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INTENT OF THE COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE DEVELOPMENT PLAN

The comprehensive development ptan is intended to serve as a guide for achieving the broad
social, physical, and economic development objectives of the county. The pian is intended to give
direction to the actions of the county iegisiature, and of departments and other agencies, as such
actions affect the development of the county, and it is intended to guide all official county pians
and policies for both services and capital facilities, including but not limited to county pilans and
policies concerning human rasources, public safety services, physical and envirenmental resources,
and land use. Although the authority of the plan over the actions of local governments and private
interests is limited to that authority set forth in sub-section 503.C below and in section 504 of this
charter, the plan is intended to serve as a general guide to such actions as they affect the develop-
ment of the county. The pian, through its development and continuing amendment, is intended
to serve as a means for reviewing, modifying, and integrating all individual plans before such pians
are impiemented. The pian thereby is intended to assist in achieving the following with respect
to community services and facillties: coordination; consistency in application of policies and ac-
cepted standards; public and official evaluation of the effectiveness of governmental performance;
elimination of unnecessary duplication; and maximum utiization.

(Section 503. B of the Charter of the County of Monroe)
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SUMMARY

This County Parks Element sets basic policies for the future development of
the Monroe County parks system, and it provides a framework for the development
of more specific plans concerning county parks. The element has two basic pur-
poses: {1} to serve in itself as a policy guide for investments in county parks and {2)
to initiate a process of preparing more specific plans and policies for the develop-
ment of county parks. Currently no such process exists, and decisions on county

parks are made outside the context of overall pians.

The element begins by considering the prospective demand for recreation in
Monroe County. Population projections and anticipated increases in personal in-
comes suggest that the local demand for recreational services will increase, but at a
lower rate than in the past. Increasing problems in the supply of energy are expected
to result in an increased demand for Ibcating recreational opportunities near areas
of population concentration. A projected shft to an older population will affect
the particular kinds of services demanded.

The element then sets forth a definition of the role to be served by the county
parks system in meeting recreational needs. The definition is intended to provide a
basis for evaluating whether it would be appropriate for the county to undertake
any given proposed expansion or development of the county parks system.

The policies set forth in this element are intended to guide investments in the
county park system for the next twenty years. The policies call for continued ac-
quisition to maintain the present ratio of parkland acreage per capita. The focus of
the proposed acquisition program is on creating the system of recreationways shown
in Figure 2 and on “rounding out” existing parks.

The policies give major emphasis to the development of éxisting county parks,
with the focus of such development being on areas near the major concentrations
of population in the county. Specific guidelines for the development of park facili-
ties will be prepared by the Parks Department and the Departmér!t of Planning and '
will be included at a |ater date in Appendix D,



The maintenance of county parkland is becoming more of a pressing prob-
lem. In recognition of the problem, this element sets a basic policy of ndt acquiring
or developing additional parkland unless sufficient funds are provided in the opera-
fing budget to cover any resulting increase in the cost of maintenance, Emphasis is
also given to meeting the need for rehabilitating existing county park areas which

have deteriorated through overuse.

One of the present needs of the county which is not being adequately met is
the coordination at the county level of the multiplicity of recreational services pro-
vided by various levels of government as well as by voluntary organizations and the
private sector, The revised County Charter which was recently adopted by the Coun-
ty Legislature calls for the creation of an Office of Recreational, Cultural, and Edu-
cational Services. Once the office is staffed, it may begin to address the important
need for coordinating recreational services.

The element concludes with a listing of implementation actions to bring into
effect the policies. Many of the actions call for further work to be undertaken by
the Parks Department and the Department of Planning to give more specific direc-
tion to decisions concerning the county parks system and to continue with the
planning process which has been initiated through this element.

i



INTRODUCTION

Monroe County residents are fortunate in having an excellent system of county
parks to help meet their needs for recreation. Within their parks they may find a
variety of attractive natural features and many different kinds of recreational op-

portunities,

Despite the many advantages of the present Monroe County parks system,
investments must continue to be made in this system both to meet the present
needs and to keep pace with the increasing demand for recreation. The Monroe
County Legislature must in almost every session make some kind of decision con-
cerning county parks. What kinds of recreation programs should be offered within
county parks? What kinds of park facility improvements should be made? Should
the county accept an offer to purchase land adjoining one of its parks? These are the
kinds of questions that must be addressed by the Monroe County Legislature.

The purpose of this County Parks Element is to give general guidelines for
answering such questions, The element provides an overall policy context within
which, it is to be hoped, the right kinds of decisions will be made concerning the
future of the Monroe County parks system.

One of the limitations to the scope of this element must be clearly recognized.
The county parks system in itself does not address all of the recreationai needs of
Monroe County residents, nor should it. Many of the needs are met through the
activities of other levels of government, voluntary organizations, and the private
sector. As important as these activities are, they are not specifically discussed in
this element, as they are outside the jurisdiction of Monroe County government.
The policies in this element, however, take into consideration the kinds of recre-
ational services provided by others, as this is necessary in defining an appropriate
role to be played by the county,

The element begins with a brief description of the present Monroe County
parks system. Next it suggests some basic directions for future investments in the
system. The element then presents goals, objectives, and policies for carrying out
these directions. Finally it presents implementation actions for carrying out the
policies,



THE PRESENT MONROE COUNTY PARKS SYSTEM

The parks which are presently owned or operated by Monroe County are
shown in Figure 1, The acreage contained within each park and the facilities which it
offers are given in Appendix A,

The Monroe County parks system contains a total of 10,963 acres in 19 county

parks.1 Of this total, 8,846 acres are owned and operated by the county, and 2,117
acres are owned by the City of Rochester but operated by the county. Most of the
county park acreage was acquired by the county during the 1960Q's, when a major
effort was undertaken to expand the system.

The Monroe County parks system contains 15 acres per 1,000 residents of
Monroe County.2 This ratio compares favorably with those of the neighboring met-
ropolitan counties, Onondaga and Erie. Onondaga County offers a total of 13 acres
of county and city parkland combined per 1,000 residents, while Erie County offers
only 9 acres of such land per 1,000 residents.

The National Recreation and Parks Association has set a minimum standard
for the acreage of parkland in metropoiitan areas.? The standard has been widely ap-
plied in measuring the performance of metropolitan areas in meeting recreational
needs, but there has been little agreement on the validity of the standard. The
standard r~quires, for each 1,000 residents of a metropolitan area, a minimum of
25 acres of large urban and regicnal parks located within one hour of travel time
from the central city. Thus the standard excludes small local par‘ks and is limited in

its application to major metropolitan parks like those in the Monroe County parks

system. The county parks system by itself falls short of the standard, but the stan-
dard was intended to be applied to an area which extends beyond the county line,

1. The acreage and number of parks pertain to those county parks which are shown in Appen-
dix A. Not included are the portions of the Irondequoit Creek wetlands owned by the coun-
ty and the Lehigh Valley Railroad right-of-way, which is presently under negotiation for ac-
quisition by the county.

2. The 1979 population of Monroe County is estimated to be 728,100, See Monroe County
Department of Planning, Hous/ng and Population, Monroe County, New York, 1879,

3. National Recreation and Parks Assaciation, Qutdoor Recreation Space Standards (Washing-
ton, D.C.: 1972},
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and it was intended to include all large urban and regional parks, no matter what
level of government owns them. If one combines with the Monroe County park
acreage the acreage in state parks within a travel time of one hour of downtown
Rochester, then one obtains a ratio of 21 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents of

Monroe County, still somewhat below the 25-acre standard.? The standard is ex-
ceeded oniy if one includes in the calculation Letchworth State Park, almost all of

which is beyond the one-hour travel time limit.

in addition to state and county parkland, there are 4,754 acres of municipal
{city, town, and village) parkland within Monroe County. Combining this acreage
with the county park acreage, we obtain a ratio of 22 acres of parkland per 1,000
residents of Monroe County. If we include in the calculation state parkland within
one hour of downtown Rochester, we obtain a ratio of 28 acres of parkland per
1,000 residents of Monroe County, above the 25-acre standard. Again, though,
the standard was not intended to include municipal parkland, except possibly the

larger municipal parks.

Thus, whether or not Monroe County meets the 25-acre standard depends on
how the standard is interpreted and appiied. No matter how the county’s perfor-
mance measures against the standard, many Monroe County residents would agree
that they are fortunate not only in the overall extent of their county park system
but aiso in the quality and variety of recreational experiences which the system

offers.5

QOne may experience in Monroe County parks a wide variety of natural settings
and recreational facilities and programs. The natural settings include: steep wooded
slopes in Webster, Durand Eastman, and lrondequoit Bay parks; lake frontage in
Ontario Beach, Durand Eastman, and Webster parks; wetlands in Black Creek park;
fishing streams in E|'|ison, Powder Mills, Black Creek, and Qatka Creek parks; glacial

4, The ratio would be still lower if, rather than the Monroe County popuiation, the population
residing within a trave! time of one hour from downtown Rochester were used in the calcula-
tion. Thus the use of the Monroe County population in the caiculation biases the result in
favor of the Monroe County parks systém,

5.  The Monroe County Parks Department recently conducted a random sample survey of 384
residents of Monroe County to determine how county parks are being used. Some results of
this survey are reproduced in Table 1, Officials of the Parks Department have interpreted the
survey {which has yet to be published} to demonstrate that Monroe County residents are
generaily satisfied with their parks system,



remnants in Mendon Ponds Park so unusual that it has been designated a National

Natural Landmark.

One may also find a wide variety of recreational facilities in Monroe County
parks. The facilities, to mention just a few (see Appendix A}, include ski slopes,
ball-playing fields, bridle and hiking trails, ice skating rinks, picnic shelters, play-
grounds, even a field set aside for flying radio-controlled mode! airplanes. Highland
Park offers an internationally acclaimed collection of lifacs and the Highland Bowl,
an outdoor amphitheather. Seneca Park features the county zoo. Northampton Park
offers Springdale Farm, an operating animal and vegetable farm with exhibits on
farming practices.

One of the features of Monroe County parks which is not widely recognized is
that they contain a number of significant historical sites. A partial listing includes
indian settlements at Seneca Park, Mendon Ponds Park, and Maplewood Park; a
War of 1812 battle site at Ontario Beach Park; an 1811 homestead now serving as a
park lodge at Webster Park; a 1687 encampment site for the Denonville Expedition
in Mendon Ponds Park; the grave of the first white settler of the area, Joshua Liilie,
in Mendon Ponds Park; and the site of a fort built by Captain Peter Schyler in 1721
in Eilison Park, The listing is incompiete and needs further documentation, but it
serves to illustrate the historical significance of the county parks.

The Monroe County Parks Department also offers a variety of recreational
programs both within the county parks and in facilities outside the parks. Included
are guided nature studies, skiing instruction, fishing events, and such cultural events
as the Lilac Festival and outdoor concerts.

How well are county parkland and faciiities distributed with respect to the
population? From an inspection of Figure 1, one observes that atl major areas of the
county, east and west, are served by county or state parks. |f there is an apparent
problem in the overall distribution of parkland, it is that much of this land is located
a considerabie distance from the most heavily popuiated area of the county, the
City of Rochester. The problem is aggravated by the fact that many of the outlying
parks are not adeqguately served by public transportation. |

The overall ratio of county park acreage was observed to be 15 acres per 1,000

4



Tahle 1

PERCENTAGE OF MONROE COUNTY RESIDENTS VISITING COUNTY PARKS
DURING A TWO-YEAR PERIOD, 1977-19791

7 of All % of % of East- % of West-
County Rochester ern Town ern Town
County Park Visited Residents Residents Residents Residents3
Eastside Parks
Durand Eastman 54 68 50 50
Ellison 46 56 ' 52 26
Genesee Valley 36 49 33 26
Highland 59 69 61 43
Irondequoit Bay
{East & West) 9 9 11 8
Mendon Ponds 60 55 76 40
Powder Mills 49 45 69 30
Seneca 54 54 46 59
Webster 49 53 51 45
Westside Parks
Black Creek 6 5 3 13
Churchville 31 26 20 54
Map lewood 26 . 37 16 26
Northampton 14 7 4 29
Qatka Creek 10 5 11 14
Ontario Beach 50 . 60 40 60

1. This table is derived from a survey which was undertaken by the
Monroe County Parks Department. The survey, which has yet to be
published, involved interviewing a sample of 384 residents of
Monroe County.

2. Residents of Monroe County towns east of the Genesee River,

3. Residents of Monroe County towns west of the Genesee River.



residents of Monroe County. Breaking down this distribution into the eastside of the
county {east of the Genesee River) and the westside, we obtain the following ratios:

eastside, 15.7 acres per 1,000 residents; westside, 14.0 acres per 1,000 residents.®
Thus the eastside of the county is somewhat better endowed in county park acreage

than the westside. |f Hamlin Beach and Braddock Bay State Parks are included in
the calculation, however, then the westside of the county is served by more than 18
acres of parkland per 1,000 residents, giving it an advantage over the eastside.

While there is a reasonably uniform distribution of county park acreage be
tween the eastside and westside of the county, there is a very uneven distribution
'in the use of county parks. The eastside parks in general are used much more in-
tensively than the westside parks. This is shown in Tabile 1, which presents the re-
sults of a random sample survey of Monroe County residents. The intensity of use
of the parks in the southeastern part of the county may be greater than suggested in
Table 1, as these are readily accessible to nearby residents of the adjoining counties.

The most intensively used parks, those which have been visited by more than
40%. of the survey sample during the past two years, are Mendon Ponds, Highland,
Durand Eastman, Seneca, Ontario Beach, Powder Miils, Webster, and Ellison. With
the exception of Ontario Beach Park, all of these parks are located east of the
Genesee River. One also observes a high incidence of visits to the eastside parks by

residents of the westside of the county Conversely, there is a low incidence of visits

to the westside parks (with the exception of Ontario Beach Park} by residents of the
eastside of the county.

The question muist be raised: Why are the eastside parks used more intensively
than the westside parks? There could be a number of reasons. Monroe County
residents may find the eastside parks to be more appesling in their natural features.
Part of the reason could be that the eastside parks generally have been more exten-
sively developed to attract visitors than the westside parks. (See Appendix A, which
lists the recreational facilities in each park.) Also, the eastside parks are generally
older, and people may have continued their pattern of visiting these parks despite
the recent addition of many of the westside parks to the system.

6. These ratios apply to the estimated 1975 population in the eastside and westside of the
county given in Table 2 in the next section.



Whatever its cause, an uneven distribution in the use of county parks can create
problems. There are limits to how intensively a park can be developed and used
without experiencing adverse effects, Overcrowding can destroy the quality of
recreational experiences. An overly intensive use of parks results in excessive main-
tenance costs and can cause damage to sensitive environmental resources which were
intended in the first instance to be protected through the acquisition of parkland. In
the opinion of Monroe County Parks Department officiais, at least one of the
eastside parks, Powder Miils Park, cannot absorb much more development or use

without experiencing such adverse effects.

As a matter of general policy, therefore, it would make sense to_encourage
through the development of westside parks a more uniform distribution in the use of
county parks between the eastside and westside of the county. This would relieve
some of the pressures on the eastside parks, and it would make recreational experi-
ences more accessible to residents of the westside of the county,



FUTURE DIRECTIONS

Orin Lehman, New York State Commissioner of Parks and Recreation, intro-
duced the New York Statewide Comprehensive Recreation Plan with this statement:

ft has been amply demonstrated that where recreational oppor-
tunities and services adequately reflect people’s needs, crime, delinquency
and social tension decrease and the overail health, welfare and spirit of
a community increases.

Further, parks, if carefully pianned and managed, protect naturai
resources and preserve open space. Surely then, investments in parks and
recreation would appear to be a practicai solution to some of our social
ifls. Naturally, as community health improves and the crime rate decreases
and neighborhood tensions ease, society will reap incalculable economic
and social rewards.

The statement points to the very important purposes which are served by in-
vestments in parks: the social purpose, the economic purpose, the environmental
purpose. !f the Monroe County parks system is to serve adequately these purposes
in the years ahead, further investments in the system will be required,

This section sets forth basic directions for such investments. It is intended to
serve as a guide for Monroe County park investments to be undertaken during the
next twenty years. It is also intended to proﬁde the background information which
is needed to understand the policies set forth later.

DEMAND FOR RECREATIONAL SERVICES

The New York Statewide Comprehensive Recreation Plan projects that the

trend toward more leisure time and higher real income, both of which result in an
increased demand for recreational services, will continue until the year 2000,
although at lower rates than those of the past.8 The plan suggests that these trends
will result in a significant increase in the demand for certain recreational services,
even though the plan projects the population of the state to increase by only 6%

7. N.Y.S. Office of Parks and Recreation, People, Resources, Recreation, 1978: Summary
(New York Statewide Comprehensive Recreation Plan), p.1.

8. /bid, p.12.



from 1975 to 2000. One would expect a greater increase in the overall recreational

demand within Monroe County, where the popuiation. is projected to increase by
19% during the same period.9

The New York State Comprehensive Recreation Plan anticipates a major
change in the geographic location of recreational facilities which will be in demand,
and this change should result in a still greater increase in recreational demand in
Monroe County than in the state as a whole. The plan states:

.. .a serious threat to current maobility patterns exists in the guise of
potential energy shortages and the certainty of substantial increases in fuel
prices, raising questions about the future relevance of remote recreation
facilities and suggesting the wisdom of satisfying recreation needs as near
as possible to the urban areas. |

Thus, as a resuit of anticipated problems in the supply of energy which will
resuit in increasing transportation costs, the demand for recreational facilities is
expected to increase most significantly within or near urban areas such as Monroe
County. We would anticipate, therefore, that Monroe County residents will attempt
more and more to satisfy thair recreational needs locally rather than by travelling to
the Finger Lakes, Letchworth State Park, or other recreational areas outside the

county. Further, within the county itself we would anticipate an increased demand

for recreational facilities to be located in areas which are accessible to the major
population centers of the county by means of transportation other than the auto-
mobiie. '

To take a closer look at the local situation, we must consider the projected
geographic and age distribution of the Monroe County populatien. The projected
geographic distribution, taken from the Land Use Element of the County Compre-
hensive Development Plan, is given in Table 2. The projected age distribution is given
in Tabie 3.

The total population of the county is projected to reach about 863,000 people

9. Population projections for Monroe County are given in Tables 2 and 3. .

10. N.Y.S. Office of Parks and Recreation, Op. Cit,, p. 13.



Tabhle 2

1
GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF THE MONROE COUNTY POPULATION

1975 2000
Municipality No. % No. %
Total, Eastern Towns 2 268,490 36.9 332,240 38.5
Brighton 37,680 5.2 42,600 4.9
Henrietta 37,115 5.1 49,590 5.7
Irondequoit 62,628 8.6 62,100 7.2
Mendon 5,041 : 0.7 6,740 0.8
Penfield 26,220 3.6 38,470 4.5
Perinton 41,240 5.7 53,370 6.2
Pittsford 26,126 3.6 31,150 3.6
Rush 3,315 0.5 5,900 0.7
Webster 29,125 4.0 42,320 4.9
Total, Western Towns 2 194,526 26,7 262,210 30.4
Chili 22,687 3.1 30,270 3.5
Clarkson 3,769 0.5 7,600 0.9
Gates 29,215 4.0 36,920 4.3
Greece 82,427 11.3 106,870 12.4
Hamlin 5,616 0.8 11,070 1.3
Ogden 14,005 1.9 19,970 2.3
Parma 12,800 1.8 18,910 2.2
Riga 4,007 0.6 5,060 0.6
Sweden 15,120 2.1 20,220 2.3
Wheatland 4,880 0.7 5,320 0.6
Total, All Towns 463,016 63.4 594,450 68.8
Total, City of Rochester 265,000 36.4 269,000 31.2
Eastside 2 154,230 21.2 156,558  18.1
Westside 2 110,770 15,2 112,442 13.0
Total, Monroe County 728,016 100.0 863,450 100.0
Eastside 2 422,720 58.1 488,798 56.6
Westside 2 305,296 41.9 374,652 43.4

1. The 1975 estimates for the towns and the City of Rochester were
taken from: Monroe County Department of Planning, Housing and
Population, Monroe County ., New York, 1979. The 2000 projections
for the towns and the City of Rochester were taken from the Land
Use Element. The 1975 estimates and the 2000 projections for the
eastside and westside of the City of Rochester were derived by
applying the percentage breakdown of the 1970 population for the
eastside and westside of the city to the total population of the
city in 1975 and 2000. The 1970 percentage breakdown was taken
from the 1970 Census of Population and Housing.

2. The Genesee River is the dividing line between the eastern towns and the
western towns, between the eastside of the city and its westside, and
between the eastside of the county and its westside.



Table 3

AGE DISTRIBUTION OF THE MONROE COUNTY POPULATION!

1975 2000

Years of Age No. A No. A
Under 10 114,800 15.8 126,000 13.9
10-14 68,128 9.4 62,168 7.2
15-19 71,381 9.8 59,578 6.9
20-29 127,766 17.5 113,695 13.2
30-39 89,690 12.3 144,816 16.8
40-59 152,136 20.9 243,293 28.2
60 and over 104,115 14.3 119,900 13.9

TOTAL 728,016 100.0 863,450 100.1

1. The percentage distribution of the Monroe County population
by age group in 1975 and 2000 was prepared by the Mew York
State Economic Development Board in January of 1978. The number
of people in each age group was derived by multiplying the
percentage distribution bv the total 1975 and 2000 population
of the county given in Table 2.



by the year 2000, an increase of 19% over the estimated 1975 population. The pro-
jected increase means that Monroe County would have to add to its current inven-
tory of parkland (10,963 acres) an additional 2000 acres by the year 2000 if it were
to maintain its present ratio of 15 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents.

The population of the City of Rochester is projected to undergo a moderate
increase of 4,000 people from 1975 to 2000.11 Whether or not this increase is
realized, the need for maintaining a high level of accessibility of recreationai oppor-
tunities to city residents is expected to continue as a result of increasing problems in

the supply of energy, resulting in higher transportation costs.

Almost all of the growth in the county from 1975 to 2000 is projected to oc-
cur in the suburbs. The western towns {west of the Genesee River) are projected to
undergo a significantly greater rate of population growth than the eastern towns
(35% compared with 24%), but to experience a similar overall increase (68,000 peo-
ple compared with 64,000 people). This suggests that there will be a similar overall
increase in recreational demand in the two parts of the county.

it has already been observed that there is an uneven distribution in the use of
county parks, with the eastside parks being used much more intensively than the -
westside parks. The population growth projected for the year 2000 could put con-
siderable stress on existing parks in the county, particularly those in the eastside,
unless more parkland is made available and the pattern of park use changes.

The question arises of what kinds of recreational facilities will be demanded by
Monroe County residents in the future. The demand will be influenced by the age
distribution of the county population, which is given for the years 1975 and 2000
in Table 3. A major shift to an older population is projected. Significant growth is
projected in particular for the 40-59 age category, while significant decline is pro-
jected for the population below 30 years of age. The change in the age distribution
of the poputation will resuit from an anticipated continuation of low birth rates and
from the aging of those born during the post-war baby boom.

11, The 1979 population of the City of Rochester is estimated to be 252,000, which would
require an increase in population of 17,000 if the year 2000 projection is to be realized. The
1979 population of the city is estimated in: Monroe County Department of Planning,
Housing and Population, Monroe County, New York, 1979,



The effects of an aging population on recreational demand have been con-
sidered by the N.Y.S. Office of Parks and Recreation {OPR), which has determined
the participation rates in 14 recreational activities by Monroe County residents for
the years 1975 and 2000. The participation rates as well as estimates of total de-
mand are given in Table 4. OPR determined the participation rates not by directly
studying the recreational behavior of Monroe County residents, but rather by deter-
mining the relationship between population characteristics {age, income, etc.} and
recreational behavior through surveys undertaken elsewhere in New York State and
then by applying the results to the Monroe County popuiation.

s
The total demand by Monroe County residents for each of the 14 recreational
activities in Table 4 is projected to increase during the period from 1975 to 2000.

The recreational activities in greatest demand have been, and are expected to con-
tinue to be, swimming, biking, court games, and field games.

While total demand is projected to increase for each of the 14 recreational ac-
tivities, the participation rates (expressed in activity days per capita) for certain of
the activities are projected to decline. The most significant decline will be in those
activities attracting primarily the younger population, which is projected to under-
go a major decline by the year- 2000. Included among such activities are court games
and field games.

Even with the declining number of youth, certain activities which appeal
largely to youth and which have been rapidly growing in popularity are expected to
experience increased participation rates in the future. Included are such activities as
tennis and downhill skiing. Rising incomes help to account for the increased partic-

ipation rates in these activities.

Activities which appeal largely to the growing middle-aged and oider popula-
tion or in which participation rates are not strongly dependent on age are expected
to undergo increased participation rates. Included among these activities are golf,
swimming, and boating. 7

Despite the i'ncreasing interest in biking, its participation rate is projected to
decline slightly by the year 2000, although the overall demand for biking, as for the
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Table 4

DEMAND FOR RECREATIONAL ACTIVITIES BY MONROE COUNTY RESIDENTS

Activity Daysl Total Demand2
per Capita {000 Activity Days)
Recreational Activity 1975 2000 1975 2000
Summer Activities
Swimming 12.9 13.8 9,391 11,916
Biking 7.2 6.9 5,242 5,958
Court Games 7.0 6.3 5,096 5,440
Field Games 3.4 2.9 2,475 2,504
Tennis 3.1 4.1 2,257 3,540
Picnicking? 3.0 2.9 2,184 2,506
Hiking 2.5 2.4 1,820 2,072
Camping 2.3 2.0 1,674 1,727
Fishing 2.2 2.0 1,602 1,727
Boating 1.9 2.1 1,383 1,813
Golf 0.4 0.9 291 777
Winter Activities
Local Winterd 1.9 2.2 1,383 1,900
Downhill Skiing 0.4 0.9 291 777
Snowmobiling 0.2 0.2 146 173

Source: N.Y.S. Office of Parks and Recreation, unpublished background
study for the New York Statewide Comprehensive Recreation Plan.

The total demand was derived by multiplying the previous columns,l
giving the activity days per capita, by the total Monroe County
population for 1975 and 2000 given in Tables 2 and 3.

Officials of the Monroe County Parks Department believe that the
participation rates in picnicking are lower than they should be.

Officials of the N.Y.S. Q0ffice of Parks and Recreation now believe

"that participation rates in fishing will increase rather than decrease

as projected. The increase 1s expected as a result of the Lake Ontario
trout and salmon industry, which got established after 1975, when the
projections were made,

"Local winter" includes ice skating, sledding, tobagganing, and cross-
country skiing. O0fficials of the N.Y.5., Office of Parks and Recreation
now believe that the projected participation rate, which was made in
1975, is too low because it does not adequately take into account the
rapidly growing popularity of cross-country skiing.



other activities, is expected to grow, The decline in the participation rate is ac-
counted for by the anticipated decline in the population under 30 years of age,
which wiil more than offset the rapidly growing participation in biking among those
over 30. The average length of the bicycle trip, however, will increase greatly as the
bicycle is used more and more by an older population for transportation and recrea-
tion. The demand for safe bikeways, therefore, is expected to increase consider-

ably.

Officials of OPR feel that the projected participation rates are lower than they
should be for two of the activities in Table 4, These activities are fishing and “local
winter” recreation, which includes cross-country skiing. The projection for fishing,
which shows a decline in participation rates, was made before the Lake Ontario
trout and saimon industry became established. OPR officials now believe that there
will be an increase in the participation rate for fishing with the growth of the Lake
Ontario fishery. They also believe that there will be a greater increase than projected
in the participation rate in local winter recreation due to the rapid rise in the popu-
larity of cross-country skiing since the projection was made,

Not considered in the OPR survey is jogging, a recreational or physical fitness
activity that has undergone a remarkabie growth in popularity in recent years. Al-
though the demand for jogging may be accommodated largely along streets and high-
ways, there is evidence of a significant demand for using bikeways or other recrea-
tion trails for jogging. One may, for example, observe large numbers of joggers using
the recently developed Barge Canal trail in Pittsford and Perinton. Such trails make

jogging a safer and more enjoyable experience.

In summary, with the projected increase in the Monroe County population we
may expect an increased demand for a wide variety of recreational opportunities.
The specific opportunities which will be in demand will be influenced by the chang-
ing age distribution of the county population, which will show ever increasing con-
centrations of middle-aged and older people. The rising costs of energy will create an
increasing demand for recreational opportunities to be located within Monroe

County, particularty in those areas which are accessible to major concentrations of

people by means of transportation other than the automobile.
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THE GENERAL ROLE TO 8E SERVED BY THE COUNTY PARKS SYSTEM

The previous section considered the demand for a very incomplete listing of

recreational activities. Recreation can take a wide variety of forms, ranging from
watching television to participating in team sports to taking a Sunday drive. Because

recreational needs are so diverse, we must address the question of what kinds of
needs should be met through the county parks system. It is not an easy question to
answer, yet it is one whose answer is important for making the right kinds of deci-
sions on investments in county parks.

In defining the role of the county parks system, we must recognize that there
are other providers of recreational services, Recreational investments by the county
should be integrated with those by others so that the basic needs are being met
without an unnecessary duplication of services. Although quasi-public and voluntary
organizations play an important role in recreation, the two major providers of
recreational services of concern are the private sector and other levels of govern-

ment.

In general, it is the role of the county to provide those recreational services
which are in largé demand but which are not being provided adequately by others.
Thus, where there is a major recreational need which is not being met, the county
must give consideration to meeting this need. |

Despite the broad overall abjective of serving unmet recreational needs, there
are certain limits which can be placed on the role of the county parks system. Each

time the county considers a proposal to acquire new parkland or to build a new park
facility, it should test the proposal against these limits. Basically, the county should
raise two questions, and if the answer to both questions is yes, then the county
should seriously consider undertaking the proposed parkland acquisition or devel-
opment, given that there is a significant public demand for it. The questions are:

1. Does the proposed parkland acquisition or development meet a recrea-
tional need that should be served by government as opposed to the pri-
vate sector?

2. Does the proposed parkland. acquisition or development meet a recrea-
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tional need that should be served by county government as opposed to

other levels of government?

Underlying the answer to the first question is the issue of profit. Itis the role
of government to provide those kinds of recreational land and facilities which are
important to the community but which cannot be provided at a profit or are not
being adequately provided by the private sector. The following sets forth four kinds
of recreational land and facilities which meet this definition of the role of govern-

ment:

1. Passive recreational land and facilities. Included are land and facilities
for such passive recreation as hiking, biking, nature study, fishing, pic-

nicking, cross-country skiing, or simply enjoying the scenery. Included
also is the acquisition of important environmental resources to protect
them from the adverse effects of development. Meeting such needs is
generally outside the'sc0pe of the private sector because it is not profit-
able.

2. Active recreational land and facilities which often cannot be provided

at a profit. Included are playgrdunds and ball-playing fields.

3. Active recreational land and facilities which can be provided at a profit
only to people with higher incomes. Inciuded are ski slopes, golf courses,
riding stables, swimming pools, tennis courts, and outdoor skating rinks.
Because of the hig