be 

presented in the same order as the scoping outline. 

 

3) SUMMARY 

 

A)  The summary shall identify: 

 

i)  A brief description of the proposed action including the goals & objectives of proposed 

Heritage Square; 

ii)  Significant beneficial and adverse impacts; 

iii)  Mitigation measures proposed; 

iv) Alternatives considered; and 



v)  Regulatory requirements. 

 

4) DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 

 

A)  Project Purpose, Need and Benefits 

 

This section shall identify the purpose of the proposed action, including a summary of the public 

need and a discussion of the potential social, economic and other benefits related to the proposed 

project. 

 

B)  Location 

 

This section should establish the geographic location of the project area, using location map(s) of 

suitable scale and identifying known landmarks such as street names, adjacent buildings, other 

facilities, etc. 

 

C)  Design and Layout 

 

This section shall include, at a minimum, a description of the following; 

i)  An overview of the history of the Property including past uses, and owners; 

ii)  A description of the presence or likely presence of any hazardous substances or petroleum 

products on the Property under conditions that indicate an existing release, a past release, 

or a material threat of a release of any hazardous substances or petroleum products into 

structures on the Property or into the ground, ground water, or surface water of the 

Property. Copies of any Phase I or Phase II Environmental Site Assessments should be 

included in the Appendices; 

iii)  Total site area, including the proposed types of building and their uses 

iv)  Discussion of the constructability of the site, and any limitations that may exist; 

v)  Discussion of existing and proposed access routes to the Property; 

vi)  Discussion of transportation improvements necessary. Traffic studies shall be 

 included in the Appendices; 

vii)  Discussion of existing and proposed drainage improvements; 

viii) Discussion of existing and proposed sanitary sewers; 

ix)  Discussion of existing and proposed watermains and appurtenances; 



x)   Discussion of existing and proposed electrical, gas, and telephone improvements; 

xi)  Discussion of existing and proposed site lighting; 

xii)  Map showing wetlands and proposed green space on the Property; 

xiii)  Discussion on proposed buffering between this development and adjacent lands; 

xiv)  Conceptual site development and architectural drawings, 

 

D)  Construction and Operation 

 

Indicate the total construction period anticipated and potential phasing sequence of the project. 

 

E)  Regulatory Approvals 

 

This section should include a discussion of how the project complies with all applicable permit 

and approval standards. This should include provisions under the Town of Sweden – Village of 

Brockport Comprehensive Plan; Town of Sweden Zoning Ordinance; compliance with applicable 

Wetland regulations; Monroe County and New York State Highway standards, Federal 

Emergency Management Agency (Floodplain) regulations and any other approvals and/or 

permits. A list of any variances sought should also be provided. In addition, there should be a 

discussion of the applicability of Town of Sweden Code Article XII, P.U.D. development and 

procedure. The discussion should include the question of whether Article XII is applicable, and if 

so the reasons for following a procedure other than that set forth in Article XII. 

 

5) ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING / IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

 

A) Land Use and Zoning 

 

This section should present existing land use information as documented in the Town’s 

Comprehensive Plan along with a list of allowable uses pursuant to the existing zoning district. A 

description of adjoining land uses, zoning districts and development densities should be 

presented. 

 

This section shall include a discussion of any potential impacts to adjoining land uses, zoning 

districts and development densities as listed in the Town’s Comprehensive Plan. The 

compatibility of this project to the goals and recommendations set forth in the Town 



Comprehensive Plan should be examined. The potential impacts of this project on adjacent lands 

should be outlined and an analysis of potential mitigation measures should be provided, if 

applicable. Any variances that would be required for land uses in the existing zoning district 

should be identified, and justified. 

 

Applicant should discuss how this proposed project conforms to the goals, objectives and actions 

that are presented in the Town of Sweden / Village of Brockport Comprehensive 

Plan, specifically with respect to environmental, character, commerce and transportation 

objectives. 

 

B) Transportation 

 

Planning and operational analysis procedures using Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) 

methodologies or similar will be used in the investigation. The Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) will 

contain all pertinent information regarding roadway description within the project area. Existing 

peak hour traffic volumes, turning movements and associated levels of service (LOS) will also be 

included. Upon preparation of the TIA, existing traffic studies pertinent to the immediate project 

area will be reviewed. Analysis of the immediate project area shall provide detailed and accurate 

information regarding future operation, site access, sight distance, and possible deficiencies. The 

need and availability of land acquisition for additional right-of-way for these road improvements 

should be discussed. Secondary access points to this site should be included as part of this 

investigation. Intersections to be included in the study of the “immediate project area” are as 

follows: 

 

o Fourth Section Road and Redman Road; 

o New Campus Drive and Redman Road; 

o Sweden Town Park Driveway and Redman Road; 

o Canal Road-Holley Street and Redman Road; 

o Brockport Holley Road and Redman Road. 

 

All traffic counts shall take into consideration added volumes associated with both the public 

schools as well as the SUNY Brockport campus. Volumes associated with these entities shall be 

accounted for through field traffic counts and/or data collected from the school including but not 

limited to: school hours, class schedules, number of buses and associated routes and the number 



of commuters (SUNY) for both day and evening classes with associated routes. All data shall be 

included to determine LOS at intersections within the study area. Furthermore, analysis should 

provide a breakdown between consumer vehicle traffic and delivery trucks generated daily at this 

site. 

The results of the traffic impact analysis shall be discussed. Impacts to transportation shall be 

outlined as well as improvements required to achieve an acceptable level of service upon 

completion of the proposed project. Special attention shall be paid to the intersections listed 

above, access to the proposed site, as well as sight distance issues. Items to be included, as a 

minimum, in the scope of the analysis are: 

 

o Collection of intersection turning movements at the recommended study intersections, 

documenting peak traffic hours. 

o The number of trips estimated to be generated by the proposed development. Re-

evaluate trip distribution projections. 

o Estimate future “background” traffic volumes expected on the adjacent roadway 

system due to nearby development and normal increases in traffic volumes. 

o Identification of high accident locations within the project study area 

o Analyze the effects of signalization at the entrance to this project site and review the 

need to provide/modify traffic light synchronization. 

o Apply conservative application of pass-by and diverted trip links so traffic impacts are 

not underestimated. 

 

C) Terrestrial and Aquatic Ecology 

 

This section shall identify any and all New York State Department of Environmental 

Conservation (NYSDEC) or Federal wetlands within the Property. The primary benefits derived 

and functions of these wetlands should be generally described. A summary discussion should 

generally outline site vegetation, habitat, and the type of dominant vegetation found on the site, as 

well as, identifying mammals, birds and reptiles which are likely to be present on or near the site. 

The NYSDEC Natural Heritage Program should be contacted to obtain records of reported rare, 

threatened, or endangered species on or near the project site. 

 

Determine the affects that the proposed development would have on terrestrial and aquatic 

resources. Identify any restrictions or regulatory issues resulting from the presence of terrestrial 



and/or aquatic resources that would hinder the development of the property as proposed. Provide 

mitigation measures as appropriate, if applicable. Impacts of the permanent loss of meadow, 

brush land, or forest land from this site should be investigated and discussed. Mitigation plans for 

the loss of open space, forest, or brush land habitat should be identified. Mitigation measures 

should also be discussed with respect to impacts to the existing wetland areas on the Site. 

 

D) Drainage, Floodways, Floodplain Conditions 

 

Existing drainage patterns for the site and all upstream areas draining to or through it should 

be identified and shown on a map. All discharge points and downstream receiving waters 

should be identified. An evaluation of existing drainage conditions within the site and 

immediately downstream of the site should be included. 

 

A discussion on how developed drainage conditions will meet the standards of the NYS 

Stormwater Management Design Manual & the NYS Standards and Specifications for Erosion 

and Sediment Control shall be provided. 

 

A summary of how the project will obtain and comply with a NYS SPDES Stormwater General 

Permit GP-02-01, and how a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) will be developed, 

shall also be included as a part of this section.  

 

Discuss the potential impacts to water quality, and the mitigation measures that would be 

incorporated into the project design. Discuss how developed runoff rates from this site will be 

attenuated to levels equal to or less than pre-development runoff rates. Mitigation measures that 

would be required as a part of the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan, and NYSDEC SPDES 

permit requirements should also be discussed in this section. 

 

E) Water and Wastewater Services 

 

Provide an evaluation and description of the existing water and wastewater systems that this 

project is proposed to connect to. Documentation shall be included verifying their respective fire 

flow availability and requirements (per Insurance Services Office), pressure requirements and 

reserve capacities, along with any deficiencies or concerns. 

 



Descriptions of any improvements to existing water or wastewater systems that would be required 

if the project were constructed should be provided as well. Copies of any engineering reports 

should be included in the Appendices. 

 

F) Gas, Electric, and Telephone Services 

 

Provide a brief description of the existing gas, electric, and telephone systems that will be 

connected to the proposed project. An analysis should be provided to determine if the respective 

systems have sufficient capacity to serve the proposed site. 

 

G) Soils, Geology, and Topography 

 

This section should provide a list of soil types (classification, soil group) found on the site, 

including soil characteristics such as permeability, erodability, bearing capacity, suitability for 

use (buildings, pavement, underground utilities, etc.) and should reference source of information. 

Any hydric and/or potential hydric soils should also be identified. 

 

An analysis of subsurface conditions including overburden, depth to bedrock, and depth to 

groundwater should be outlined. The presence of any underground or aboveground petroleum, 

hazardous waste, or chemical storage tanks on the site should be noted, as well as the presence or 

absence of any hazardous waste, hazardous substance, or petroleum spill sites within 0.5 miles of 

the property. An analysis should also be given as to the suitability of subsurface conditions for the 

installation of any underground storage tanks (if any are planned for this project). 

 

This section should also detail and map the site topography and include all slopes, ditches, creeks 

and other prominent site features. A general description of the topography surrounding the site 

should also be noted and evaluated.  

 

H) Historic, Cultural, and Archeological Resources 

 

The completion of a records search of archaeological and historical buildings identified near the 

project area shall be completed to investigate the potential for impacts to Historic, Cultural, and 

Archeological Resources by the construction of the proposed project. The results of a Phase I 

Cultural Resources Survey (CRS) completed in the vicinity of the proposed project shall be 



summarized in this section. A copy of the CRS shall be included in the Appendices. Applicant 

should also identify structures of significant architectural design and natural areas of significant 

scenic value located in the general proximity of this site. 

 

Discuss findings from the Phase 1A Cultural Resources Survey (CRS) along with the potential 

impacts and mitigation. Identify any conditions or restrictions that would hinder development of 

the proposed site. Identify the need for further analysis, if required, per the recommendations of 

the State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation. 

 

I) Public Services 

 

This section shall identify the providers of police, fire, ambulance, and emergency services to the 

proposed project location. An assessment of the ability of these agencies to provide such services 

shall be included in this section, along with an assessment of the increased demand for these 

services due to the proposed project. The location of the various school buildings within the 

Brockport Central School District should also be presented. 

 

J) Air Quality 

 

This section shall describe the existing air quality levels and discuss the potential impact to the air 

quality of neighboring residential developments and parklands due to pollutant sources such as 

idling trucks at the loading dock areas, pick-up/drop-off areas at the senior living facilities, and 

airborne dust/dirt particles from the commercial / retail parking lot areas and driveways. 

 

The direction of the prevailing winds should be noted in this section. Any mitigation that is 

proposed such as through the buffering of facilities or relocation of areas of concern should be 

discussed. 

 

K) Noise, Lighting, Landscaping, and Visual Resources 

 

Background noise and lighting levels as they exist today on the Site should be described. This 

section shall also include an overview of change the proposed project will have on the existing 

noise and lighting levels. Provide a discussion on proposed mitigation to address the potential 

adverse effects of increased noise and lighting levels to the adjacent property owners.  



This section should also discuss the visual compatibility of the project in relation to the adjacent 

community. 

 

Mitigation measures should be discussed for short-term noise associated with the construction of 

the project, and long-term noise associated with the operation of the proposed project. 

 

This section should also discuss how mitigation measures such as landscaping, buffering and 

architectural design will be used to minimize impacts to visual resources, and reduce the impact 

of lighting on adjacent residential and parkland areas, especially during nighttime hours. 

 

L) Community Character 

 

This section should include a discussion of the existing character of the community and historic 

resources as it currently exists with the local retail centers and residences in the Village of 

Brockport and the Town of Sweden. 

 

A discussion of possible impacts of increased business and related population due to the proposed 

project and related mitigation, if necessary, should be included in this section. 

 

M) Fiscal Analysis 

 

This section should explore the potential costs incurred for public services that would be 

necessitated by this development. Evaluate taxes that would be generated by this development as 

well as subsidies that would be granted to the same. 

 

6) ALTERNATIVES 

 

The following alternative development scenarios shall be analyzed and presented in this section as 

follows: 

 

A) Full development pursuant to R1-2 zoning district regulations; and 

B) “No Action” Alternative. 

 

7) UNAVOIDABLE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 



This section shall identify and provide a brief evaluation of those adverse impacts considered as being 

unavoidable and which can be reasonably expected to occur. 

 



 







9) ADDENDUM TO THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
 

A) Response to Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comments 

On May 23, 2006, the Sweden Town Board accepted the DEIS for Heritage Square as complete 
and the public review and comment period was begun.  On July 10, 2006, the comment period 
concluded.   
 
This addendum responds to the comments received during the DEIS review and comment period. 
 
Please note that the text of the original comment letters is shown in this document in italics, while 
the responses are shown as bold. 
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i) Letter from Sweden Planning Board Member Hale 

The Sweden Town Clerk received a letter dated May 8, 2006 from Sweden Planning Board 

Member David Hale regarding the Heritage Square DEIS (see Exhibit FF1). 

 

In regards to this letter, we offer the following responses: 

 
I have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for its adequacy “with regard to 
its scope and content for the purpose of commencing public review” (6 NYCRR 617.9 (a) 
(2)). Comparing the DEIS to the Final Scope (Dec. 29, 2005), I believe that it is. There are, 
however, a number of points on which the Town Board may wish to request additional or 
revised information. This might avoid later having a lot of people make the same 
comments, especially about the demographic and economic assumptions about the project. 
I will go through the draft in order, referencing the Exhibits as called for. Incidentally, 
enclosing a copy of the Final Scope (or identifying it more prominently) would facilitate the 
comparison for those who do not already possess a copy. 
 
Cover sheet: Since this project will have a coordinated review for possible eventual 
subdivision and site plan approval by the Planning Board (6 NYCRR 617.6 (3)), these 
approvals should be included in the Proposed Action. 
 
The “Description of Action” section is hereby amended to include the subdivision and 
site plan for the project. 
 
Page 4. Inconsistency in referencing the land: “a 130 acre parcel,” “two separate vendors,” 
but “four parcels” (p. 23).   
 
The combined project site is approximately 130 acres, currently owned by two 
different entities, and consisting of four separate tax lots.   
 
Pages 4-5, 8. Senior residents. Since I am such a person, and have been involved with 
residential projects over many years in several states--first with the previous generation, 
now with my own—I have acquired a fair amount of experience, from the point of view of 
the consumer. The DEIS first envisions a development “that will allow seniors to stay in 
their communities,” then speculates about “1,000 seniors making an average of $45,000 
per year” moving to Sweden. Would this translate to couples making $90,000 per 
household? The exhibits do not include any studies indicating that, given population figures 
and competing facilities now or planned in Monroe County, a market for 585 senior units (p. 
33) exists. 
 
The reference to $45,000 is an approximate Median Household Income, based on US 
Census Data for the Town of Sweden.  A copy of this Census Data can be found in 
Exhibit JJ.  In addition, a Housing Demand Analysis completed by the developer 
indicates a need for the project.  This analysis can be found in Exhibit GG. 
 
Similarly (pp. 5, 33), the project proposes 175 units for “young professionals” who desire 
“housing options not currently available in the Town.” Again, there is no study indicating 
that these “young professionals” exist, or exist in sufficient numbers. Many, perhaps most, 
of the well-educated young people moving to Brockport are new faculty and staff at SUNY 
Brockport.  In my experience they (in descending order) purchase existing homes in the 
Brockport area (four single women in the English Department alone have done this), live in 
Rochester or Brighton (employment for spouses), or rent houses or apartments in 
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Brockport. Indeed, the frequent lament is that young professionals are leaving upstate New 
York in very substantial numbers (including my two children). 
 
Heritage Square is designed to provide options and diversity to the current housing 
stock of the Town.  According to the housing demand analysis of the Monroe County 
housing market (Exhibit GG), there is substantial demand for both age restricted and 
non-age restricted housing units, including both for-sale and rentals.  Within the 
Rochester MSA (Market Study Area) two thirds of all households are owner occupied, 
leaving one third occupied by renters.  Within the age delineated categories and 
maintaining a five percent target market share, the MSA would yield 857 owner 
occupied and 428 renter occupied households 45 years of age or older and 701 owner 
occupied and 350 renter occupied households in the 20 to 44 age group.  Choosing to 
maintain the determined required market share throughout, the project warrants the 
following: 533 owner occupied and 267 renter occupied residential units for the 45 
years of age and older group; 200 owner occupied and 100 renter occupied residential 
units for the 20 to 44 age group. 
 
Heritage Square also proposes to “develop a traditional neighborhood commercial center 
focusing on serving the needs of our immediate residents” (p. 5). This emerges as 245,500 
sq. ft. “Lifestyle Retail Center” successful in areas with median household income of 
$84,000 a year and up, in contrast to the $44,151 in Sweden (pp. 33, 43. Exhibit C).  Just 
how does this translate into a “need” which is not being met (p. 44)? Is a “traditional 
neighborhood center” bigger than a Wal-Mart Supercenter? As the DEIS also indicates, 
“people from the more affluent, southeastern suburbs do not tend to travel to destinations 
west of the Genesee River for shopping or other activities” (p. 43, Exhibit C). I have visited 
a number of senior communities with commercial facilities for the residents, most recently 
one in Lennox, Massachusetts. There is a bank office (open two mornings a week) with an 
ATM, a doctor’s office (again, two mornings a week), a beauty shop, a small card and book 
shop, and a small convenience store (for those who run out of milk before the next van trip 
to the supermarket two miles away). There are also substantial common rooms—library, 
game room, workout room, auditorium, and so on. 
 
As per the proposed conditions attached to the “Description of Action” section of the 
Positive Declaration for the Heritage Square Project (See Resolution No. 117 of the 
Town Board, dated and adopted July 12, 2005, the full text of which is reproduced as 
Exhibit N to the DEIS), the retail center is limited to only 150,000 square feet, with no 
single tenant occupying a space greater than 20,000 square feet.  This is smaller than 
the Wal-Mart Super Center currently under construction on the east side of town.  
The Retail Market Indicators (Exhibit C) shows that Retail expenditures by residents 
of the market area were estimated by Claritas to total $836,111,000 in 2004.  Using 
average sales figures for various retail categories in community shopping centers, 
these expenditures support approximately 2,410,000 square feet of retail space.  
Therefore, the market area’s 1,400,000 square feet of space are capturing only around 
58% of residents’ expenditures.  Retailers in the Town of Sweden and Village of 
Brockport are capturing around 36% of these expenditures.   
 
The remaining points made by the author as to the design of other senior communities 
are noted. 
 
Page 9. Revise to include details of the ownership and uses of all four parcels, from, say, 
1940 to the present.  
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A history of the four Heritage Square parcels, from 1940 to the present, is as follows: 
 
Tax Parcel #068.030-0001-013.111: 
1925-1944: Owner: William J. Sime & Arthur H. Sime; Land use: Agriculture 
1944-1951: Owner: Arthur H. Sime; Land use: Agriculture 
1951-1962: Owner: May N. Sime; Land use: Agriculture 
1962-1993: Owner: George Whitney Sime; Land Use: Agriculture progressing to 
fallow farmland 
1993-1999: Owner: Allan & Mary Smith; Land Use: Fallow farmland 
1999-present: Owner: J.G.C. Hage Realty, Inc.; Land Use: Fallow farmland 
 
Tax Parcel #068.030-0001-014.1: 
1921-1950: Owner: Charles E. Boyle (and heirs); Land Use: Agriculture 
1950 (portion of): Owner: Harry J. Dean; Land Use: Agriculture 
1950-1956: Owner: Christian & Ida Ruoff; Land Use: Agriculture 
1956-1967: Owner: Sherwin & Eileen Swartout; Land Use: Agriculture 
1967-2004: Owner: Eileen Swartout; Land Use: Agriculture progressing to fallow 
farmland 
2004-present: Owner: Kevin Swartout & Torin Swartout; Land Use: Fallow farmland 
 
Tax Parcel #086.030-0001-018: 
1925-1944: Owner: William J. Sime & Arthur H. Sime; Land Use: Agriculture 
1944-1951: Owner: Arthur H. Sime; Land Use: Agriculture 
1951 (portion of): Owner: May N. Sime & George Whitney Sime; Land Use: 
Agriculture 
1951-1964: Owner: George & Lucile Burlingame; Land Use: Agriculture 
1964-1994: Owner: Sherwin & Eileen Swartout; Land Use: Fallow farmland 
1994-2004: Owner: Eileen Swartout; Land Use: Fallow farmland 
2004-present: Owner: Kevin Swartout & Torin Swartout; Land Use: Fallow farmland 
 
Tax Parcel #086.030-0001-019: 
1917- 1944: Owner: Marshall Berlingame; Land Use: Agriculture 
1944- 1945: Owner: Marshall & Ruth Berlingame; Land Use: Agriculture 
1945-1952: Owner: Edward & Mary Downey; Land Use: Agriculture 
1952-1958: Owner: Sam & Mary Sorce; Land Use: Agriculture 
1958-1970: Owner: Sam Sorce; Land Use: Agriculture 
1970-1994: Owner: Sherwin & Eileen Swartout; Land Use: Agriculture 
1994-2004: Owner: Eileen Swartout; Land Use: Fallow farmland 
2004-present: Owner: Kevin Swartout & Torin Swartout; Land Use: Fallow farmland 
 
Pages 21, 25-26. The negative characterization of PUD ordinances in the Village and Town 
is irrelevant at best at this point. Since the Comprehensive Plan Committee, in a political 
compromise, adopted “project specific” language (p. 27, Exhibit P [“PUD Lite”]), we should 
go with what is, not what might have been, unless this language should be moved to page 
49 (Alternatives). Therefore, the Town is left with a request to rezone 130 acres to B1-
Commercial, really opening the box to all sorts of possibilities. By contrast, a request with a 
much smaller Commercial component and a good deal of MR-1, Multiple Residence, might 
inspire more confidence. Consequently two topics which would have been dealt with under 
the Town’s PUD Ordinance were omitted from the Scope, and are ignored here. The DEIS 
speaks of an “estimated 10-year buildout of the project” (p. 39); one would like to have 
some idea of the phasing, especially what might be the first one or two phases. Also, one 
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would like evidence of whatever sort that the developer has the financial resources to 
complete the project. 
 
Rezoning the subject parcels to PUD was discussed with the developer, the developer’s 
engineer, developer’s counsel, representatives of the Town Board and representatives 
of the Planning Board during initial discussions regarding this project.  The intent 
and objectives of the PUD District are set forth in §175-47 of the Sweden Code.  The 
difficulty of PUD zoning in this development is the projected time for full build out – 
up to fifteen years.  The PUD code requires full engineering design of the entire 
project.  The developer’s engineer has indicated that this will increase preconstruction 
costs by at least $600,000.00.  Given the changing regulatory environment (for 
example, Storm Water Regulations) and the changing economic environment, 
requiring the developer to incur these costs prior to any construction was determined 
not to be necessary to meet the objectives of the Sweden Code and the Comprehensive 
Plan. 
 
As a result, the developer and the Town Board, working together, have created a set 
of conditions which will meet the same objectives as set forth in the PUD law, 
including, but not limited to maximum choices of types of housing, useable open space 
and recreation area, accessory commercial and services business that are convenient 
to the residents, preservation of natural features, the creative and efficient use of land, 
development in harmony with the objectives of the Comprehensive Plan and a more 
desirable environment than would be possible without the conditions which have been 
agreed to.  Initial conditions are contained in the Resolution calling for a public 
hearing on the rezoning application.  (See Resolution No. 117 of the Town Board, 
dated and adopted July 12, 2005, the full text of which is reproduced as Exhibit N to 
the DEIS).  Further, as conditions change, the successive phases of the development 
can be planned and engineered with full input from the Planning Board addressing 
regulatory, engineering and economic issues that may evolve over time. 
 
In regards to the phasing of the project, the developer has provided a plan that is 
designed to build out the site from east to west beginning at the main entrance on 
Redman Road, moving towards the Town of Sweden Park entrance and Northrup 
Subdivision connection.  The phasing plan is based on the conceptual site plan 
submitted with the Environmental Impact Statement.  Each Phase is based on current 
market information available at this time.  Future market conditions may require the 
alteration of one or more phases.  The number preceding the land use refers to the 
conceptual site plan for reference purposes only.       
   
Phase One-Front 30 acres (eastern most 30+/- acres):  
Phase One targets the construction of the primary infrastructure for the development 
including the main line sewer and water services, the main entrance at Redman Road, 
the entrance to the Town of Sweden Park and offsite improvements to NYSDOT 
roads.  The goal will be to build along the main road first then north to complete the 
section with a mix of residential and commercial space.      

• #1-Restaurant  (Included in Retail Square Footage)  
• #2-Hotel 50,000 sf* 
• #3-Commercial/Retail 150,000 sf* 
• #4-Commercial/Apartments** 150 Units* 
• #12-Townhouses 100 Units* 
• #13-Senior Assisted Living 150 Units* 
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• #15-Single Senior Homes 50 Units* 
 
*Square Foot and Unit counts are estimates based on current market data. 
**During Phase One, the Heritage Square project will be limited to construct 50,000 
square feet of retail space before the equivalent square footage of residential is 
constructed.  For this purpose, residential includes rental apartments and assisted 
living; retail does not include the Hotel use.       
 
Phase Two-Victorian Square: 
Phase Two develops the center of the site with two large parks and recreation space, 
along with higher density senior residential and the Victorian Square, an 
architectural centerpiece of the development.   

• #5-Paddle Boat Launch 
• #8-Victorians 
• #9-Garden Condos  
• #10-Garden Condos 
• #11-Park 

 
Phase Three-Senior Flats: 
Phase Three finishes the development of the projects by completing the lower density 
senior housing. 

• #6-Country Homes 
• #7-Country Homes 
• #14-4 Unit Senior 

 
Page 24. The land use directly to the north is the Falls Railroad (correct on p. 8). The 
description of the commercial on Route 31 should include the north side (Wegmans) and 
the distances from the Redman Road intersection. The comment about Wal-Mart and 
Lowe’s is irrelevant because both are more than two miles east of Redman Road and on 
land which has for decades been zoned commercial or industrial. 
 

Section 5) A), under the title “Adjoining Lands Uses” shall now read as follows: 

Adjoining Land Uses: 
Land uses, zoning districts and development densities of properties adjoining the 
Heritage Square site are as follows: 
 

• North: Falls Railroad; Single-family homes on R1-2 zoned parcels that front 
on Canal Road and the adjacent Barge Canal (immediately north of 
railroad). 

• South: Sweden Town Park; Northview Subdivision (zoning: R1-3S, 219 lots, 
ranging in size from 10,000 sqft. to 30,000 sqft.).  The first section of the 
Northview Subdivision is scheduled for construction this year.  Also located 
to the south of the site is a single-family residence (#4717 Redman Road) 
built on a R1-2 zoned parcel. 

• East: State of New York lands occupied by the State University of New York 
(SUNY) College at Brockport.  Land uses include academic buildings, 
dormitories, and parking facilities. 

• West: Vacant R1-2 zoned land and the previously mentioned R1-3S zoned 
Northview Subdivision. 
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In addition to the immediate surrounding land uses described above, the land uses 
located along Route 31 located south of the site and the land uses east of the SUNY 
property are included in the general study area.  Route 31 is the principal east-west 
thoroughfare closest to the project site.  Small R1-2 zoned properties are located along 
Route 31 on either side of its intersection with Redman Road.  The development in 
this residential strip is characterized by free-style arrangement, inconsistent in terms 
of setback from the roadway and does not include a large number of residential 
homes.  Bracketing this residential strip to the east and west, approximately 1 mile 
from of the Route 31/Redman Road intersection in each direction, are two areas of B-
1 retail and commercial zoning on the south side of Route 31, along with Wegmans 
Plaza, which is located on the northwest corner of the intersection of State Routes 19 
& 31.  In general, the retail uses appear free-style and unregimented in terms of 
signage, depth of front yards, exterior building materials and design, and parking 
arrangements.   
 
The area north of Route 31 and east of the SUNY at Brockport property is marked by 
high-density residential housing, and also includes the Brockport Central School 
District campus.  The Village of Brockport, with its high-density older housing stock 
and downtown retail and commercial area is located east of the project site and north 
of the aforementioned school district property. 
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ii) Letter from the Monroe County Department of Transportation 

The Sweden Town Clerk received a letter dated May 10, 2006 from the Monroe County 

Department of Transportation regarding the Heritage Square DEIS (see Exhibit FF2). 

 

In regards to this letter, we offer the following responses: 

 
General Comments 
We previously reviewed the traffic report in this DEIS and sent a response letter dated 
September 13, 2005 giving our comments to Craig McAllister, Planning Board Chair. 
Please include this letter in the exhibits for this DEIS. 
 
This letter has been added to the FEIS as Exhibit FF2.  
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iii) Letter from the Sweden Town Engineer 

The Sweden Town Clerk received a letter dated May 11, 2006 from the Sweden Town 

Engineer regarding the Heritage Square DEIS (see Exhibit FF3). 

 

In regards to this letter, we offer the following responses: 

 
The following comments have been generated based on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement submitted by Schultz Associates on April 21, 2006.  In general, the review 
comments of March 13, 2006 have been addressed, however additional information or 
clarification is required on the following: 
 
General 
The final scoping document should be included as part of the DEIS as a reference for those 
reviewing this report. 
 
The Final Scope has been added to the FEIS as Exhibit PP. 
 
Drainage 
Provide a copy of the HydroCad Model referenced on page 15 of the DEIS, so that the pre-
developed conditions, post-developed conditions, and the storage requirements 
summarized in the report can be further evaluated.(CN, times of concentration, etc). 
 
The HydroCad Model has been added to the FEIS as Exhibit HH. 
 
Since the outfall elevations of the stormwater management facilities will be based on flood 
stage elevations of the receiving waters, has preliminary flood stage information for 
Moorman Creek been compiled to date? 
 
Preliminary flood stage information for Moorman Creek has not been compiled to 
date, neither as part of this application, nor by FEMA (see Exhibit W).  However, 
from a review of Exhibit U, it can be seen that Moorman Creek does have a well-
defined channel, and that the adjacent land is well above the limits of this channel.  
Since the westernmost proposed storm water facility will be located approximately 
100’ to the east of the creek in these higher adjacent lands, no problems are 
anticipated.  The proposed storm water management facilities will be designed to meet 
all applicable government regulations.  More information will be provided as 
engineering plans are developed as part of the site plan development phase of this 
project. 
 
Sanitary Sewer 
The DEIS states that when the existing pump station was designed in 2002, the Town of 
Sweden required the station be sized to accommodate the full build-out of this property. 
Full build-out under the current R 1-2 Residential Zoning District would yield approx. 180 
single family homes x 4 people/home x100gal/per/day = 72,000gal/day water use. Heritage 
Square proposes an estimated 265,000 gal/day water use. The impact of this additional 
flow on the pump station and sewers will need to be evaluated versus the remaining 
capacity that needs to be reserved for Town and other development needs. 
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The approved sanitary sewer report, dated March 24, 2004, gives the proposed 
capacities that the pump station was designed to.  The capacity analysis was 
comprised of several contributing developments.  These are stated below: 
 

a. Northview Subdivision = +/-200 lots @ 400 gal/lot/day= 80,000 gal/day 
 

b. Town Park = 20 people/field x 26 fields x 10 gal/person = 5200 gal/day 
 

c. Future development allotment = +/-200 lots @ 400gal/lot/day=80,000 gal/day 
 

d. Future Bus Garage = 20 gal/day 
 
Therefore the pumps, cycle time and storage volume were designed for a total of +/-
165,220 gal/day.  This allows for +/-80,000 gal/day for our future development without 
any adjustments to the system.  As shown in the table provided in Section 4, C, iv) of 
the DEIS on page 17 for proposed water and sewage capacities, our project proposes 
approximately 86,000 gal/day to flow to the existing pump station.  The remaining of 
the development would be collected into a new pump station and subsequently 
pumped to the existing station. 
 
The existing pump station was designed to handle the first phases of the Heritage 
project for development that can gravity drain to the existing pump station.  For 
anything developed beyond the approximate surface gravity elevation of 555’, it will 
have to be directed to the future on-site pump station.  At that time, the Heritage 
Square development would be responsible for any system modifications, including 
additional cost, or improvements necessary at the existing pump station in order to 
accommodate these excess flows.  
 
It does not appear that peaking factors were used in the evaluation of the existing station 
and downstream gravity lines. Please advise. 
 
The approved sanitary sewer report states that the rate used to derive the design 
capacities was 127 gal/min.  A peaking factor of 3.7 was used for the estimated 
population resulting in a design flowrate of +/-470 gpm.  This is the flowrate used by 
the equipment manufacturer in sizing the pumps and forcemain piping currently 
installed in the existing station/system.  The ultimate pump performance was slated to 
handle a capacity of just under 500 gpm.   This rate does not include the allowable 
20% decrease in flowrates from required water saving devices, which would bring 
down the rate to 320 gal/lot/day. 
 
The transmission main that runs from the Northview Subdivision to the Wegmans 
property along NYS Rte. 31A was sized at 12” diameter to accommodate future 
buildout.  The proposed design, as it is stated in the report and reiterated above, calls 
for an estimated 165,000 gal/day flow to and though the 12” gravity main.  This figure 
is converted to 0.25 cfs (cubic feet per second) and adjusted with a 3.7 peaking factor 
for the appropriate population.  Thus, the resulting flowrate for the existing and 
proposed development to the existing pump station is 0.93 cfs.  The allowable flowrate 
in the flattest section of the 12” gravity main is 1.80 cfs at 0.25%. 
 
This main also provides for future pump stations and mains beyond the existing 
system to discharge into this main. 

63  



 
Site Impact Traffic Evaluation 
The intersections within the project study area, except Route 31-31A/Redman Rd are noted 
to adequately accommodate the full development conditions, with the recommended 
mitigation measures in place. A discussion on potential alternatives to improve the level of 
service (currently at level F) at the Route 31-31A/Redman Road intersection should be 
added to the DEIS. 
 
Due to the physical constraints of the intersection (grades, wetlands, etc…), the 
mitigation measures proposed by Exhibit K for the Route 31-31A/Redman Road 
intersection comprise the only viable solution to remedy the existing traffic issues.  
This entails installing turn lanes as required by NYSDOT as mitigation for this 
project.   

 
The only other possible solution to improve operating conditions at this intersection 
would be to install an additional through travel lane on Route 31/31A in the east and 
westbound directions (in addition to the turn lanes).  However, installing an additional 
through lane on Route 31/31A would need to be a corridor wide improvement, not 
just at this intersection.  The traffic volumes along Route 31 through the Town of 
Sweden have been studied in the past by NYSDOT, and resulted in another study to 
explore the feasibility of extending Route 531.  Extension of State Route 531 
expressway would relieve traffic along Route 31.  Therefore, the mitigation required 
by NYSDOT (adding turn lanes) at the Route 31/31A/Redman Road intersection is the 
most effective alternative to improving operations at this location. 
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iv) Letter from Sweden Planning Board Member Hertweck 

The Sweden Town Clerk received a letter dated May 13, 2006 from Sweden Planning 

Board Member William Hertweck regarding the Heritage Square DEIS (see Exhibit FF4). 

 

In regards to this letter, we offer the following responses: 

 
After reviewing the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, I would like to comment on the 
waste water distribution system. 
 
During the 1960’s, the State University College at Brockport went through a tremendous 
building program.  The expansion of the college required the upgrading of their sanitary 
sewer system.  The college sewer system was tied into the village of Brockport’s system.  
What is the feasibility of connecting the proposed Heritage Square sewer system into the 
college or Village of Brockport system? 
 
Several years ago, it was determined by the Town of Sweden Highway Department 
that the best way to service the northwestern portion of the Town with sanitary sewer 
would be to install a trunk main along State Route 31/31A corridor rather than 
connecting to either the Village of Brockport’s or SUNY Brockport’s sewer systems.  
Along with this main, a sanitary sewer pump station was installed to service not only 
the Town Park and the Northview Subdivision, but also development at the Heritage 
Square site.  Connecting the Heritage Square sewer system to the Village or SUNY 
systems was not pursued as the Town had already deemed those routes unfeasible. 
 
The present sewer system on Holley Street does not extend beyond the village line.  The 
Town residents, on the west end of Holley Street, are on septic systems.  What is the 
feasibility of Heritage Square extending their sewer system to Holley Street and tie into the 
village system?  This might gain some support from residents in the area for the Heritage 
Square project.  Incidentally, some residents on Holley Street have their waste wash water 
draining into the storm water system.   
 
The question posed by the author refers to an item that is beyond the scope of the 
Heritage Square project. 
 
The whole area south and west of the Heritage Square project seems to be at higher 
elevations.  The highest elevation on the Swartout property seems to be at about New 
Campus Drive Elevation 576).  To the east, the elevations drop to 550 and eventually drops 
to 499 and less to the north. 
 
In general, this statement is true.  However, there is a low point along the common 
property line between Heritage Square and the Town Park that will allow the south 
half of the development to gravity sewer to the sanitary sewer pump station in the 
Town Park. 
 
It would be an ideal time for the college, the town, and the village to work together on 
issues that affect all the residents in this area. 
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v) Letter from the State University of New York (SUNY) College at Brockport  

The Sweden Town Clerk received a letter dated May 23, 2006 from SUNY Brockport 

regarding the Heritage Square DEIS (see Exhibit FF5). 

 

In regards to this letter, we offer the following responses: 

 
Dear Ms. Sweeting: 
 
Thank you for inviting comments from the SUNY College at Brockport for the proposed 
rezoning on Redman Road that would allow the development of Heritage Square. As an 
interested state agency and adjacent landowner, we have reviewed the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and all of its Exhibits with great interest. 
 
We believe the increase in nearby housing, hotel and retail opportunities map have a 
favorable impact (in our campus community and our neighbor, the Town of Sweden. 
However, we have very serious concerns regarding significant traffic increases and 
potentially reduced safety on Redman Road because many of our students, faculty and 
staff use it for campus access. It is important that these issues be fully addressed and 
substantial mitigation strategies are included in the Heritage Square plans before the 
implementation of this project begins. We feel that it is very important to be proactive in 
regards to these issues, rather than waiting until they become more problematic as the 
Heritage Square project moves forward. In this manner, unnecessary risks to our college 
constituencies would be avoided. Some specific recommendations and comments 
regarding traffic and other items are attached. 
 
In recent years, the SUNY Brockport main entrance has moved to the west side of our 
campus. Traffic entering the campus from both Route 31 and Rodman Road has steadily 
increased. These entrances are also heavily used by the adjacent Brockport Central School 
District. The very few selected traffic study days (3) conducted for this DEIS cannot be 
considered fully representative of traffic conditions, This study only used one weekday 
afternoon, and it did not include our student traffic peak periods (See DEIS Exhibit K). It is 
essential that morning rush hour and all student traffic peak periods be evaluated in order 
to have a valid traffic study sample. 
 
Both NYSDOT and MCDOT have reviewed the Site Impact Traffic Evaluation 
(Exhibit K) and set forth mitigation implementation strategies that are required prior 
to start of the project. 
 
The days used for data collection purposes represent accurate traffic volumes along 
the study roadways as SUNY Brockport and other schools within the area were in 
session while data was collected.  Traffic volumes on roadways are not exactly the 
same everyday; volumes vary day by day with reasonable and expected variations.  
The two-way PM peak hour data collected for this project in April 2005 is comparable 
to data collected by MCDOT in June 2001.  Therefore, the data collected for this 
project can be considered fully representative of traffic conditions.  Furthermore, 
these volumes were reviewed and approved by NYSDOT. 
 
The study analyzes the PM and Saturday peak hour periods, as these are the peak 
periods with the highest possible traffic generation from the proposed development.  
The anticipated traffic from this development is significantly less during the AM peak 
hour period (see Exhibit K).  Furthermore, the PM commuter peak period (4:00 – 
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6:00 PM) represents the highest hourly volumes on Redman Road, when compared to 
the student PM peak and AM rush hour.  This is documented by MCDOT 24-hour 
traffic count data collected in June 2001.   NYSDOT reviewed this same information 
and did not require the analysis of the AM peak or student PM peak periods as part 
of their review letter. 
 
An on site observation of actual driving practices should be undertaken to more fully 
understated the nature of the traffic situation. This should include the use of shoulders as 
de facto turn lanes; line of sight clearance problems; actual speeds; volume of traffic 
"cutting through" the College campus; and various vehicle types, including a large number 
of school busses. Further, documented driving abilities of a student population and the 
proposed senior population are not considered as parameters in the DEIS, but they have 
real world implications. 
 
The author of the traffic study visually observed all intersections studied and driving 
practices were documented in order to calibrate traffic analysis models.   Site distance 
issues were noted at the Holley St. - Canal St. / Redman Road intersection and 
suggested mitigation was proposed.   The traffic patterns of heavy vehicles, such as 
large trucks and busses, were documented and included in the traffic analysis model.   
 
In general, the senior population tends to drive slower and waits for larger gaps in 
traffic, while students tend to drive faster and accept smaller gaps in traffic.  The 
differences between younger and older drivers is documented and explained in the 
Older Driver Highway Design Handbook, U.S. Department of Transportation Federal 
Highway Administration, January 1998.  The traffic analysis was based on an 
“average” age driver, as it is impossible to predict the number of drivers of each level.  
 
Although recognized in the DEIS, the pending adverse traffic impacts from the two 
proposed new, nearby development projects already in progress have not been adequately 
resolved nor are they fully incorporated into this plan with an acceptable solution. Traffic for 
the Town's park has not been included in the calculations. We fully agree with the findings 
of Exhibit K that the combination of traffic from all three developments coupled with general 
west side future growth will degrade traffic safety and quality for Redman Road and its 
intersections. Counter to the implications of Exhibit K and the summary section 3) A) iii), we 
firmly believe that the full resolution of poor traffic conditions cannot be left for resolution 
after the commencement of construction of Heritage Square without adversely impacting 
the SUNY Brockport community and probably the proposed development itself. More 
extensive and proactive mitigation measures are needed. 
 
Besides the traffic that will be generated by Heritage Square, this traffic study also 
took into account background volumes that would be produced by four other project 
in the vicinity of the site: 
 

• Northview Subdivision 
• Remington Woods 
• Sweden Town Park 
• The Woods at Sable Ridge 

 
By including these four developments in the study, a “worst case scenario” in regards 
to the total traffic generated was estimated.  It should also be noted that the estimated 
traffic generated by each of the listed project may never come to fruition. 
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Please see Exhibit II for the proposed phasing of the mitigation measures.  A 
summary of these measures is as follows: 

 
1. Install a 425’ (350’ storage and 75’ taper) southbound right turn lane on 

Redman Road at the site driveway when the traffic volumes from the 
development warrant the need for an exclusive right turn lane. 

2. Construct a westbound right turn lane on Route 31 (Fourth Section Road) at 
Redman Road as a result of the additional traffic from this development and the 
Town Park.  The feasibility and constructability of a westbound right turn lane 
on Route 31 at this intersection requires further investigation to determine the 
actual length of the right turn lane.  

3. Install a 360’ (285’ storage and 75’ taper) northbound left turn lane on Redman 
Road at the proposed site driveway when the traffic volumes from the 
development warrant the need for an exclusive left turn lane. In the interim, a 
by-pass lane should be provided for northbound left turn vehicles entering the 
Heritage Square development. 

4. Install a westbound left turn lane on Brockport Holley Road at Redman Road 
when volumes generated by the development warrant the need for an exclusive 
left turn lane. 

5. Based on the full development volumes shown in this report, it appears that 
warrants for the installation of a traffic signal will be met. Traffic volumes and 
vehicle delays at the proposed Heritage Square driveway should be monitored 
and signal warrants reanalyzed to determine the point at which a traffic signal is 
needed. 

6. The developer should investigate the possibility of a roundabout at the proposed 
intersection with Redman Drive, as opposed to a traffic signal. 

7. The proposed drive should provide two exiting lanes, one left turn lane and one 
shared thru/right turn lane. Corresponding modifications would need to be 
made on New Campus Drive to provide a left turn lane and one shared 
thru/right lane. 

8. Restripe Redman Road at the intersection of Holley Street / Canal Road to 
provide north and southbound left turn lanes, and one through lane in each 
direction; effectively decreasing the four lane section to three. The stop bars for 
the east and westbound approaches should be moved accordingly to provide 
increased sight distance for motorists on the side streets. 

9. All recommended roadway and intersection improvements within the project 
study area are subject to review and approval by the Monroe County 
Department of Transportation (MCDOT) and New York State Department of 
Transportation (NYSDOT). 

 
SUNY Brockport is already experiencing an unacceptable amount of traffic “cutting through” 
our campus using New Campus Drive and Commencement Drive to avoid the already poor 
Route 31/Redman Road intersection.  Because of this situation, we are already evaluating 
such actions as one way traffic and traffic calming practices (such as speed bumps and / or 
stop signs) on these roads.  Campus roads are not designed, maintained, or intended for 
such traffic volumes.  More importantly, this is unsafe for our campus community, Brockport 
Central School District students, and any athletes or guests using our parking lots and 
sports fields.  The new road system for the proposed Heritage Square development with its 
main entrance directly across from New Campus Drive on Redman Road also includes 
adding traffic from the Town of Sweden’s park and the Northrup Subdivision.  This will 
certainly create untenable traffic problems on SUNY Brockport roads. 
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The traffic study does not document the amount of cut through traffic on the SUNY 
Brockport campus.  Assuming that traffic cuts through the campus to avoid current 
operating conditions at the Route 31/Redman Road intersection; the improvements 
required as mitigation for this development at Route 31/Redman Road will improve 
the current conditions.  Decreasing the delay to motorists traveling through the Route 
31/31A intersection could potentially decrease the number of motorists cutting 
through the SUNY campus. 
 
Finally, while we have insufficient information to fully address the impact; of the proposed 
Route 531 extension, we feel confident that if the project becomes a reality, more traffic 
than ever will approach the campus from the west and be traversing through the Redman 
Road/Route 31 intersection to our Redman Road intersection. 
 
The question posed by the author refers to an item that is beyond the scope of the 
Heritage Square project. 
 
Thank you for allowing us to comment. We look forward to a continued dialogue on the 
resolution of our concerns as the project moves forward. We do request to be notified of 
future meetings, hearings, votes and opportunities to comment. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Louis M. Spiro 
Vice President of Administration and Finance 
 
Heritage Square DEIS Recommendations and Comments by SUNY Brockport, May 2006  
 
1. See cover letter for a summary of the primary concerns regarding traffic impacts on to 

the campus. See 7) B) iii) and Exhibit K. 
 

These concerns have been addressed point-by-point within the cover letter. 
 

2. For compatibility with the surrounding environment and integration of Heritage Square 
with the surrounding area, a sizable setback from Redman Road, with appropriate 
plantings, should be prescribed. Sec 3) A) ii) and 4) C) xiii). Also see section 5) K). 
 
The Heritage Square project will adhere to the setback requirements of the Town 
of Sweden and the New York State Department of Transportation (NYSDOT).  In 
addition, the project will adhere to any and all additional requirement that are 
imposed as part of the conditions adopted by the Town Board as part of the 
rezoning resolution, if any, and by the Town of Sweden Planning Board during 
site plan and other review. 
 

3. There has been no official discussion with SUNY Brockport about a recreation trail on 
New Campus Drive.  There are no plans for such a project and there are no existing 
sidewalks.  Traffic considerations mentioned in the cover letter are also a 
consideration. See 3) A) iii). 
 
Discussions with SUNY Brockport regarding the trail system will be initiated as 
plans are developed and a trail route is better defined. 

 
4. References to “College Drive” found in 4) C) I) actually refer to New Campus Drive. 
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Noted. 
 

5. Many of the mitigation measures found on page 15 should be implemented as part of 
the first phase of the project. This is particularly the case for the turning lanes on 
Remand Road for both north and south traffic, as well as a traffic light or round-about at 
New Campus Drive.  Also see Exhibit K. 

 
Because Redman Road is under the jurisdiction of the NYSDOT, they control the 
phasing of the proposed mitigation.  Please see Exhibit II. 
 
The implementation of traffic mitigation measures will be done so according to the 
NYSDOT.  Please see Exhibit II. 

 
6. To allow for future Route 31 impacts and other increases in traffic volume, a sizable 

setback from Redman Road should be prescribed. See Exhibit K. 
 

The Heritage Square project will adhere to the setback requirements of the Town 
of Sweden and the NYSDOT. 

 
7. SUNY Brockport is evaluating obtaining water from the MCWA from the west side of 

our campus at Redman Road.  Our water, currently obtained from the Village of 
Brockport, already comes initially from MCWA. We would request affirmation that pipe 
sizing would take into account this possibility, and any other development on Redman 
Road.  Our high rise residential buildings present unique fire fighting requirements. See 
4) C) ix) and 4) E). 

 
The question posed by the author refers to an item that is beyond the scope of the 
Heritage Square project. 
 

8. Section 5) F) indicates that no telephone system improvements are anticipated. 
Verizon has not been contacted to confirm this. SUNY Brockport would object to 
overhead lines at the entrance to its campus. 

 
SUNY Brockport’s objection to overhead wires at their entrance is noted.  The 
Town has the authority to require underground lines. 

 
9. The need for Cable TV or data line infrastructure such as Time Warner’s Road Runner 

is not addressed.  Again, SUNY Brockport would object to overhead lines at the 
entrance to its campus. 

 
Please refer to the response to Question #8. 

 
10. Exhibit C, memo #1 indicated that the Wegmans/Chase Pitkin Plaza is fully leased. 

This needs to be updated. 
 

Chase Pitkin was still a tenant in the plaza at the time the study was completed.  
By way of this addendum, the referenced plaza shall be referred to in this FEIS as 
“Wegmans Plaza”. 

 
11. Exhibit C, memo #3 indicates that SUNY Brockport “would make” its athletic facilities 

available to guests. This should be corrected to read “would consider making”. 
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By way of this addendum, Exhibit C, Memorandum #3, first page, last paragraph 
shall read as follows: 
 
“If a new hotel were built in the area the University would consider making its 
athletic facilities, including the ice rink, pool and fitness center, available to guests. 

 
12. Exhibit C could be updated to include the proposed and partially funded Special Events 

Recreation Center to be constructed on campus. More events and demand for hotel 
services would be generated. 

 
Inquiries to SUNY Brockport in regards to the Special Events Recreation Center 
have been made by the developer of the Heritage Square project, however no 
information has been forthcoming. 
 

13. It is noted that the largest adjacent neighbor to the proposed development and area for 
rezoning, SUNY Brockport was not officially notified by this letter for this process as 
required. This is particularly important for the development of Exhibit K that addresses 
traffic future development, as this is the area of largest impact to our campus 
community. We request formal notification and close coordination in the future. 

 
The Town delivered materials to SUNY Brockport offices immediately after the 
realization that an inadvertent omission had been made.  To the extent that there 
was any inconvenience, it is hoped that the opportunity to make comments has 
corrected the situation. 

 
14. Exhibit K, conclusion #7 indicates modifications to our New Campus Drive will need to 

be made to provide new turn lanes. This has not been coordinated or discussed with 
SUNY Brockport. No funding or plans for such changes are currently in place. 

 
Clearly, no modification of road patterns can be made on SUNY Brockport 
property without the cooperation of SUNY Brockport.  It will be necessary for the 
developer to contact SUNY Brockport regarding the referenced turn lanes when 
the design process begins.  The developer will have to ensure that SUNY 
Brockport concerns are adequately addressed.  Work within the State right-of-
way is under the jurisdiction of the NYSDOT.  If SUNY Brockport is unable to 
participate, the turn lanes will have to be concentrated on the Heritage Square 
side of the road. 

 
15. The conclusion and recommendation of Exhibit K imply a “wait and see” process. 

Specific milestones for future evaluations and traffic mitigation during the ten-year 
phased development effort must be included, such that construction is held in 
abeyance until resolution is obtained. Responsibility for funding and implementation 
must also be clearly defined. 

 
The NYSDOT agrees with the findings of Exhibit K.  Please see Exhibit II.  
However, the Town of Sweden will require periodic updates after significant 
changes brought about by the phased development of the site. 

 
16. SUNY Brockport is considering the installation of a small wind farm and/or natural gas 

wells on the west side of our campus along Redman Road.  
 

Noted. 

71  



vi) Letter from the Monroe County Department of Planning & Development 

The Sweden Town Clerk received a letter dated May 26, 2006 from the Monroe County 

Department of Planning & Development regarding the Heritage Square DEIS (see Exhibit 

FF6).  In this letter it state the following: 

 

“The DEIS adequately addresses our concerns relating to county-wide and intermunicipal 

impacts and we have no further comment.” 
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vii) Letter from the Sweden Environmental Conservation Board 

The Sweden Town Clerk received a letter dated June 1, 2006 from the Sweden 

Environmental Conservation Board regarding the Heritage Square DEIS (see Exhibit FF7). 

 

In regards to this letter, we offer the following responses: 

 
The ECB believes the environmental concerns addressed in our previous comments of 
August 2, 2005 are still valid and will not repeat them here. 
 
Key Elements to Consider  
 
• Fragmentation and Impervious Surface 

• 112.2 acres of the 132.2 acres to be developed in 25 phases over 10 years → 85% 
of site is developed. 

 
The Density Calculations for the proposed development are as follows:  

• 53 percent of the site allows for Senior Residential;  
• 17 percent of the site allows for Non-Age Restricted Residential;  
• 30 percent of the site allows for Commercial.   

 
However, the actual built space of the site will include the preservation of at 
least 30 percent of the site.  The concept plan indicates that less than 70 
percent of the site will be developed, including the preservation of the forest in 
the southwest area of the site.  As well, the developed areas of the site will 
adhere to Town of Sweden building regulations controlling site coverage, built 
area, and landscaping. 
 

• 96 acres of vegetation is to be removed including 20 acres of forest and 76 acres 
of meadow and brushland. 
• Fragmented contiguous habitats differ substantially in a number of ways 

including, increased edge habitat, increased predation, increased brood 
parasitism, moisture gradient changes (usually drier), increased vulnerability, 
increased insularity (species become more and more separated form other 
populations), and decreased dispersal success. 

• Habitat is usually first fragmented around the edges, then roads and paths 
penetrate the interior, new patched are created along these roads or 
excavation sites and the old habitat has been replaced with a number of 
deleterious effects for many species. However, rats, house sparrows and 
pigeons thrive in fragmented habitats. 

 
The points raised by the author are noted. 
 

• The biodiversity of the meadow, shrub layer and forest will be replaced with 36 
acres of lawn and landscaping.  This is absurd from an environmental viewpoint – 
its diversity is nearly sterile. 

• Toxic runoff in to the created water areas and remaining natural resources with this 
extent of impervious surface and compromised landscape complete with 
automobile wastes, human activities, fertilizers, and lawn chemical use after 
development is a virtual certainty. 
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• This much open water is bound to attract geese, ducks, and the displaced wildlife 
with the consequential waste issues. (We certainly hope Sweden would never 
endorse disposing of wildlife.) 

 
• Alternatives considered 

• Current zoning allows 180 single-family homes and would conserve much more 
open space, biodiversity, and habitat for wildlife with much less impervious surface. 

 
The calculation used to determine the number of lots that could be subdivided 
at the Heritage Square site under the current R1-2 zoning is as follows: 
 
Total area of the project site: 5,662,880 sqft. 
Total area of existing wetlands to remain: 374,616 sqft. 
Area of development = (5,662,880 sqft. – 374,616 sqft.) = 5,288,264 sqft. 
 
R1-2S required lot area: (150’ x 100’) = 15,000 sqft. 
To account for a right-of-way width of 60’, add half of right-of-way area to 
each lot: [15,000 sqft. + (30’ x 100’)] = 18,000 sqft. 
 
Number of lots possible = (5,288,264 sqft. / 18,000 sqft.) = 293 lots 
Account for items that will reduce lot count (bends in the roadway, storm 
water detention areas, lands to be preserved, etc…): 
(293 lots x 0.60) = 180± lots 
 
Estimated number of lots possible under R1-2 zoning: 180 lots 
 
Single-family subdivisions tend to utilize all of the available land, and 
homeowners tend to utilize all of their purchased land.  Therefore, this type of 
single-family residential development would not likely create the continuous 
preservation of land for habitat that the project proposes to set aside.   
 
In regards to storm water runoff from impervious surfaces, this project must 
meet the water quality and quantity requirements of the Town of Sweden, as 
well as the more stringent regulations of the New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation’s (NYSDEC) State Pollution Discharge 
Elimination System (SPDES) General Permit No. GP-02-01.  These 
regulations will ensure that the best possible storm water management system 
is designed for the project. 
 
The points raised by the author as to geese and other wildlife are noted.  The 
Town of Sweden does not endorse of disposing of wildlife.   
 
• The “smart growth” embraced by McLean Development seems perhaps to best 

benefit McLean Development. 
 

Smart Growth is intended to view real estate development in the critical 
context of the entire society.  Therefore, the project was designed with 
more than just responsible buildings.  The project will add an estimated 
$4.4 million dollars per year to municipal budgets in tax revenue, 
including $2.5 million to the local school district, while having a negligible 
affect on the Brockport School District’s enrollment.  These tax revenue 
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values were estimated by a study of data provided by the Town Assessor.  
Please refer to Section 5) M) for more information.   
 
The project also aims to maintain the character of the community through 
height and architectural restrictions, as well as restrictions against big box 
and other potentially harmful types of large-scale retail.  Furthermore, we 
have proposed a public fitness and recreation trail through the site; road 
improvements to increase safety on Redman Road; and the dedication of 
nearly 30 acres of parkland and forest to the Town Park.  Smart Growth 
prevents sprawl, which increase taxes to maintain infrastructure, leads to 
the destruction of the environment through more intensive land use, and 
results in the demise of downtowns and community centers. 
 

• The no action alternative is of course the best for the environment.  
• The ECB takes exception to the negative implication that this “alternative would 

result in fallow farmland remaining so in a very visible face of the Town of 
Sweden.” (p. 6) 

• While the ECB recognizes the importance of agricultural land as a natural 
resource. Fallow agricultural land – fields in succession ranging from meadows 
to shrub and forestlands are a much greater resource environmentally – 
offering a great range of habitat and diversity of species. 

• Fallow farmland is recognized and appreciated by the vast majority of the 
residents of the Town – as our treasured “rural character.” 

• The PUD zoning ordinance would require information absent from this B-1 zoning 
request DEIS – the Developer’s financial resources to complete the project and 
phasing details. 

 
Rezoning the subject parcels to Planned Unit Development (PUD) was discussed 
with the developer, the developer’s engineer, developer’s counsel, representatives 
of the Town Board and representatives of the Planning Board during initial 
discussions regarding this project.  The intent and objectives of the PUD District 
are set forth in §175-47 of the Sweden Code.  The difficulty of PUD zoning in this 
development is the projected time for full build out – up to fifteen years.  The PUD 
code requires full engineering design of the entire project.  The developer’s 
engineer has indicated that this will increase preconstruction costs by at least 
$600,000.00.  Given the changing regulatory environment (for example, Storm 
Water Regulations) and the changing economic environment, requiring the 
developer to incur these costs prior to any construction was determined not to be 
necessary to meet the objectives of the Sweden Code and the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
As a result, the developer and the Town Board, working together, have created a 
set of conditions which will meet the same objectives as set forth in the PUD law, 
including, but not limited to maximum choices of types of housing, useable open 
space and recreation area, accessory commercial and services business that are 
convenient to the residents, preservation of natural features, the creative and 
efficient use of land, development in harmony with the objectives of the 
Comprehensive Plan and a more desirable environment than would be possible 
without the conditions which have been agreed to.  Further, as conditions change, 
the successive phases of the development can be planned and engineered with full 
input from the Planning Board addressing regulatory, engineering and economic 
issues that my evolve over time. 
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• Compliance with the Comprehensive Plan 
• The only conformance with our Comprehensive Plan mentioned is in regard to the 

statement added to the Comprehensive Plan (pp. 26-27) in response to the 
Heritage Square rezoning application. 

 
The Heritage Square project has been designed in conformance with many of 
the ideals presented in the Town of Sweden / Village of Brockport 
Comprehensive Plan, specifically those in Chapter Four, “Goals and Policies”, 
pages 4-1 through 4-28.  The following presents several examples by section: 
     

A. Housing and residential Land Uses (Pages 4-2 to 4-3):  Heritage 
Square is designed to provide “a variety of housing styles and patterns 
of development to meet the diverse needs of the community” through 
the construction of a housing plan that includes several different 
building types and prices, yet does not include single family homes.  
Heritage Square also “discourages sprawl and strip development” 
through a Traditional Neighborhood design, while providing 
“amenities such as sidewalks, parks, [and] landscaping”.       

B. Managing the Built Environment (Pages 4-4 to 4-7):  Through the 
“[evaluation of mixed uses for the site]”, the Town has “focused on 
development to avoid sprawl”.  The project also “creates park and 
public open space in conjunction with development through the 
preservation of approximately 30 percent of the development site 
adjacent to the Town Park and the creation of public spaces such as 
the Paddle Boat Launch and Victorian Square Park, both of which are 
“centrally located and accessible to all”.  As the Town recently 
completed the construction of a new sanitary sewer pump station, 
gravity sewer, and partial water main to the Town Park, directly 
adjacent to the proposed site, the Town Board has “focused major 
developments in areas where adequate public infrastructure and 
facilities exist”.           

C. Conservation, Open Space and Environmental Protection (Pages 4-8 to 
4-10):  The project protects “natural resources, selected open space, 
environmentally sensitive areas and unique natural areas” through the 
preservation of the south and west sections of the proposed site 
adjacent to preserved land of the Town Park, including the large 
forested area in the southwest corner and the preservation of 
Moorman Creek and other Federally Designated Wetlands on the site.  
As well, in order “to maintain the rural and agricultural character of 
the community” the Town Board has required the developer to 
“design development to the site and locate and limit the path of 
development to the most suitable areas”, while “maximizing the 
preservation of native and existing vegetation”, “clustering [homes] to 
maximize the preservation of open space” and “minimize site 
disturbance”.            

D. The Economy and Associated Land Issues (Page 4-12):  As designed, 
the project provides “small-scale, neighborhood-oriented commercial 
areas which are safe and attractive”, through Traditional 
Neighborhood Design, located in an area with sufficient size, utilities, 
and infrastructure to support the project.  The Community 
Commercial provides an “integrated transportation system…a greater 
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number of allowed uses…controlled access, signs coordinated with 
adjacent uses, good site lighting and good landscaping”, while 
“discouraging “strip commercial” development”.      

E. Transportation (Page 4-17):  Heritage Square provides “a reduced 
need for cars in the Sweden/Brockport area through development of a 
diversified transportation system that emphasizes more fuel-efficient 
forms of transportation such as public transit, bicycling, and walking” 
through the design features of a walkable community with sidewalks, 
pedestrian only streets, and a planned onsite shuttle bus for senior 
citizens.  The site includes a pedestrian and bicycle circulation plan 
that connects to neighboring properties and transportation systems 
including the Town Park and the Erie Canal tow path.       

F. Public Utilities, Facilities, and Services (Pages 4-25, 4-27):  Heritage 
Square works with the Town Park design to provide a new and safer 
access to the Park, and fosters “an integrated system of parks and 
recreational facilities throughout the community, including 
undeveloped open space as one component, with linkages as feasible 
between various parts of the system such as pathways, stream 
corridors, trails, and utility rights of way” through the design of a 
connected green-path from the Town Park throughout the site, and 
connecting to the State Park Tow Path at the Erie Canal; in turn 
connecting the development and Town Park with Brockport Village.  
Heritage Square also “improves the availability of human services” to 
the residents of the Town of Sweden and Village of Brockport, by 
providing “high-quality healthcare services and facilities”, community 
centers for neighborhood use”, “high-quality services and facilities for 
…elder care”, and human services available to all residents, including 
those with special needs” through the planning of assisted living 
facilities and medical and health related professional space. 

 
• “There is a possibility that the developer may be willing to place a boundary of SW-

31 and its 100’ buffer…”(p. 27) 
• Note: The developer tried to escape granting the 100’ buffer due to the 

fragmenting of the SW-31 wetland with development. 
 

Please refer to Section 5) C) and Exhibits Q and R for an explanation of 
why the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation has 
de-listed SW-31 as a State-protected wetland. 
 

• This should not be a mere possibility at the developer’s discretion, but 
mandatory.  This wetland is the Town’s resource and should not be exploited 
and degraded, as the developer so desires. 

 
Please refer to Section 5) A) under the heading “Non-disturbance of 
wetlands and mature woods” on page 27 for information on this issue. 

 
• The ECB comments of August 2, 2005 listed 10 items of non-conformance with 

the comprehensive plan. 
 

The ECB’s August 2, 2005 letter has been added to this document as 
Exhibit FF7.  Please refer to the response offered to the author’s previous 
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question regarding the conformance of Heritage Square with the 
Comprehensive Plan. 
 

• Assumptions 
• There are demographic, economic and income assumptions that are not supported 

by studies and may not be valid or realistic. 
 

Please refer to the Demand for Housing study that has been completed for the 
Heritage Square project (Exhibit GG).   
 

• There are assumptions about retirees and their desire to be mostly contained 
within this 130-acre development and/or a 2-mile radius. 
• Perhaps this may apply to the assisted living residents? 

 
“The growing demand will be the result of changing demographics, changing 
tastes, and the closing of the suburban frontier.  Americans are getting older, 
and fewer households have children.  Both of these demographic trends 
contribute to growing demand for more varied housing choices.  Many 
Americans’ tastes are moving more toward dense environments, as shown by 
the growth of “café culture,” an attraction to ethnic diversity, and a strong 
attraction toward good urbanism among upper-middle class trendsetters.  
Perhaps most importantly, in many regions, car-dependent suburbs have 
never looked less attractive.  In economically strong regions, suburban traffic 
is increasing unbearably while valued open space is converted inexorably into 
more suburban sprawl. In other regions, housing values are stagnating. 
Nationwide, older suburbs are experiencing disinvestment similar to the 
“white flight” of the 1950s.” (“The Coming Demand, Produced by the 
Congress for New Urbanism”, Page 3; Exhibit MM) 
 

• There are assumptions about the “aging baby boomers” – that are far from the 
reality of the three “aging baby boomers” on the ECB. 

 
“At every stage in their lives, baby boomers have changed America.  Their 
births gave rise to America’s suburban explosion, as returning veterans took 
advantage of subsidized housing in the new suburbs.  Boomers who rebelled 
against the “ticky-tacky” conformity of suburbia in the late 1960s and early 
70s began to renew some cities, fixing up crumbling neighborhoods into many 
of today’s trendiest locations. Still, most boomers raised their own children in 
the suburbs, continuing the suburban expansion.  As they age, boomers are 
likely to be increasingly attracted to dense living environments. Today, people 
over 55 years of age are three times more likely than 25- to 34-year-olds to 
consider a townhouse in the city to be the most desirable living situation.  
People of this age often have enough money that they can choose where to live, 
so they can act as a force to reinvest in older cities or to purchase new homes 
that match their desires. Older cities work for them, as they are only one-third 
as likely as young adults to consider the school district “very important” in 
home buying location, and are more than twice as likely to consider “location 
to shopping” and “public transportation” very important.  These latter 
characteristics also make them fit for new neighborhoods that follow 
traditional planning principles.” (“The Coming Demand, Produced by the 
Congress for New Urbanism”, Page 5; Exhibit MM)   
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• There are assumptions about the great need for this high-density “smart growth” 

development. 
• Other approved development in the Town that remain undeveloped do not 

exactly inspire a driving need for high-density development. 
 

A Housing Demand Analysis completed by the developer indicates a need 
for the project.  This analysis can be found in Exhibit GG. 
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• B-1 Zoning 
• 25 phases over 10 years, with phase 1 being functionally dependent on 

subsequent phases – without details as to what order the 25 phases can occur. (A 
p 6of12) 

• Does this give carte blanche to the developer for a decade as to what “smart 
growth” occurs in the Town of Sweden? 

 
It is anticipated that if the action is approved, there will be built in 
mechanisms and controls tied to applications for modification of phasing, by 
which the Planning Board will have the authority to regulate reasonably the 
“smart growth”, while simultaneously providing ample opportunity to the 
developer to demonstrate the need for modifications.   
 
The following phasing plan for Heritage Square at Sweden is designed to build 
out the site from east to west beginning at the main entrance on Redman 
Road, moving towards the Town of Sweden Park entrance and Northrup 
Subdivision connection.  The phasing plan is based on the conceptual site plan 
submitted with the Environmental Impact Statement.  Each Phase is based on 
current market information available at this time.  Future market conditions 
may require the alteration of one or more phases.  The number preceding the 
land use refers to the conceptual site plan for reference purposes only.       
   
Phase One-Front 30 acres (eastern most 30+/- acres):  
Phase One targets the construction of the primary infrastructure for the 
development including the main line sewer and water services, the main 
entrance at Redman Road, the entrance to the Town of Sweden Park and 
offsite improvements to NYSDOT roads.  The goal will be to build along the 
main road first then north to complete the section with a mix of residential 
and commercial space.      

• #1-Restaurant  (Included in Retail Square Footage)  
• #2-Hotel 50,000 sf* 
• #3-Commercial/Retail 150,000 sf* 
• #4-Commercial/Apartments** 150 Units* 
• #12-Townhouses 100 Units* 
• #13-Senior Assisted Living 150 Units* 
• #15-Single Senior Homes 50 Units* 

 
*Square Foot and Unit counts are estimates based on current market data. 
**During Phase One, the Heritage Square project will be limited to construct 
50,000 square feet of retail space before the equivalent square footage of 
residential is constructed.  For this purpose, residential includes rental 
apartments and assisted living; retail does not include the Hotel use.       
 
Phase Two-Victorian Square: 
Phase Two develops the center of the site with two large parks and recreation 
space, along with higher density senior residential and the Victorian Square, 
an architectural centerpiece of the development.   

• #5-Paddle Boat Launch 
• #8-Victorians 
• #9-Garden Condos  
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• #10-Garden Condos 
• #11-Park 

 
Phase Three-Senior Flats: 
Phase Three finishes the development of the projects by completing the lower 
density senior housing. 

• #6-Country Homes 
• #7-Country Homes 
• #14-4 Unit Senior 
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viii) Letters from Leslie A. Bull 

The Sweden Town Clerk received two letters from Leslie A. Bull, with one dated July 26, 

2005 regarding the Heritage Square project and the other dated July 9, 2006 regarding the 

Heritage Square DEIS (see Exhibit FF8). 

 

In regards to these letters, we offer the following responses: 
 
• What do we want our historic canal side village to resemble in 5, 10, 25 years?  Will we 

become another Greece? 
 

The proposed action is located within the Town of Sweden, not the Village of 
Brockport.  Since this segment of the comment raises no specific issue, there is no 
response necessary, and none offered. 
  

• “Bait and Switch”  
 

Please see the response made to the last comment of the Environmental 
Conservation Board.  

 
• Retail commercial development will not reduce our taxes.   
 

This statement does not refer to the action under review. 
 
• Concerns arise about the downtown merchants.   
 

The following paragraphs are excerpts from “Ten Principles for Rebuilding 
Neighborhood Retail” (see Exhibit OO), published by the Urban Land Institute as 
guidelines to help neighborhood retail succeed in a today’s competitive 
environment.  The Heritage Square project fulfills a number of the publication’s 
suggestions to develop or improve a strong neighborhood center.  “Successful 
retail depends on successful residential neighborhoods.  Retailing cannot survive 
in an environment of deteriorating neighborhood housing, declining population 
and homeownership rates, disinvestment, crime, and neglect.  Most important, 
successful retail needs a growing number of high-quality residents because this is 
what retailers look for.  High-quality residents are found in high-, medium-, and 
low-income brackets so, individually and as a group, residents need to take 
ownership of their streets and start changing the negatives in their neighborhoods 
so the environment is right to attract retailers.  Great streets are always 
surrounded by dense residential development.  Where residential growth and 
revitalization is occurring, retail is primed to follow; it simply will not occur the 
other way around.  Retailers will not be attracted to a neighborhood street, 
regardless of how much public money they get, unless they see the cash registers 
ringing, and this depends on the strength of the surrounding residential market” 
(page 6).  Heritage Square provide this type of residential development for the 
downtown merchants.  The project “increases homeownership (including 
condominium ownership) to stabilize the neighborhood and create more 
stakeholders and customers” (page 6), thereby providing “residential development 
[creating] a [greater] customer base for neighborhood-serving retail” (page 6).  
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The project also “[encourages] mixed-use development.  A mix of housing and 
offices supports retail by creating more customers, supporting longer business 
hours, and bringing in rents up to 20 percent higher than would be likely in the 
same place without the mix of housing and office space.  Office components 
provide daytime retail and restaurant demand, while residents add customers in 
the evening” (page 7). 
          

• “There is so much potential for economic disaster here.  We currently have two hotels 
in town as well as bed and breakfasts.  We have numerous empty retain areas.  A third 
THREE floor hotel, restaurants, 247,000 square feet plus for commercial 
development… these are more than small hair salons.” (Excerpt from July 9, 2006 
letter.) 

 
The following is the Hotel Market Analysis performed by a third party consultant 
for the developer and submitted with the Environmental Impact Analysis. 
 
“Brockport currently has two motels, a 39-room Econo Lodge and a 41-room 
Holiday Inn Express, along with three bed and breakfast inns that have a total of 
fifteen (15) rooms.  Neither motel has meeting rooms or food and beverage 
operations, although the Holiday Inn offers a free continental breakfast.  
Occupancy rates are high at these inns, although specific figures are not available.  
Availability at the Holiday Inn Express is limited since rooms often sell out well in 
advance.  Conversely, the Econo Lodge often has rooms available except during 
peak events.  It is not viewed as a desirable facility by University personnel, and 
they do not recommend it to visitors, referring them instead to hotels near the 
airport when other local facilities are fully booked. The following is the Hotel 
Market Analysis performed by a third party consultant for the developer and 
submitted with the Environmental Impact Analysis. 
 
A series of telephone interviews with University administrators and the Brockport 
Area Chamber of Commerce revealed a universal sentiment that there are 
insufficient accommodations in or convenient to Brockport.  A representative in 
the Office of the University President indicated that the University uses a bed and 
breakfast inn for visiting dignitaries such as candidates for the presidency, 
speakers and similar guests, and that the supply of rooms in the area is inadequate 
for the University’s needs. 
 
The University Athletic Director indicated that college athletic events generate at 
least 46 nights of demand per year for between 15 and 65 people each.  The 
University Recreation Services Director identified several events that create 
demand for rooms.  Over 300 soccer teams compete in the Brockport Soccer Fest 
at the end of July.  There are two UAA basketball tournaments in late April and 
early May that use 5 gyms at the University, the high school and Sweden Center 
and bring several hundred officials, coaches, players and their families to the area.  
There is Section V wrestling in February, some volleyball tournaments, USA 
wrestling that draws over 2000 spectators and Tri-County Youth Hockey for three 
days in March that also brings several hundred people to the area.  Local 
accommodations are inadequate for all of these events. 
 
Additional University-generated demand spikes occur during the spring when 
various university departments are conducting faculty and staff searches.  
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Conference facilities for off-campus meetings and retreats are also in demand but 
lacking in the area.   
 
If a new hotel were built in the area the University would make its athletic 
facilities, including the ice rink, pool and fitness center, available to guests. 
  
The University Events Director pointed out that there are twelve (12) large college 
events each year, such as orientation, open houses, registration and graduation.  
In addition, there are 24 awards ceremonies and 48 other programs that bring 
significant numbers of visitors to the campus.  Local accommodations are 
inadequate for all of these events. In addition, there are alumni visits, prospective 
student visits in addition to open house attendance, inductions to Greek societies, 
dance residencies and art openings, all of which bring visitors to the campus. 
 
These events alone create demand for 41 rooms, or 65 rooms at 63% occupancy, 
slightly higher than Monroe County and US rates.  This does not include other 
room night demand generated by the university and community. 
 
To help estimate the total demand for rooms in Brockport, comparable 
communities with public universities were identified and analyzed.  The number 
of available rooms in these communities was compared to Brockport.  Schools 
comparable in size and with strong athletic programs were included.  
Communities in which they are located were selected on the basis of size, lack of 
proximity to an interstate highway and location not in a major tourist or resort 
area.  Twelve (12) schools and communities were considered, while only four met 
the above criteria.  Accommodations were classified as AA@, meaning that they 
are modern and of comparable to or higher quality than the Brockport Holiday 
Inn Express; AB@ meaning bed and breakfast inns, and AC@ denoting well 
below market in terms of room rate and/or not recommended by the school.  
These comparisons of universities, communities and accommodations are 
illustrated in Table 2 following the text. 
  
Brockport has 124.6 students for each A and B room, and 73.5 students for each 
room of all classes.  Comparable university communities have an average of 47.5 
students for each A and B room, and 37.5 students for each room of all classes. 
 
In terms of population, Brockport has 144.7 residents for each A and B room, and 
85.3 residents for each room of all classes.  Comparable communities have an 
average of 62.7 residents for each A and B room, and 49.2 residents for each room 
of all classes. 
 
These comparisons demonstrate that a room deficit exists in Brockport, both in 
relation to the size of the University and the size of the community.  
Conservatively, another 50-60 rooms could be supported on this basis.  A new 
property with 60 rooms would achieve a ratio of 60.2 students and 69.9 residents 
per A and B room.  These ratios are still greater than those of comparable 
communities.” (Hotel Market Indicators, provided by Development Planning 
Services; Exhibit C)  

 
• “The potential for further commercial development, if the housing component is not 

successful, is enormous.” (Excerpt from July 9, 2006 letter.) 
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Please see the response made to the last comment of the Environmental 
Conservation Board. 

 
• “Given the fact that very few new homes have sold this past year in this area, it is 

somewhat presumptuous to think that hundreds of units, condos, etc. will be sold even 
over a 20 year period.” (Excerpt from July 9, 2006 letter.) 

 
Please refer to the Demand for Housing study that has been completed for the 
Heritage Square project (Exhibit GG).  
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ix) Letter from Cheryl Cooley 

The Sweden Town Clerk received a letter dated July 10, 2006 from Cheryl Cooley 

regarding the Heritage Square DEIS (see Exhibit FF9). 

 

In regards to these letters, we offer the following responses: 
 
In articles and comments made about the change to B1 zoning the focus is on residential 
and business use.  The full scope of the B1 zoning is not mentioned and that concerns me.  
B1 also includes bus stations, radio and TV studios and transmitters, shopping centers, 
garages and filling stations. 
 
Provisions have been made by the Town Board to better define how the developer will 
be able to develop the parcels if they are rezoned to B-1.  Some examples of these 
restrictions are as follows: 
 

1. Commercial uses shall not exceed 30% of the total lot area of the Property.  The 
permitted retail uses of the Property include restaurants, assisted living 
facilities, hotels, stores and shops conducting any legitimate retail business, 
personal service shops and banks.  The balance of the Property shall be 
development in conformance with the uses permitted in the MR-1 District as set 
forth in the applicable sections of the Town Code. 

2. The portion of the Property to be developed in conformance with the 
requirements of the MR-1 District shall yield no more than 1,100 units, with no 
less than 800 of such units restricted to persons 55 years of age or older, and the 
balance being non-age restricted. 

3. No single tenant providing retail consumer goods shall occupy more than 20,000 
square feet in a building. 

 
Please refer to Resolution No. 117 of the Town Board, dated and adopted July 12, 
2005, the full text of which is reproduced as Exhibit N to the DEIS.  
 
The proposed plan is shown in the present stage, but as stated in the newspaper, “Details 
of the project will not be decided until after rezoning with the planning board.”  This opens 
up the possibility of incorporating any of the examples listed under B1 zoning.  That would 
be an inappropriate use in a residential area when out town currently has many vacant 
business areas. 
 
Please refer to the response to the previous question. 
 
I am concerned about maintaining the quality of area well water, drainage issues, and other 
environmental influences.  There is no guarantee that the railroad track will remain in use 
and stay as a buffer in future years.  When asphalt covers many acres, underground 
drainage is needed for land that has a slope, not just holding ponds.  We lived here when 
the college dorms flooded and other areas during the 100 year storm.  We know what can 
happen when located at the bottom of a hill. 
 
What assurances are in place to guarantee no impact on area wells?  Who will assume 
responsibility now and in the future for any negative impact caused to area property 
owners. 
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The entire development will be serviced by public water supply; therefore, any 
potential for impact on the water table will be avoided.   
 
While this project must meet the requirements of the Town of Sweden in regards to 
the storm water management plan’s design, it also must meet the more stringent 
regulations of the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation’s 
(NYSDEC) State Pollution Discharge Elimination System (SPDES) General Permit 
No. GP-02-01.  General Permit No. GP-02-01 stipulates that the proposed storm water 
management system must be able to attenuate post-development flow rates leaving the 
site to rates at or below those that exit the site under the pre-development condition.  
In addition to these water quantity controls, water quality must also be addressed.  All 
proposed projects over one acre in area must include in their design NYSDEC-
approved features that insure that the surrounding watershed is not adversely 
affected by runoff from the development.  In order to meet these requirements, 
several storm water management facilities will be required.  Their combined required 
volume has been estimated by performing calculations as specified by the New York 
State Stormwater Management Design Manual for the calculation of the Extreme 
Flood Protection Volume.  For this project, the required Extreme Flood Protection 
Volume is equal to 7.45 acre-feet.  The concept plan currently provides approximately 
16 acres of storm water management facilities throughout the site.  These facilities will 
have more than enough storage to handle the required volume state above.  Please 
refer to Section 4) C) vii) of the FEIS for more information regarding the proposed 
storm water management system and the referred to calculations. 
 
In 2001 more than 83% of the residents who responded to the Town of Sweden/Village of 
Brockport Comprehensive Plan Review Resident Survey state they wanted to preserve 
rural character.  Quoting from Vol.3, Issue 1 of Snapshots, “Ultimately, the community’s 
definition of rural character is the single most important part of its preservation.”  
Maintaining rural and agricultural character of the community is an important goal of the 
Comprehensive Plan.  To accomplish this goal, it is necessary to: “Minimize visual impact 
by locating structures adjacent to wood areas or tree lines.”  Locating a hotel next to the 
road doesn’t minimize the visual impact of development on the landscape.  This highly 
dense development does not fit into a low-medium density area. 
 
The point raised by the author has been noted.  The Town Board recommends that 
the Planning Board consider the placement of the hotel during the site planning 
process.   
 
People who serve in positions of public trust are held to higher moral and ethical standards 
their decisions have a significant impact on others.  The town board is expected to be fully 
informed and act in the best interest of the residents.  Future generations will benefit from 
careful planning now. 
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x) Letter from Alden & Christin Snell 

The Sweden Town Clerk received a letter dated July 10, 2006 from Alden & Christin Snell 

regarding the Heritage Square DEIS (see Exhibit FF10). 

 

In regards to this letter, we offer the following responses: 
 
After review of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the proposed Heritage 
Square development, we continue to be opposed to the rezoning of the land area in 
question on Redman Road. Following are our continuing areas of concern: 
 
We do not believe the DEIS adequately addresses concerns about the possible impact of 
commercial development on the water supply in the area immediately north of proposed 
development. Without access to town or county water lines, any changes in the water table 
would have an immediate and probably damaging impact on all homes in the immediate 
area north of the development. In our opinion, without assurance of receiving town or 
county water in areas where water drains from the proposed development area (specifically 
Redman Road north of the railroad tracks and on Canal Road), any commercial 
development is risky and requires more assurances from all parties involved that residents 
in the area will not be stuck with well water that is polluted by the commercialized area. 
 
Currently, the nearest source of public water to the referenced area is located at the 
intersection of Holley Street and the original right-of-way alignment of Redman Road.  
Any possible extension of the main at this location would have to be coordinated 
through the Monroe County Water Authority and the Village of Brockport. 
 
In terms of the quality of the storm water runoff that will leave the site, all measures 
will be required to ensure that all local, county, state, and federal regulations are met, 
including those set forth by the Town of Sweden and the New York State Department 
of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC).  NYSDEC General Permit No. GP-02-01 
stipulates that all projects over one acre in area must include in their design 
NYSDEC-approved water cleansing features that insure that the surrounding 
watershed is not adversely affected by runoff from the development.  The Heritage 
Square project will meet this requirement.  Please refer to Section 4) C) vii) of the 
FEIS for more information regarding the proposed storm water management system 
 
We do not agree that there will be an increased housing demand in the area once the 
Heritage Square project is complete. The housing development between Redman Road 
and West Avenue continues to not develop quickly, and we find it unlikely that senior 
citizens already established closer to the city will move to Sweden. 
 
A Housing Demand Analysis completed by the developer indicates a need for the 
project.  This analysis can be found in Exhibit GG. 
 
Regarding commercial development, we continue to be perplexed at the disregard of 
existing commercial land that could be developed in the town. What will become of the 
current Wal-Mart plaza when the new Super Wal-Mart opens? Why can't these areas be 
developed? Almost all of the proposed commercial developments for the Heritage Square 
could be placed easily in the existing commercial areas in the town, especially near routes 
31 and 19. 
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The Town Board recognizes that the author is referring to re-development of existing 
strip centers at or near the intersection of Routes 19 and 31.  While this is an 
important concern for the Town Board, it is not a subject of this action. 
 
In addition to the above concern about commercial rezoning, we continue to question how 
this fits in the master plan of the town, specifically the town's various documents stating its 
intention to maintain the current rural, open landscape in the town. The DEIS addressed 
the wetlands in the area, but our opinion is that the wetlands should simply be left alone. 
Unique environmental areas do not easily come back after humans have tampered with 
them, so we should delay development anywhere near the wetlands for as long as 
possible. 
 
The project protects “natural resources, selected open space, environmentally 
sensitive areas and unique natural areas” through the preservation of the south and 
west sections of the proposed site adjacent to preserved land of the Town Park, 
including the large forested area in the southwest corner and the preservation of 
Moorman Creek and other Federally Designated Wetlands on the site.  As well, in 
order “to maintain the rural and agricultural character of the community” the Town 
Board has required the developer to “design development to the site and locate and 
limit the path of development to the most suitable areas”, while “maximizing the 
preservation of native and existing vegetation”, “clustering [homes] to maximize the 
preservation of open space” and “minimize site disturbance”.  Please refer to the 
response to the Letter from the Environment Conservation Board “Conformance with 
the Comprehensive Plan” for more information.    
 
Heritage Square has been designed so that no unnecessary disturbance is proposed to 
any of the existing wetlands.  However, two areas of disturbance to existing federally 
protected wetlands will be necessary for the construction of two roadways.  The first is 
a roadway that will become the new main entrance into the Town Park facility to the 
south of the site.  The completion of this road is considered an integral part of the 
Sweden Town Park Master Plan that was adopted by the Town in 2001.  The second 
road will provide an additional means of egress to the Northview Subdivision located 
to the southwest of the site.  Approvals for the Northview Subdivision by the Town 
and the New York State Department of Transportation were made contingent on the 
completion of this road within a predetermined timeframe.  While there will be some 
loss of wetlands with the construction of these roads, the loss will be minimal and will 
be done so according to the regulations of the NYSDEC and the Army Corps of 
Engineers.  Please refer to Section 5) C) and Exhibits Q and R for an explanation of 
how the wetlands will be retained at the site.  
 
On a positive note, we believe the DEIS took some step in the right direction regarding 
traffic concerns on Redman Road, and would like the 'Town Board to continue to prioritize 
improves traffic safety in this area regardless of what transpires with the Heritage Square 
development. 
 
While we are leery of the entire development, we are primarily opposed to commercial 
zoning in the area. If all other parties involved feel that there is a housing market in this 
area, we do not agree, but are not opposed to residential development in the area. 
However, commercial zoning of any more land in the town of Sweden makes little to no 
sense to us at the present time. We hope that the Town Board, as elected representatives 
of the entire town, will carefully consider the concerns brought up in this letter and others 
received. Thank you for your attention to our comments. 
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xi) Letter from Pat & Archie Kutz 

The Sweden Town Clerk received a letter dated July 10, 2006 from Pat & Archie Kutz 

regarding the Heritage Square DEIS (see Exhibit FF11). 

 

In regards to these letters, we offer the following responses: 
 
Our comments on Heritage Square Project are as follows: 
 
While plans for the Heritage Square Development look interesting, in our opinion 
permission to rezone 130 acres from residential (R1-2) to commercial (B1) would leave the 
town in a vulnerable position. What guarantees does the town have that the whole project 
will be completed and completed as designed? 
 
The project will be developed in phases.  The Town Board intends to place sufficient 
control of the phased construction in the Planning Board to ensure that the project 
will at all times be under the guidance and control of the Town.  Otherwise, the 
ultimate completion of the project will be subject to the same risks as any other 
project.  Some of the controls contemplated are or will be included as conditions to 
any rezoning approval.  Initial conditions are contained in the Resolution calling for a 
public hearing on the rezoning application.  (See Resolution No. 117 of the Town 
Board, dated and adopted July 12, 2005, the full text of which is reproduced as 
Exhibit N to the DEIS). 
 
Why do all 130 acres need to be B1? 
 
The only other zoning classification choice for this type of development is Planned 
Unit Development or (PUD).  Rezoning the subject parcels to PUD was discussed with 
the developer, the developer’s engineer, developer’s counsel, representatives of the 
Town Board and representatives of the Planning Board during initial discussions 
regarding this project.  The intent and objectives of the PUD District are set forth in 
§175-47 of the Sweden Code.  The difficulty of PUD zoning in this development is the 
projected time for full build out – up to fifteen years.  The PUD code requires full 
engineering design of the entire project.  The developer’s engineer has indicated that 
this will increase preconstruction costs by at least $600,000.00.  Given the changing 
regulatory environment (for example, Storm Water Regulations) and the changing 
economic environment, requiring the developer to incur these costs prior to any 
construction was determined not to be necessary to meet the objectives of the Sweden 
Code and the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
As a result, the developer and the Town Board, working together, have created a set 
of conditions which will meet the same objectives as set forth in the PUD law, 
including, but not limited to maximum choices of types of housing, useable open space 
and recreation area, accessory commercial and services business that are convenient 
to the residents, preservation of natural features, the creative and efficient use of land, 
development in harmony with the objectives of the Comprehensive Plan and a more 
desirable environment than would be possible without the conditions which have been 
agreed to.  Further, as conditions change, the successive phases of the development 
can be planned and engineered with full input from the Planning Board addressing 
regulatory, engineering and economic issues that my evolve over time. 
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What research is there to indicate that there is a demand for senior, professional, or other 
housing in this part of Monroe County? 
 
A Housing Demand Analysis has been completed by the developer for the residential 
portions project.  This analysis can be found in Exhibit GG.  In addition, Development 
Services, Inc. completed a market study for Heritage Square.  Please refer to Exhibit 
C for more information.  Both studies conclude that a need exists for all aspects of the 
project. 
 
Was anyone looked into the impact of the Heritage Square commercial zone on existing 
Village business traffic? 
 
The Town Board has considered the impact of the entire Heritage Square project on 
existing Village business traffic.  Please see the response to “Concerns arise about the 
downtown merchants” in the Leslie Bull letter for more detailed information. 
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xii) Letter from Sweden Planning Board Chair McAllister 

The Sweden Town Clerk received a letter dated July 10, 2006 from Sweden Planning 

Board Chairman Craig McAllister regarding the Heritage Square DEIS (see Exhibit FF12). 

 

In regards to these letters, we offer the following responses: 
 
After reviewing the DEIS, I have the following questions, concerns and/or comments: 
 

1. Page 21, Regulatory Approvals, Planning Unit Development… (I am not of any 
non-successful PUD’s in the Town, but that Royal Gardens is a very successful 
one.) 

 
It is noted that Royal Gardens is a successful PUD in the Town. 
 

2. Page 24, Adjoining Land Uses… Clarification is requested for the following: 
 

a. The development in this residential strip is haphazard and does not include 
a large number of residential homes.  (What part of the development is 
haphazard?) 

 
While the statement “does not include a large number of residential 
homes” is true, the word “haphazard” may be better replaced with 
“inconsistent in terms of setbacks from the roadway”.  

 
b. The retail use seems disjointed.  (Heritage Square would be similar.) 

 
The full statement, as written in the DEIS reads, “In general, the retail 
uses appear disjointed in terms of signage, depth of front yards, 
exterior building materials and design, and parking arrangements.”  
Please refer to Exhibits B and M.  These renderings show how the 
retail portion of Heritage Square will compliment the surround 
proposed residential uses. 
 

3. Page 25, Proposed Project Zoning District… The Sweden Code also contains a 
PUD zone, which, since its enactment, has been apparently used only once for a 
project that was ultimately not constructed.  (Why has Royal Gardens (senior 
housing) not been included?) 

 
Rezoning the subject parcels to PUD was discussed with the developer, the 
developer’s engineer, developer’s counsel, representatives of the Town Board 
and representatives of the Planning Board during initial discussions regarding 
this project.  The intent and objectives of the PUD District are set forth in 
§175-47 of the Sweden Code.  The difficulty of PUD zoning in this 
development is the projected time for full build out – up to fifteen years.  The 
PUD code requires full engineering design of the entire project.  The 
developer’s engineer has indicated that this will increase preconstruction costs 
by at least $600,000.00.  Given the changing regulatory environment (for 
example, Storm Water Regulations) and the changing economic environment, 
requiring the developer to incur these costs prior to any construction was 
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determined not to be necessary to meet the objectives of the Sweden Code and 
the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
As a result, the developer and the Town Board, working together, have 
created a set of conditions which will meet the same objectives as set forth in 
the PUD law, including, but not limited to maximum choices of types of 
housing, useable open space and recreation area, accessory commercial and 
services business that are convenient to the residents, preservation of natural 
features, the creative and efficient use of land, development in harmony with 
the objectives of the Comprehensive Plan and a more desirable environment 
than would be possible without the conditions which have been agreed to.  
Further, as conditions change, the successive phases of the development can be 
planned and engineered with full input from the Planning Board addressing 
regulatory, engineering and economic issues that my evolve over time. 
 
By way of this addendum, Royal Gardens is now recognized as a development 
that is located in a PUD zoning district.  Royal Gardens was not purposely 
excluded, however it is noted that the Existing Zoning Map in the Town of 
Sweden/Village of Brockport Comprehensive Plan lists it as being in a 
Multiple Residential District. 
 
Page 26, 1st paragraph, PUD regulations typically involve the up-front preparation 
of detailed site plans… Often, these plans become obsolete… (What guarantee is 
there that what is proposed will be built?) 
 
What is proposed is a conceptual plan to be solidified and engineered in 
conjunction with the Planning Board.  The jurisdiction and authority of the 
Planning Board will be enhanced sufficiently by the Town Board to ensure the 
board’s ability to monitor progress and pass on requested changes in the plan. 
 

4. Page 28, Transportation, additionally, given the project’s design, “internal trips can 
be made by walking or by vehicle… (Do the counts include trips generated from 
outside the site that support the commercial development?) 

 
The traffic study does account for both onsite and offsite trip generation.  
 

5. Page 40, Ambulance… (Since this is primarily a senior community, doesn’t it make 
sense that there would be more ambulance calls.) 

 
Volunteer ambulance service is provided to the Town of Sweden by the 
Brockport Volunteer Ambulance Corps.  The Corps’ apparatus are housed at 
the Brockport Fire Department’s Station No. 1 in the Village of Brockport.  
Their service area covers not only the Village of Brockport and the Town of 
Sweden, but also the Town of Clarkson.  The total population served by the 
Department is approximately 19,700.  The total number of ambulance calls in 
2004, as per Department figures, was 1741, or 0.09 calls per person.  See 
Exhibit BB. 
 
When the 0.09 calls per person value is applied to the full buildout population 
of Heritage Square (1,276), the result is 115 additional calls per year that will 
need to be responded to.  If this value is doubled (as a factor of safety due to 
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the senior community portion of the project) this results in an addition of only 
230 calls per year, or less that one additional call per day.  It should be noted 
that this estimate does not take into account the fact that some of the future 
residents of Heritage Square will likely move to the development from areas 
within the Corp’s service area.  Under this scenario, the number of additional 
calls would be reduced. 
 

6. Page 42, Lighting… Through Traditional Neighborhood Design the project will seek 
to develop small walkable streets with many smaller parking lots… (I am not aware 
of different standards for Town roads, large or small.) 

 
All proposed roadways within the development that will be dedicated to the 
Town will meet the requirements of the Town of Sweden. 
 

7. Page 43, Community Character… $44,151 in Sweden (Last check from the County 
has average income in Sweden of $33,000 per family.) 

 
The Median Household Income of Sweden, NY according to the US Census 
Bureau Census 2000 is $44,788, not $44,151.  This was a misprint.  Please refer 
to the Profile of General Demographics Characteristics chart by the US 
Census Bureau, which is included in Exhibit JJ.  
 
Page 43… than communities of faceless sprawl… (Not the words I would choose 
to describe our Town.) 
 
There is no intent by the DEIS to classify the Town of Sweden as such a 
community.  The entire sentence referenced above reads as follows: 
“Therefore, communities that focus on providing a high quality of life with the 
energy and vitality created by urban centers will be much more likely to 
attract these highly prized, talented, and productive workers than 
communities of faceless sprawl.”  The Town Board’s intent is to describe the 
Town as a provider of high quality of life, rather than faceless sprawl. 
 

8. Page 49, “No Action” Alternative… The failure to develop alternative housing 
options for both retirees and working age residents will continue to support the 
decrease rate of school age children… (Heritage Square proposes at complete 
buildout only 39 school age children, not much growth for 1,300 residents.) 

 
Extensive research by the Urban Land Institute (as published in “Higher-
Density Development, Myth and Fact”; Exhibit NN) has produced solid 
evidence that multi-family development brings substantially fewer children 
per unit than single-family homes.  The Urban Land Institute reports that for 
every one hundred (100) single-family homes, sixty four (64) school age 
children will enter the school district, while for the same amount of multi-
family residences only twenty-one (21) children will enter (page 9).  Put 
another way, to produce the same amount of children in a given area, three 
times the number of residences can be built.  Senior residential does not 
produce any children into a school district. 
 
Additionally, the “No Action” alternative would mean that the land would 
remain zoned entirely residential and be capable of supporting approximately 
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180 single family homes, which, in turn, would increase the likelihood of more 
children. 
  

9. Page 51, Impact on Traffic, 1st paragraph… (Since the development is not planned 
and controlled, I do not agree that there will be trip reduction; there is no proof.) 

 
This statement refers to what are known as “Multi-use Trips” and the affect 
they have on the total trip generation of a multi-use site.  The basis of how the 
trip reduction was calculated (using industry standard methods) can be found 
on page 7 of Exhibit K.  Please note that the NYSDOT has reviewed and 
accepted the methodology used to complete the traffic study. 
 

10. Page 51… The report further endorses the planned phasing of the project stating 
the Lifestyle/Town Center should be designed so that it can be built in phases… 
(There are no defined phases as a PUD would have, so it is undecided how 
development will occur!) 

 
Please see the response made to the last comment of the Environmental 
Conservation Board. 
 

Also, attached are the minutes from the June 12, 2006, Planning Board meeting with 
additional comments regarding Heritage Square. 
 
Heritage Square 
Mr. Hale stated Mr. Hertweck and himself have already reviewed the DEIS and forwarded 
comments to the Town Board.  Chairman McAllister added the following comments after 
reviewing the DEIS: 
 

1. Remove the statement, “The poor planning of commercial and residential 
properties the Town has been doing over the years.” 

 
After a review of the DEIS, the location of this statement could not be 
determined.  However, if a statement such as this does exist, it shall now be 
considered stricken from the FEIS and void. 
 

2. Revise the statement, Page 21, Regulatory Approvals, “This zoning has already 
proved inefficient as a land use in the Town of Sweden and Village of Brockport 
demonstrated by a number of approved PUD’s that have not had any success in 
development.  There have been four approved PUD projects in the Town, but none 
of them have been developed or successful.”  What about Royal Gardens 
apartments up on the hill? 

 
Section 4) E), under the title “Regulatory Approvals”, the second paragraph 
shall now read as follows:
 
Rezoning the subject parcels to PUD was discussed with the developer, the 
developer’s engineer, developer’s counsel, representatives of the Town Board 
and representatives of the Planning Board during initial discussions regarding 
this project.  The intent and objectives of the PUD District are set forth in 
§175-47 of the Sweden Code.  The difficulty of PUD zoning in this 
development is the projected time for full build out – up to fifteen years.  The 
PUD code requires full engineering design of the entire project.  The 
developer’s engineer has indicated that this will increase preconstruction costs 
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by at least $600,000.00.  Given the changing regulatory environment (for 
example, Storm Water Regulations) and the changing economic environment, 
requiring the developer to incur these costs prior to any construction was 
determined not to be necessary to meet the objectives of the Sweden Code and 
the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
As a result, the developer and the Town Board, working together, have 
created a set of conditions which will meet the same objectives as set forth in 
the PUD law, including, but not limited to maximum choices of types of 
housing, useable open space and recreation area, accessory commercial and 
services business that are convenient to the residents, preservation of natural 
features, the creative and efficient use of land, development in harmony with 
the objectives of the Comprehensive Plan and a more desirable environment 
than would be possible without the conditions which have been agreed to.  
Initial conditions are contained in the Resolution calling for a public hearing 
on the rezoning application.  (See Resolution No. 117 of the Town Board, 
dated and adopted July 12, 2005, the full text of which is reproduced as 
Exhibit N to the DEIS).  Further, as conditions change, the successive phases 
of the development can be planned and engineered with full input from the 
Planning Board addressing regulatory, engineering and economic issues that 
my evolve over time. 
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