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Study of Neighborhood With Limited Access and Mobility

Introduction, Goals &
Objectives and
Identification of Focus
Area (Part 1)

The study of neighborhoods
having a limited access and
mobility in low and moderate
income neighborhoods in
Rochester was undertaken to
assess the mobility and access
needs. The purpose of the study
was to identify low and moderate
income neighborhoods
Rochesteand develop
improvement guidelines to
reduce the negative impact of
limited transportation choices in
low and moderate income
neighborhoods and to provide an
infrastructure framework to
improve access and mobility
limitations in those
neighborloods.

To analyze and evaluate mobility
and access limitations in low and
moderate income neighborhoods,
US Census 2010 data, the
American Community Survey
20092013 data, US Census

I UUT EUz Uw+Edhpfidy@ OUE D
Household Dynamics Program
(LEHD), EJSCRIEN and online
Justice Map Tool were used to
visualize race and income data in
low & moderate income
neighborhoods in Rochester.

There are total of ninety Census
Block Groups in the City of
Rochester and fifteen Census
Block Groups with high
concentration of low to moderate
income and Environmental
Justice populations were selected
as a focus area.
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INTRODUCTION

In 2014 RochesteOlmstedPlanning Departmemeceived a&Community Development Block

Grant (CDBG)underthe Entitlement Communities Prograimom US Department of Housing

and Urban Development (HUDYhe Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) program

is a flexible program that provides communities with resources to address a wide range of unique
community deviepment needs. Beginning in 1974, the CDBG program is one of the longest
continuously run programs at HUD. The CDBG program provides annual grants on a formula
basis to 1209 general units of local government and States.

The CBDG entitlement program atlates annual grants to larger cities arfgancounties to
develop viable communities by providing decent housing, a suitable living environment, and
opportunities to expand economic opportunities, principally fordo moderate income
personsTheprojects on Mobility and Access Limitation in Low to Moderate Income
Neighborhoods in Rochester waisdertaken to evaluate mobility and access limitation in low
and moderate income neighborhodde purpose of this project wasittentify and develop
mitigation strategies and measures to redhesegative impact of limed transportation

choices inow and moderatencome neighborhoodmndto provide a infrastructurdramework

to improve access and mobility limitation those neighborhoods.

To analyze and evaluate mobility and access limitations in low and moderate income
neighborhoodd,JS Census 2010 datandthe American Community Surve30(0-2013data

wasused to identify neighborhoeavith limited transportation choices he other resages

used in this study i ncl ud e-Emplywr HOBeh@kDyramics Bur e
Program (LEHD), EJSCREEN: Environmental Justice Screening and Mapping Tool, and online
Justice Map Tool to visualize race and income datee Geographic Infonation System and

other online toolsvereused to analyze nemotorized transportation dadéaddata ortransit

facilitiesto propose an interconnected netwoflprimary and secondatgavelcorridorsto

improve access limitatiain low and moderate income neighborhoodthe needy

neighborhoods iiRochester

The preliminary results shoanumber of low income households with limited transportation
choices and depended upon the-nawtorized modes of transportation or tran3ihe analysis
recommend strategieskeeping inview themobility and access needs of low income, no auto or
norrmotorized dependemeighborhoodandthe minority population The generainitigation
strategies and measum@®posed to improve access andhifity needs in low and moderate
income areas are generic in nature. Those strategies aeppl®able in other parts or
neighborhoodsvherehigh income populatioor well to do populatiotives. Along with general
strategies to improve access and iliyineeds, infrastructure improvement facility maps were
alsodeveloped foeach neighborhooicludedin thefocus area

See Figure 4L for project issues, goals and objectives
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PROJECTISSUES, GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

Mobility andaccesdimitationsin low andmoderatencomeneighborhoodsvhere the
mayjority of the Environmental Justice population reside

Measureso reducehenegativampactof limited transportatiorchoices;
Mitigation planandstrateges for needyneighborhoodand the development of a framework

for identifying anddevelopingmitigationstrategieshatcouldbeusedn otherareasof the
communityin thefuture.

GOALS

X

To identify reighborhoods withimited mobility andaccessn low and moderatemncome
neighborhoodandin the Environmentalusticepopulation aregs

Identification of failing neighborhooddue to lack of liycle,pedestrianintersection safety
facilities and transit services

Identification ofneighborhoods wherahigh percentage ahehousehold depesan other
than automobile@TA);

Development of strategies and infrastructure plan where moaditgss gapsxistin low
and moderate income areas.

OBJECTIVES

Strategiesor guidelinego close the gam low and moderate income neighborhoods where
mobility and acceskmitations were identified;

Strategiesor guidelinego close the gam the Environmental Justice areas wharebility
and acceskmitations were identified;
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uMobility and access
limitations in low and
moderate income
neighborhood where
majority of
Environmental Justice
population reside;

«Measures to reduce
negative impacts of
limited transportation
choices;

«Mitigation plan and
strategies for the
needy neighborhood
and develop a
framework for
identifying and
developing mitigation
strategies that could
be used in other areas
of the community in
the future.

- J

Figure 1-1: Project Issues,Goals and Objectives
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uidentification of
neighborhood with
limited mobility and
access in low and
moderate income
neighborhoods and in
Environmental Justice
population areas;

wldentification of failing
neighborhood due to
lack of bike/pedestrian
and transit services;

uidentification of
neighborhood where
high percentage of
household depend on
other than auto
transportation;

=)

IObjectives

uStrategies or
guidelines to close the
gaps in low and
moderate income
neighborhoods where
mobility and access
limitations were
identified;

uStrategies or
guidelines to close the
gaps in the
Environmental Justice
population areas;
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| dentification of Target Areas

The City of Rochester is defined lilye Census BlocksCensus Block Group§ensus Tractand
other geographic measurdsor the purpose of this studipe Census Tracts a@knsus Block
Grougs level data is usetb identify and analyzthe target areasAll the Census Blocksroups
and Tracts have some level of bicycle, pedestrian and transit facilities ptleeagh not at a
level that would meet theeed of target areas and thigectives 6this study. The city has
addressed some of the mobility and access issues in a few neighbonhihedsasbut more
facilities are needed in low to moderate income neighborhoqusrticularly innorthwest
centralandsoutheast areas where a high concentration ofdbdypopulation lives.

TheCensus 2010 and ACS 20@9013dataat Census Tract and Census Block legalsws that
a high percentage of minority population from low to moderate income gligapn the
northwesterncentraland southeastern araasRochester Land use and demographic data at
Census Block Groulevelin thoseareashave showna mixture of land uses arkople from
different economic status thatfers various residential living environamts ranging from low to
high density anébw, moderate and high incomeighborhoods Although different races of
population & spread all over the City but thejority of thelow to moderate incomeopulation
groupsresidedn the northwest, central and southeastern areRediiester.ThereforeCensus
dataof those geographic areas whe main focus of this study.

It is afederal requirement unddére Civil Right Act of 1964 to adopt policies and strategies to
deal withdisadvantage communities and equitable investment in transportation investment
particularly where low income and Environmental Justice populations are located in the
community. Rchester and Olmsted County metropolitan area is committed to adhering to
principles of environmental justice in its planning and programming area. RoeDésigtied
Council of Governments (ROCOGasadopted Public Involvement PolicyTitle VI Policy and
Environmental JusticBolicy dealing with disadvantaged communities, citipanticipation, and
equitable access in transportation investment decisions reflecting environmental justice
principles. Moreover, Rochest@msted Plannin@epartments committed to the following:

1 avoiding or mitigating the adverse impact, wherevactal, in low to moderate income
areas, neighborhoods where minority races, people with disabilities and population that
have no auto ownership are concentrated,;

1 involving representatives of affected populations in identifying issues with regards to
limited access and mobility gaps;

1 involving affected residents in developing plans, programs, and mitigation measures;

ensuringanyadverse impact that cannot be mitigated is not concentrated in
environmental justice neighborhoods
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Demographic Analysis at Census Tract Level

Census Tracts that include thady area are shown in Figure21 Four major demographic
componentsit Census Tract levare shown in the Tablell It demonstrates data oace,
means of transportation, travel time and canemshipin the northwest, central and southern
areas of Rochester

It is reflected in the table thaegerallyhigh number of minority population lives in the
northwest, central and southeast side of the city. The data shows that t6alradr2white
population resides in the south side of the city out of which 10% were black and 9% were
Hispanic.Otherpredominant nonwhite population includes Asian (6%) and a very low
percentage of other minorities.

The data on means of transportation to wodwshthat majority (79%) of people frosouth
sideof the city drive alone to workApproximately % of the populatiofrom that part of the
city uses non-motorized and transit services for their journey to wdaZkrpooling (11%) and
working from home (3%) was also popular modes of transportation that were used by the
residents from south side of the city.

The travel time to work data shows that it takes less than 9 minutes to get to work for 15% of
populdion and 60% of people take-PO minutes to get to work from southernmost part of
Rochester.

The auto ownership data shows that approximately 5% of the population living in the southeast
side of the city that has no auto. 7% of residents own 4 or cacsen that part of the city.

Similarly, datafrom northwesérnand central areasf Rochestereflect that 20% ohonrwhite
populationresidedn the central and northwestern part of the city out of which 6% were black
and 4% HispanidOther noawhite population includes Asian (8%) and some other minority
populations.

Means of transportation to work data shows that the majority of the population (78%) from this
side of the city drives alone to work and ab@¥i of the population uses nenotorized and

transit services as a mode of transportation for their journey to @arkooling (9%) and

working from home (4%) was also used by the population as a mode of transportation to work
from the northwester and central areas of Rochester.

The travel ime to work data shows that it takes less than 9 minutes to get to w@@®4af the
population and%% of people take 229 minutes to get to work frorthose areasf Rochester.
The travel time to work data showsat 12% peopléakes less thaPO minues to get to work
and % of population take30 or moreminutes to get to work.

The auto ownership data shows that approximately 5% of the population does not own a car and
only 4% of the population owns more than 4 vehiatesorthwest and central part of Rochester
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Figure 1-2: Focus Area byCensusTracts
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Table 1-1:

Data Type

Northwest and Central Area

White population

41,696(80%)

Summary of Synopsis of Demographic DatdACS 20092013)

Southeast Area

White population

19,447 (74%)

Black population

2,943(6%)

Black population

2,620 (10%)

American Indian 93(0%) American Indian 89 (0%)
Race Data  “xgjgn 4,0276%  Asian 1,139 (6%)
Native Hawaiian& 21(0%) Native Hawaiian& 7 (0%)
Pacific Islander Pacific Islander
Other Races 1170%) Other Races 47 (0%)
Two or More Races 1,080(2%) Two or More Races 650 (2%)
Hispanic or Latino 1,940(4%) Hispanic or Latino 2,333 (9%)
Drove Alone 21,480 (78%) Drove Alone 10,105 (79%)
Carpooled 2,574 (9%) Carpooled 1,382 (11%)
Transit 1,375 (5%) Transit 469 (4%)
Railroad 5 (0%) Railroad -
Means of
Transportation  Taxi 12 (0%) Taxi -

Motorcycle 44 (0%) Motorcycle 31 (0%)
Bicycle 160 (1%) Bicycle 71 (1%)
Walked 728 (3%) Walked 249 (2%)
Other Means 120 (0%) Other Means 138 (1%)
Workedat Home 1,177 (4%) Worked at Home 414 (3%)
Less than 5 minutes 664 (3%) Less than 5 minutes 369 (3%)
5-9 minutes 4,372 (17% 5-9 minutes 1,496 (12%)
10-14 minutes 8,339 (31%) 10-14 minutes 3,440 (28%)

Travel Time 15-19 minutes 7,483 (28%) 15-19 minutes 3,963 (32%)

20-24 minutes

2,718 (10%)

20-24 minutes

1,745 (14%)

25-29 minutes 626 (2%) 25-29 minutes 259 (2%)

30 minutes & above 2,296 (9%) 30 minutes & above 1,175 (9%)

No vehicle 1,082 (5%) No vehicle 447 (5%)
Car Ownership 1 vehicle 7,423 (36%) 1 vehicle 3,558 (37%)

2 vehicles 8,868 (43%) 2 vehicles 3,775 (39%)

3 vehicles 2,300 (11%) 3 vehicles 1,289 (13%)

4 vehicles 551 (3%) 4 vehicles 475 (5%)

5+ vehicles 234 (1%) 5+ vehicles 184 (2%)
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Table1-2 highlights the income and race data by Census Sr&¢nsus Tract 1 héise smallest
population living compared to other Census Tracts included in the study area. Total of 1385
people are living in the Census Tract 1. This tedmbshows a lowst number of noawhite

living compared to other Census Tracts in the study area.

The pp twoCensus Tracts where navhite population livesareCensus Tract7.01 and?

followed by Census Tra& and 9.01 Census Tracts that have shown the highest numimemnef
white population in the study area are generally located in northwest and southeast side of
Rochester. The highest percentage (17.3%) of the Black population lives in Census Tract 9.02.
Census Trac®.01has high percentageq®) of Hispanic popul@dn followed by Census Traét
and2. The population having the lowest level of income exists in the Census Tract 1 followed
by Census Tract 5 and @ne of the reason could be thatjority of people living in the

downtown area are renting as it is witfit to buy high priced properties in downtown area.

Three Census Tracts outteh used in this analystsn be considered as moderate income tracts.
Their income ranges from forty to forfgur thousand per annurfhere are couple of Census
Tracts thaare considered as moderate to high incoribe highest percentage (15.5%) of the
Asian population lives in Census Tract 17.01 followed by Census Tract 17.02 and 2.

Figurel-3 highlights the Race and Income Data by Census Tracts. Highest pgecent
nonwhite and minority population lives in Census Ta€01,2, 5and 9.01 Census Tract 1, 6
andl14.0laccounts for top three white populated areas. Census Tract 9.02 has the highest
percentage (17.3%) of Black population followed by17102(13.3%) and CT2 (12.9%6). A
small proportion of American Indian and medsicial population also reside in the study area
predominantly in CT 2, 3 and 17.01

Table1-3 provides a summary of Journey to Work by Census Tract. The top line in the table
provides the total worker population in each tract and the rest of the table provides the detail of
modes of transportation workers use to get to/from the wafikh the exception of Census

Tract 1 and 5the use of auto transportatimmgesetweerB0-93% in other eight Census Tracts
considered for this analysis. Nomotorized mode of transportation utilization is highest in the
Census Tract 1 and T.he table also shows the number of workers in each Census Traaswho
public transit as a mode of trgwstation. 9% of population living in Census Tract 1 a8 of
population living inCT 9.02 usspublic transitas a mode of transportatio@n average,

workers fromall Census Trasttakes 16 minutes get to work.

Figurel-4 highlights the differenmodes of transportation used in ten Census Tract where
majority of low to moderate income and minority population resides. Census Tract 1 has the
highest percentage (60%) of population walk to/from work. On averd@é Bopulation in

other Census Tragtused walking as a mode of transportation. Driving alone and use of
automotive is the most popular mode of transportatiail i@ensus Tractaith theexception of
Census Tract &nd 5wherehigh percentage of tripgere made by walking or by public
transportation.
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Table 1-22 Summary of Income andRace Databy Census Tract

Race & Census Census Census Census Census Census Census Census Census Census
Income Tract 1 Tract 2 Tract 3 Tract 5 Tract 6 Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract

Data 9.02 14.01 9.01 17.01 17.02

Income $ 22K $ 40K $ 44K $ 37K $ 38K $ 43K $ 39K $ 58K $ 49K $ 48K

Population kIS 4916 3299 2804 4469 3372 4450 5478 4512 4430

Am_erican .3% .3% 2% 1% .3% 2% 4% 1% .5% 2%

,Ibrjsc::aar? 6.4% 8.0% 5.6% 7.1% 5.9% 2.3% 4.8% 3.4% 15.5% 8.4%

Black 6.5% 12.9% 8.5% 8.3% 5.8% 17.3% 9.8% 9.1% 11.1% 13.3%

Hispanic 2.6% 8.7 5.4% 12.9% 7.4% 5.1% 3.4% 17.0% 4.0% 4.7%

II\?/IuIt_i | 1.8% 4.7% 3.9% 3.7% 2.3% 2.0% 3.3% 3.0% 3.6% 3.4%
aclal

N RsTIl 17.5% 32.7% 23.3% 32.2% 21.2% 26.6% 21.9% 31.8% 34.1% 29.6%

White 82.5% 67.3% 76.7% 67.8% 78.8% 73.4% 78.1% 68.2% 65.9% 70.4%

Source: American Community Survey (ACS 2009.3)

12
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Figure 1-3: Race and Income Data by Census Tracts (ACS Data 202913)

Races and Income Data by Census Tracts
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Tablel-3:

Commute
to Work

Data

Workers
=/> 16
years

Car,
Truck, or
Van

Drove
Alone
Carpooled

Public
Transit
Bicycle

Walk

Work at
Home

60 or
More
Minutes
Commute
Average
Commute
Time

Summary of Commute to Work by Census Tract

Census
Tract 1

373

106
(28.4%)

96
(25.7%)
10
(2.7%)
33
(8.8%)
0

(0%)
224
(60.1%)
10
(2.8%)
10
2.8%)

14 min

Census
Tract 2

2,333

2,081
(89.2%)

1,766
(75.7%)
315
(13.5%)
136
(5.8%)
27

(1.2)

43
(1.8%)
46

(2%)

58
(2.5%)

14 min

Census

Tract 3

1,800

1,566
(89%)

1,366
(75.9%)
200
(11.1%)
97
(5.4%)
8

(.4%)
67
(3.7%)
39
(2.2%)
24
(1.4%)

14 min

Census

Tract 5

1,685

977
(58%)

837
(49.7%)
140
(8.3%)
56
(3.3%)
32
(1.9%)
579
(34.4%)
16
(.9%)
52
(3.2%)

13 min

Census
Tract 6

2,138

1,825
(85.4)

1,577
(73.8%)
248
(11.6%)
66
(3.1%)
59
2.8%)
73
(3.4%)
66
(3.1%)
38
(1.8%)

16 min

Census

Tract
9.02

1,617

1,454
(89.9%)

1,369
(84.7%)
85
(5.3%)
17
(1.1%)
21
(1.3%)
8

(.5%)
60
(3.7%)
81
(5.7%)

19 min

Census

Tract
14.01

2,370

1,885
(79.5%)

1,664
(70.2%)
221
(9.3%)
184
(7.8%)
12
(.5%)
123
(5.2%)
152
(6.4%)
22

(1%)

14 min

Census
Tract
9.01

2,825

2,480
(87.8%)

2,171
(77.1%)
301
(10.7%)
92
(3.3%)
0

66
(2.3%)
153
(5.4%
113
(4.2%)

19 min

Census

Tract
17.01

2,391

2,211
(92.5%)

1,801
(75.3%)
410
(17.1%)
78
(3.3%)
0

85
(3.6%)
17
(.7%)
60
(2.5%)

17 min

Census
Tract
17.02

2,546

2,177
(85.5%)

1778
(69.8%)
399
(15.7%)
166
(6.5%)
10
(.4%)
52

(2%)
115
(4.5%)
115
(6.2%)

20 min

Source: Census Explorer, American Community Survey (ACS 2013)
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Figure 1-4: Modes of Transportation by Census Tracts (ACS Data 2002013)

Mode of Transportation
By Census Tracts (ACS 2013)
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Synopsis of Demographic Data of Focus Area by Census Block Groups

There are total of ninety Census Block Groups in the City of Rochester and fifteen Census Block
Groups with high concentration of low to moderate income anetot@ population were

seleced as a focus aredhe Census Block Group data is used fedé@pth analysis of focus

areas comprising fifteen neighborhoods as shown in Figbre

The datsshowsthatthe residential land uses at Census Block Group t®maprises ofmixture
of landuses and people from different economic statusiofjerarious residential living
environment ranging fromgroup homeso multi-family high densityresidential areas. Ithough
different races of populatiomespread all over the City babncentratiorof low to moderate
income pulatiors are situateth those fifteen neighborhoods selected as a focus area.
analysisshows that those selectaedighborhood arein dire need of access and mobility
improvements.

Figure1-6 illustratestypes ofresidentialuses irfifteen neighborhoods ifocus areat the
Census BloclGroupslevel. The analysis includes multiple housing unit sites such as group
housing, senior housing, medical and nursing care uwiith exception ofSatterleyPark, all
seleted neighborhoods are showing muf#timily residential units.

Figuresl-7 shows the percentage of low to moderat®me population living ififteen selected
neighborhoodsat the Census Block Levélongfellow neighborhood has the highest percentage
(72%) of low and moderate income populatidRochester Village (68%lPark Lang63%)and
Northgate (62%) are also classified as the neighborhoods with the highest percentage of low and
moderate income population. The selected Downtown area has 51%tmoptiat belongs to

the low and moderate income grow®% of the population residing Walleyhigh

neighborhood belong to low and moderate incgmoeip Data shows less concentration of

people from low to moderate income grousiatterly and Cook@ark neighborhoods.

Figurel-8 shows the percentage of naite population in the selected areasngfellow
(45%) neighborhood again present the highest percentage-@fhianpopulations residing in
that area. Downtown (44%Rochester Villag€43%), andHudson Park (42%gre also
classified as the neighborhoods with the high percentagerefvhite populatiors. Innsbruck
data shows 37% of population belonging to-mdrite group. Cooke Park, Slatterly Park and
Park Lane has the lowest percg@af norwhite populationamong the selected
neighborhoods, however, this percentage is lot higher when compared to compared to
neighborhoods in northeast and southwest of Rochester.
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Figure 1-5: Focus AreaNeighborhoods by Census Block Grops
[T 7 [ [ 4 N /7 — \

— N
]E# ) Mobility and Acceess Limitation
W\*Llw\

a
E—gf?ﬁ ﬁ 4jFocus Area By Census Block Gropus
£ ST U ) B )
JJ \\3% J“:@ AP K/ \)/ A
a‘a e Mmﬂr%r

Valleyhgh Drive \

271080014014

17



Study of Neighborhood With Limited Access and Mobility

Figure 1-6:

Type of Residential Housing Units in Focus Area
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Figure 1-8: Percentages of Nofwhite Populations in Focus Area
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Table1-5 in the following section highlights tleynopsis of income and race datdow to
moderate incomgroups in focus areand relative concentration of nevhite population in the
fifteen neighborhoods selected fordepth analysis.

Figure 19 shows the total numband percentage of low to moderate income populatidine
selected neighborhootly the Census Block Group.

Figure 210 shows theaumber and percentage of aahite populatioriving in the selected
neighborhoodsat Census Block Group.

Table 1-5:  Synopsis ofincome and RaceData of Focus Areas (ACS 2002013)

Total Number of % of Low  Number of % of Non-White
Number of Low & & Non-White  Population in
People Moderate | Moderate | Population | Target Area
Living in Income Income in Target

the Focus People People Area

Area

Focus Area
Neighborhood

Cooke Park Area

Downtown East

Hudson Park Ared
Homestead Area

Innsbruck Area

Kutzky Park East

Longfellow Area

Meadow Park
North

Mayo Park East
Northgate Area

NW Civic Center
Drive
ParkLane Area

Rochester Village
Slatterly Park
Area

Valleyhigh Drive
Area

18714
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Figure 1-9: Low and Moderate Income Population in Focus AredNeighborhoods

Number and Percetange of Low to Moderate
Income People in Focus Area

== Total Number of People Living in the Focus A== Number of Low & Moderate Income People

e Of LOw & Moderate Income People

Figure 1-10: Concentration of NonWhite Population in the Focus AreaNeighborhoods

Number and Percentage of Newhite
Population in Focus Area (ACS 2013)

2000 50
7800 25
1600 43
1400 35
1200 33
1600 55
800 20 93
800 75
200 10
200 5
0 )
0")
&

== Total Number of People Living in the Focus A== Number of Non-White Population in Target Area

== Of NON-White Population in Target Area

22



Study of Neighborhood With Limited Access and Mobility

Other Major Demographic Data by Census Block Groups

FigureX11 shows the number of minority population by Census Block Gioionchester

Yellow and green dots represenéhigh concentrations of minoriggopulation. The figure also
shows the existing bus route and missing segments of sidewalk (red linesyitnessed that
missing sidewalks are spread all over the city specifigaltiie low and moderate income areas
as well as in legacy neighborhoods in southwest area which were built before sidewalks were
legally required by local ordinances on one or both sides of the local and higher level streets.

Figurel-12 and1-13 showsthe location of a high concentration of African American and
Hispanic populations in relation to the existing bus routesat®lvalk facilities. The data at
Census Block Group level shows that the limited sidewalk facilities are availbble
Environmental Justice and low to moderate income populations live.

Figure :14 reflects the percentage of households with 1 or more disabled person by block
groups. The household with one or more disable person are widespread. The block groups in
the downtown area of Rochester have the highest concentrations of households with person with
disability (45%). As shown in the map, all of Farmington Township, parts of Cascade, Marion,
and Rochester townships fall into thé"gercentile class in terms ofgportion of households

that include persons with a disability.

Figure 215 highlights percentage of households with no vehicle by Census Block Group. The
households in downtown area, fringe areas of downtown, portion of northwest and southeast side
of Rochester have the highest concentrations of population without auto. High concentration of
households without the vehicle falls in focus area.

Figure 116 reflects the number of dwelling units within a walking distance from public parks
and trails. Themapshows that majority of households fall within ¥ miles from parks and trails.
Only 13% of households are located more than a miles from public parks and trails. The
majority of households are located within walkable or bike able distance includifogtise

areas.

Figure 17 shows dwelling units within walking distance from elementary schools. With the
exception of George Gibbs Elementary School most of the household fall within 1 mile of the
elementary schools. Less than 20% householdseated more than 1 mile of elementary

school that require some other means of transportation. The analysis shows that 80% of dewing
units fall within walkable distance and majority of students can walk or bike ewdaither

conditions.
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Figure 1-11: Number of Minority Population by CensusBlock Group Data
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Figure 1-12: Location of African American Population by CensusBlock Group Data
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Figure 1-13: Location of Hispanic Population by Census Block Group Data
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Figure 1-14: Location of Households with 1 or More Disabled Person
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% of Households with 1 or More Disabled Persons
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Figure 1-15: Percentage oHouseholdswithout Vehiclesby CensusBlock Group Data
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Figure 1-16: Dwelling Units within Walking Distance from Parks and Trails
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Figure 1-17: Dwelling Units within Walking Distance fom Elementary Schools
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Methodology, Ranking
Criteria and Focus Area
Analysis (Part I1)

The followingsection of the
study talks about the
methodology and analysis of
fifteen selected neighborhoods
against the assessment factors
that are important for mobility
and accss limitation. Along
with the analysis of selected
neighborhoods against the
assessment factors, an audit
checklist has been filled out for
each selected neighborhoods to
gage their infrastructure
standing.

To assess the need for roadway
improvements in the selected
neighborhoods, the road
controlling authorities Pavement
Condition Index (PCI) data was
used.

Given that funds are anticipated
to be limited for the type of
investments needed to improve
accesand mobility, an effort was
made to prioritize the identified
areas based on consideration of
the relative size of various
subgroup populations in each
area who would be anticipated to
benefit the most from either
infrastructure or service
enhancements.

Methodology to prioritize the
focus area neighborhoods was
developed based on the eight
assessment factors. American
Community Survey data was
used for this analysis. The
priority is given to those
neighborhood that scored lower
in the analwis. The
neighborhoods getting the lower
score gets the high priority in
terms of getting selected for
infrastructure improvements.
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METHODOLGY AND FOCUS AREAS
ANALYSIS

The previous section of the study identified fifteen neighborhoods where majdoty and

moderate income population resides. In this section those selected neighborhoods will be
analyzed against the eight assessment factors that are important for mobility and access
limitation. Along with the analysis of selected neighborhood@agthe transportation factors,

an audit checklist has been filled out for each selected neighborhoods to gage their infrastructure
standing.

Table 21 shows the audit checklisT.he goal of site audit was to documeritastructure
conditions that madiscourage walking and bicycliray createébarriessto transit service and
nortmotorized facilities The audit involves identification of the built environment and includes
the questions under the following brozategories

Major Barriers

SidewalkSystem

Site Access

Mobility and Access Limitations

Trail and Path System Access

Crosswalks adjacent to bus stops and schools

Crosswalk along major connector routes in walk/bike Zone

=4 =42 =4 -8 _-48_-9_-°

The need assessment audit checkbiseach selected neighborhood at SlenBlock Group will
help determine the gapsfiacilities where majority of low and moderate income population
reside. The audit examine thefrastructurefacilities sich as sidewalks, bike pathisils and
road networkand bus stops etdheauditalso examinéthe crosswalk marking and street
conditionsin the selected Census Tracts.

Thebikeway, pedestrian and transit netwddta was reviewed for the selected neighborhoods at
CensusBlock GroupsThe review of key gapsaspresentedinthecone xt of A Corri dor
Assessment Workshedor fifteen neighborhoods included in the focus area fatapth

analysis. An audit assessment sheeidesified lack of adequate bike, pedestrian and transit

facilities that limits accesand mobility needso/from those neighborhoods connectivity to

nearbyland uses and major destinations such as schools, neighborhood shopping areas or to the
work places.

Fifteen selected Census Block Groups have some neighborhoods lacking bike, pedestrian and
transit faclities. The Census data has shown that the high percentage of households in the
selected Census Block Groups depends on other than auto mode of transportation. It is analyzed
that high percentage of households with the selected neighborhoods depeodsnarianized

modes of transportation for journey to work or for other activities. In some neighborhoods there
are missing segments of sidewalk and bikeway connections to the major destinations and schools
that makes it difficult to use alternative modésransportation in those areas. Some of the
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residential units in the selected neighborhoods are too far from the bus stops and bus routes
which makes it harder to use transit service out of those neighborhoods. The presence of
highways, a river or creaiteates lengthy diversions on route. Additionally, the presence of wide
roads (four or more lanes) makes it hard for people with disabilities and school children to cross
those corridors safely. People who are dependent on theoimmized modes of traportation

are also affected by lengthy diversions and long walking distance to the bus stops or bus routes.
High percentages of neighborhoods in low and moderate income Census Block Groups have
shown at least one or two major barriers within walk/bikeeso

The audit shows that some neighborhoods along arterial or collector streets are missing
sidewalks/paths on one or both sides. Some local street segments are also missing a sidewalk
within walk-able or bikeable distance. The neighborhoods indluse proximity to downtown

area have shown little problems with the sidewalk and transit system compared to the other areas
selected in the study area.

Anecdotal evidence suggests that sonoeigs, such as immigrantslow incomepopulations

are excludd from the planning process due to their limited understanding of the planning
process, particularly the challenges they face in a new living environment or due to their limited
English proficiency. To improve this situation, it is important to involveanty groups and the
Environmental Justice population in the early stages of the planning process. By addressing the
needs of low to moderate income groups, the local jurisdictions not only fulfill their
Environmental Justice obligations but also impriwieg conditions for all citizens including

low income, moderate income and minority populations in Rochester.

The local road controlling authority maintains Pavement Condition Index (PCI) data for each
street in Rochester. PCI is a numerical indetaieen 0 and 100 which is used to indicate the
general condition of a pavement. It is widely used by the local road controlling authorities
throughout USA. It is statistical measure and require manual survey of the pavement by the
professional technician Rochester City Public Works Department conducts the PCI data
analysis and recommended the following four actions for each street in the City:

1. Do Nothing

2. Overlay

3. Chip seal

4. Reconstruction

Figure 21 illustrates the pavement conditions in Rester Urban Area based on the Pavement
Condition Index data. The recommended actions are for the purpose of guidance only.

The next section would explain the methodology to prioritize the focus areas against the eight
assessment factors. Those eight factors includes: zero vehicle ownership, number of kids,
English speaking ability in the household, elderly population, disgl@inployment, and

journey to work. Each neighborhood was then scored to prioritize. The priority is given to those
neighborhood that scored lower in the analysis. The neighborhoods getting the lower score gets
the high priority in terms of getting seted for infrastructure improvements.
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Table2-1:  Mobility and Access Limitation Audit Checklist

Major Audit Categories Responses

MAJOR BARRIERS Need Type

Is there any limited access highway within the selected area? Y [N
Is there any river or creek creating a lengthy diversion within walk/bike or transit v IN
route and bus stop?

Is there any street with four or more total lanes within selected area without a
median refuge area?

Y | N

SIDEWALK SYSTEM

Is there any arterial/collector or any local street that does not have sidewalks or a
path on both sides within the selected area?

Are there any local streets segments serving more than 20 homes that do not have
sidewalks?

MOBILITY & ACCESS LIMITATIONS

Are there any discontinued streets or walkway or bikeway within the selected area
that limits accessibility to the schools and other major destinations?

Are ADA ramps at intersections within the selected area?

Are the bus stops located one block away from residences?

Are there any residences two or more blocks away from the bus stops or transit
route in the selected area?

TRAIL AND PATH SYSTEM

Are there any trails or paths within the selected area that connects to the school
and other major destinations?
Are there any designated on-street bicycle facilities within the selected area?

CROSSWALKS / ADJACENT TO BUS STOPS & SCHOOLS

Do crosswalks adjacent to the school and bus stops have pavement markings and
highly visible signage present?

Are there non-intersection locations adjacent to school and bus stops at which
children and other road users crossing streets without benefit of crosswalk Y | N
improvements?

Are any of the designated crossing locations adjacent to the school or bus stops
controlled by traffic signals? Do signals have pedestrian crossing indicators Y | N
incorporated?

Do any designated crosswalks have flashing beacons or other indicators installed at
crossings located within walking distance to school and other destinations?

CROSSWALKS / ALONG MAJOR CONNECTOR ROUTES IN WALK/BIKE
ZONE

<

Are there crosswalk markings and signage along primary connector roads to the
school and at major street intersections?

Are there traffic signals present at major street crossings in the walk/bike routes? Y | N

Do traffic signals within the walk/bike zone have pedestrian crossing signals
incorporated into the signal design?
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Figure 2-1: Pavement Condition in the Focus Area
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Methodology to Prioritize Census Block Groups

This study focuses on neighborhood areas where low income populations are more prevalent for
the purpose of identifying neighborhoods mobility and access impraxaeraeds may be the
greatest. The process has identified 15 Census Block Group (BG) areas for considgration
illustrated in Figure-2.

Given that funds are anticipated to be limited for the type of investments needed to improve
access and mobility, affort was made to prioritize the identified areas based on consideration
of the relative size of various subgroup populations in each area who would be anticipated to
benefit the most from either infrastructure or service enhancements.

The subgroups thatere focused on for the purpose of prioritizing need in the fifteen
neighborhood areas identified are described in Tai2l@along with the rational for selecting this
subgroups.

Table 2-2: Selection Rational

Population of Interest Rationale

Householdswith Zero Vehicles Zero Vehicle households face greater challenges acce
dispersed employment and education opportunities as
as access to retail, recreation or other services
ST ESola s oo [eRalo1 el o R U@ = o] [ARNENE Persons who do speak English well may face greater
o) (o) AaTo R = lo| [N ERS = G REL[FEG (S8 barriers in identifying and understanding the available
transportation services and options that are available t
them to meet daily travel needs
Persons who do not speak English Similarly, persons who do not speak English will face
even greater barriers than those with some English
familiarity in terms of understanding what transportatio
options and services may be available
N alelel o iwalilol=TaR=lpigo) S RaRe [ =e [SI88 This facor is included to recognize the desirability of
K18 identifying low income neighborhoods with significant
numbers of elementary and kindergarten age children
could benefit from pedestrian and/or bicycling
improvements along routes to school and parks.
2 oSl SRR NG N Ra SR B lolo) @ S6¢e: Disabled persons in the labor force may have specific
with a Disability transportation issues related to access to employment
S S N GRCEE RGN bd=hie. Unemployed individuals may fadmancial challenges
who are Unemployed that limit private mobility which could be mitigated to ai
some extent by public service improvements
N1 Lo L=T e R 2LE ol sl AVe (SO R ENVITa o Older individuals, particularly those who live alone, m:
Alone begin to experience a lossmivate mobility which could
be mitigated by improved public services or infrastructi
Number of employed persons with a Workers on 2 or 39 shifts face limitations in terms of
(el s R ale RS = Laio il R Tel g So I M2l transitaccessibility given the start or end times of their
Noon and 5 AM the next da jobs
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Figure 2-2: Focus Area Neighborhoods
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Recognizing that there is probably no perfect mechanism for prioritizing which areas should be
considered having the greatest need for investment fissggproach chosen to prioritize areas
isbased on taking a multiimensional approach that considers all the subgroup populations

listed in Table2-3 above and identifying those areas with the greatest composite neehisng

so, he authors of this report recognize that in certain areas the actual need may be focused on a
limited number of subgroups, which will be identified in the neighborhood analysis section of

the report, while recognizing that the types of potential improvesrierbe considered for any

one group will generally benefit multiple groups once implemented.

Thefollowing stepswere followedin the prioritization process:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

Using data from the 2062013 American Community Survey, the number of individuals
or households in each subgroup population was identified for each of the 90 Block Group
areas that are delineated for the Rochester urbanized area

For each subgroup population, the results from the d&&were rankdin anorder

from highest to lowest acse all block groups in the urbanized area and a decile or

quintile score (1 to 10 or 1 to 5) based on the number of persons or households in a given
BG in that subgroup. For example, for households with no vehicles, after the BG were
rank ordered from higst to lowest in terms of the number of households with no

vehicles, the nine block groups (out of 90 BG) with the highest number of Zero Vehicles
Households were given a score of 1, the next nine highest a score of 2, etc. The number
of block groups (ningin each group represents the breakdown of 90 overall block groups
into ten decile. For some factors the distribution of values was so narrow across block
groups that a quintile breakdown (five groups instead of ten) was used.

Table 23 shows hhe fact@ scores across the eight population or household subgroups
(assessment factorg) interest were then summed for each of the targeted fifteen low
income block group areas targeted to come up with a composite need score. The results
of this are showim Figure 23 as a ranking of selected neighborhoods by assessment
factors. .

As shown in Figure -3 that theblock groups with lower total scoresg(j the shortest

column height) are the areas with the greatest composite need identifiegraphe

indicates that Longfellow, Park Lane and Slatterly Park areas are the neighborhoods with
the largest composite number of potential beneficiaries based on this analysis.

Table2-4 provides an alternate view of the results, listing which neighborhoods tell int
which decile for each of the subgroup population factors.
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Table 2-3:  Focus Areas Ranking Based on Eight Assessment Factors

People in
Focus Area
Zero Vehicle
English as a
Secondary
Language
Donét
English
Disabled
Unemployed
Population
Total Scores

1069 High

DIl 679 1 10 1 9 Medium
East 28

L Elderly

N
N
N

Hudson 1437 2 1 2 2 2 2 10 2 High
Park 21

1399 5 1 1 1 1 3 7 5 24 High
1745 2 2 4 4 2 5 8 1 28  Medium
Kutzky 836 1 7 5 4 2 10 8 2 39 Low
Park

Longfellow [lorsal 1 1 1 1 3 3 7 18 High

Meadow 1674 2 1 6 4 31 3 2 22 High
Park North

VEWCRETY 903 |1 1 7 4 9 10 6 4 42 Low
East

1097 5 2 7 3 5 4 7 10 43  Low
MRS 1290 2 3 2 4 6 2 5 1 25 High
Center Dr.

1671 2 1 1 1 12 9 3 20  High
Rochester el 2 7 2 1 10 10 4 48 Low
Village 0

Slatterly 1587 2 4 3 1 11 7 1 20 High
Park

Valley- 1268 3 2 2 4 3 8 8 4 34 Medium

high Drive

The above table provides a summary of eight assessment factors for selected neighborhoods by
Census Block Groups. firovidesinformation about the total number of people living in the

selected areas and ranking of selected areas based on eight asdesstonenthe ranking is

based on the scoring system decilel() or quantile (&) for each assessment factor. The

lower score identifies the dire need for improvements whereas higher score represent no
improvement is needed at this time. For exarRaehester Village scored 48 for all eight
assessment factors and 10 each for disability, unemployed and elderly living alone. Based on the
scoring, Rochester Village stands at a low priority compared to the Longfellow, Slatterly Park

and Hudson Park neigbrhoods due to their lower scores.
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Figure 2-3:  Ranking of Selected Neighborhood by Assessment Factors
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Table 2-4.  Alternative View of Composite Score

Zero Vehicle K-8 Children ESL Total Dondét S;j Disabled Unemployed Elderly Living Alone 2n9/3 Shift
Households English* (Quintile) Workers Job

1 Longfellow Longfellow Longfellow Longfellow Longfellow Meadow Park | Downtown East Innsbruck Area
Downtown Park Lane Park Lane Park Lane Park Lane Slatterly Park Civic Center
Kutzky Park Meadow Park Nc Downtown E¢ Homestead Homestead Slatterly Park
Mayo Park Homestead Homestead Slatterly Park Slatterly Park

Cooke Park Mayo Park East
Hudson Park

2 Park Lane Rochester Village Valleyhigh DrivdRochester Village Downtown East Park Lane Cooke Park Meadow Park
Meadow Park  Northgate Area  NW Civic CenteD®wntown Kutzky Park EastDowntown East Kutzky Park
Innsbruck Area Valleyhigh Drive Hudson Park Hudson Park Innsbruck Area NW Civic Center Dr Hudson Park
NW Civic Innsbruck Area Hudson Park  Hudson Park
Center Dr

Cooke Park

Hudson Park
Slatterly Park

3rdt;f° Rochester NW Civic Cr Dr. ~ Slatterly Park Northgate Area Valleyhigh Driv  Longfellow Longfellow Park Lane
> Village _ Cooke Park Cooke Park Meadow Park Homestead Meadow Park Rochester
\lel:;);h;?: Dt Slatterly Park rr’;zbr“‘:k Northgate Are: Northgate Arez  NW Civic Center Dr xglll?eg;high or
Cooke Park Innsbruck Area
Homestead Kutzky Park Mayo Park
Cooke Park
Homestead
6" or Kutzky Park Meadow Park Néatlteyhigh Drive NW Civic Center\zalleyhigh Dr. Mayo Park& Northgate Longfellow
Below Downtown Rochester Meadow Park Mayo Park East Rochester HomesteagdSlatterly ~ Downtown
Village Kutzky Park Rochester Village Rochester Village Northgate Area
Northgate Mayo Park Village Kutzky Park Valleyhigh Dt
Mayo Park Innsbruck Area Mayo Park Kutzky Innsbruck
Civic Center Dr Hudson Park
Cooke Park Park Lane
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Focus Areas Analysis

A brief over view about the methodology to prioritize the focus areas was provided in the
previous section. Under this section we will analyzefdloas area neighborhostiased on the
eightassessmerfiactorsor matricesAmerican Community Survey data 80092013 was used

for this analysis. Each neighborhood was scored to prioritizeording to criteria selected for

this analysis The priority is given to those neighborhood that scored lower in the analysis. The
neighborhoods getting the lower score gets the high priority in tefrgetting selected for
infrastructure improvementslhe following eightassessmerfiactorswere used for the analysis

Zero Vehicle Households

No of Children

English as Secondary Langueag

Donét Speak Engli sh
Disabled Workers

Unemployed

Elderly

Journey to Work

= =4 =4 -8 _98_9_95_-°

Figure 24 shows the zero vehicle households in fifteen neighborhoods selected for the analysis.
Red and blue colored neighborhoods represertigieconcentrations dfouseholds without

auto. Green and yellow colored neighborhoods represent the medium concentration of zero
vehicle households. However, gray color represent the lowest number of households with an
auto.

Figure 25 shows the number of households wise English as a second language. Red, purple,
blue and green colored neighborhoods represeittigheconcentrations dfouseholds who use
English as a second language. Green, orange and yellow colored neighborhoods represent the
low concentration of heseholds who speak English as a second language.

Figure26 s hows the number of persons who donodt sy
neighborhoods represent thigh concentrationsgfer sons who dondédt speak |
colored neighborhoed have the smaller number of persons

Figure 2.7 shows the number of persons with worker disabilities. Red, blue and green colored
neighborhoods represent thigh concentrations gfeople with workers disabilities. Grey and
yellow colored neighborhoods represent the low concentration of people with workers
disabilities.

Figure 28 shows the number of unemployed people in the selected areas. Red, blue and green

colored neighborhoods represent tligh concentrations afnempoyed people. Grey and
yellows colored neighborhoods represent the low concentration of unemployed people.
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Figure 29 shows the students enrollment in Grade® iy neighborhood. Red, blue and green
colored neighborhoods represent tingh concentations ofstudents enrolled in48. Grey and
yellow colored neighborhoods represent the low enrollment of students in Grédes K

Figure 210 shows the number of second and third shift workers by neighborhood. Red, blue and
green colored neighborbds represent thegh concentrations afecond and third shift workers.

Grey and yellows colored neighborhoods represent the medium to low concentration of second
and third shift workers.

Figure 211 shows the number of people who uses pulaitsit for journey to work. Red, blue

and green colored neighborhoods representitjie concentrations dfansit users for their

journey to work. Yellows colored neighborhoods represent the low to medium concentration of
public transit users.

Figure 212 shows the number of workers who walk or bike to work from the selected areas.
Red, blue and green colored neighborhoods represehigiheoncentrations gieople who

walk or bike to work. Grey and yellows colored neighborhoods represent the low number of
workers who walk or bike to work.

Figure 213 shows the number of elderly people living alone in the selected areas. Red, blue and
green coloredeighborhoods represent thigh concentrations alderly people living alone.
Grey and yellows colored neighborhoods represent the low concentration of elderly people.

Figure 214 shows the composite prioritization score by neighborhood. miedraen colored
neighborhoods have a lower scores and require infrastructure improvements sooner than later.
Grey colored neighborhoods represent the lower need for infrastructure improvemeats. T
graphindicates that Longfellow, Park Lar@latterlyPark Meadow Park, Civic Center Dr. and
Hudson Park neighborhoodsth thelower score but higher priorityased on this analysis.

Cooke Park, Homestead, Innsbruck, Valleyhigh Dr. and Downtown neighborhoods ranked as a

medium priority based on the rangisystem. Kutzky Park, Mayo Park, Northgate and
Rochester Village neighborhoods were ranked at the lowest priority based on this analysis.
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Figure 2-4: Zero Vehicle Households by Neighborhoods

Prioritiiation Factor
Zero Vehicle Households

11
H

L
1

o

Noa
)

Valley high Drive

]

s
&5

Li7
[Ty

44

without Vehicle

[ o6
I 1741
4261
B 52130

Number of Households ||

™



Study of Neighborhood With Limited Access and Mobility

Figure 2-5: Number of People Who Use English as a Second Language
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Figure2-6: Per son Who Dondét Speak Engl i sh
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Figure 2-7:  Person with Worker Disabilities

~ _\i 13

. T P31 T 7 1 F] 92 T\
ék ]E? b‘ ;E\rr’vg ™ Prioritization Factor ;
-1 —x  People with Worker Disablity .

122
B

"
Prioritization Factor f(/
People with Worker Disability \\‘i
[ | Smaller # of Workers with Disability 3
.|| [] 115-57 Workers with Disability |
[ 58-108 Workers with Disability }\l
I 109- 137 Workers with Disability
I Larger # of Workers with Disability }Iﬁ

L = Camm ) 1




Study of Neighborhood With Limited Access and Mobility

Figure 2-8:

Number of People Who Are Unemployed
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Figure 2-9:  School Enroliment in Grades k8
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