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The New York Independent Redistricting Commission has released draft maps of congressional, 
State Senate, and State Assembly districts drawn after the apportionment process, following the 
2020 decennial census. While not final, some of the proposed maps threaten Hispanic congres-
sional representation by eliminating one congressional district currently represented by a His-
panic member of the House of Representatives, diluting Hispanic population in several Hispanic 
majority districts, and reducing the likelihood of Hispanic representation in neighborhoods that 
have recently achieved Hispanic representation. Paradoxically, the attempts to dilute Hispanic 
political representation come on the heels of large Hispanic population increases across the 
state that have prevented New York State from losing even more congressional seats in the 
apportionment process.

On April 26, 2021, the U.S. Census Bureau delivered to 
the President of the United States results from the 2020 
decennial census to be used for apportionment. Simul-
taneously, the Census Bureau presented apportionment 
results showing the state of New York’s delegation in the 
U.S. House of Representatives will decrease to 27 to 26 
representatives for the next ten years beginning with the 
118th Congress (2023-2025).ii   

Apportionment is the process by which the 435 seats in 
the U.S. House of Representatives are divided among 
the fifty states of the union. This is a constitutional-
ly-mandated task based on the decennial enumeration 
the U.S. Census Bureau conducts.iii The U.S. constitution 
guarantees each state one representative in the House 
of Representatives; the remaining 385 seats are then 
apportioned (that is, divided) based on each state’s total 
population.iv   

This decrease of one representative in the state’s con-
gressional delegation was not necessarily unexpected 
given the relatively slower population increase New York 
experienced between 2010 and 2020. Between decennial 

censuses, the state’s population grew by 4.1%, nearly 
half as fast as the rate of growth of the country’s popu-
lation as a whole, which increased by 7.1%.v New York's 
rate of growth earned it thirty-first place as the state with 
the largest population growth (see Table 1). Utah, Idaho, 
Texas, North Dakota, Nevada, Colorado, and Washington 
were the states with the highest population increases, 
with rates of growth that were more than double the rate 
of growth of the country’s population.

New York’s relatively tepid population growth resulted in 
the loss of congressional representation as congressio-
nal seats are redistributed nationally in light of changes 
in population during the decade.vi New York State fell 89 
persons short of the threshold needed to retain a 27th 
member of the House of Representatives.vii As a result 
of losing one seat in the House of Representatives, New 
York’s congressional delegation will be the fourth largest 
in the country after California, Texas, and Florida.

Congressional districts must be drawn with an equal 
number of residents within each district with only a one-
to-two-person deviation. This process is called redistrict-
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Table 1. Population Change by State, 2010 - 2020

State 2020  
Apportionment Population

2010  
Apportionment Population

Percent Change
2010 - 2020 

Utah 3,275,252 2,770,765 18.2%
Idaho 1,841,377 1,573,499 17.0%
Texas 29,183,290 25,268,418 15.5%
North Dakota 779,702 675,905 15.4%
Nevada 3,108,462 2,709,432 14.7%
Colorado 5,782,171 5,044,930 14.6%
District of Columbia 691,533 604,598 14.4%
Washington 7,715,946 6,753,369 14.3%
Florida 21,570,527 18,900,773 14.1%
Arizona 7,158,923 6,412,700 11.6%
South Carolina 5,124,712 4,645,975 10.3%
Georgia 10,725,274 9,727,566 10.3%
Oregon 4,241,500 3,848,606 10.2%
Delaware 990,837 900,877 10.0%
North Carolina 10,453,948 9,565,781 9.3%
Montana 1,085,407 994,416 9.2%
Tennessee 6,916,897 6,375,431 8.5%
South Dakota 887,770 819,761 8.3%
Virginia 8,654,542 8,037,736 7.7%
Minnesota 5,709,752 5,314,879 7.4%
Massachusetts 7,033,469 6,559,644 7.2%
Nebraska 1,963,333 1,831,825 7.2%
Maryland 6,185,278 5,789,929 6.8%
Hawaii 1,460,137 1,366,862 6.8%
California 39,576,757 37,341,989 6.0%
New Jersey 9,294,493 8,807,501 5.5%
Oklahoma 3,963,516 3,764,882 5.3%
Alabama 5,030,053 4,802,982 4.7%
Iowa 3,192,406 3,053,787 4.5%
Indiana 6,790,280 6,501,582 4.4%
New Hampshire 1,379,089 1,321,445 4.4%
New York 20,215,751 19,421,055 4.1%
Rhode Island 1,098,163 1,055,247 4.1%
Kentucky 4,509,342 4,350,606 3.6%
Wisconsin 5,897,473 5,698,230 3.5%
Arkansas 3,013,756 2,926,229 3.0%
Kansas 2,940,865 2,863,813 2.7%
New Mexico 2,120,220 2,067,273 2.6%
Missouri 6,160,281 6,011,478 2.5%
Louisiana 4,661,468 4,553,962 2.4%
Maine 1,363,582 1,333,074 2.3%
Pennsylvania 13,011,844 12,734,905 2.2%
Vermont 643,503 630,337 2.1%
Ohio 11,808,848 11,568,495 2.1%
Alaska 736,081 721,523 2.0%
Michigan 10,084,442 9,911,626 1.7%
Wyoming 577,719 568,300 1.7%
Connecticut 3,608,298 3,581,628 0.7%
Illinois 12,822,739 12,864,380 -0.3%
Mississippi 2,963,914 2,978,240 -0.5%
West Virginia 1,795,045 1,859,815 -3.5%
U.S. Total 331,108,434 309,183,463 7.1% 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 & 2020 Decennial Census Apportionment Results
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ing and it is based on the state’s 2020 resident popula-
tion of 20,201,249 persons. All 26 Congressional districts 
must have approximately 776,971 persons.

County-Level Changes
Just as the country’s population is not distributed evenly, 
New York’s population is not distributed evenly through-
out the state either. As in many previous decades, the 
bulk of the state’s population was located downstate, 
in and around the counties that encompass New York 
City and its surrounding environment. In 2020, Kings, 
Queens, New York, Suffolk, Bronx, Nassau and West-
chester counties contained more than 60% of the state’s 
population (see Table 2). All of these counties had more 
than one million residents, with Kings and Queens ex-
ceeding more than two million people each. 

With the addition of Erie and Monroe counties, these 
counties with large urban centers anchoring them con-
tained more than two-thirds of the state’s population. A 
review of population changes at the county level between 
2010 and 2020 shows that 22 of the state’s 62 counties 
increased in population, with rates of growth ranging 
from less than one percent to more than nine percent.

Of the top ten counties in population growth were all 
five counties in New York City (i.e., Kings, Queens, New 
York, Bronx, and Richmond), counties immediately to 
New York City’s north and west (i.e., Orange, Rockland, 
and Westchester), and two counties upstate (i.e., Sara-
toga and Hamilton) (see Figure 1). Of the remaining 
counties that grew in population, but at a slower rate of 
growth, were those containing other cities in the state 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2020 and 2010 Census State Redistricting Data (Public Law 94-171) Summary Files

Figure 1. Total Population Change by County, 2010-2020
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Source: US Census Bureau, 2020 and 2010 DEC Redistricting Data (PL 94-171), Table P2

Table 2. Rate of Growth of the Population by Ethnicity and Race at the County Level, 2010-2020

Total
Population Hispanic Not

 Hispanic

Not 
Hispanic 

Population 
of one race:

Not 
Hispanic 

White 
alone

Not Hispanic 
Black or 
African 

American 
alone

Not Hispanic 
American 
Indian and 
Alaska Na-
tive alone

Not 
Hispanic 

Asian 
alone

Not Hispanic 
Native 

Hawaiian and 
Other Pacific 

Islander 
alone

Not 
Hispanic 

Some Other 
Race alone

Not 
Hispanic 
Two or 

More Races

Albany 3.5% 44.8% 1.4% -1.7% -8.8% 11.7% 9.1% 68.0% 88.6% 220.0% 142.2%
Allegany -5.1% 44.0% -5.8% -8.3% -9.4% 63.8% -6.2% -17.3% -14.3% 626.7% 236.1%
Bronx 6.3% 8.8% 3.5% 1.6% -13.5% 0.6% -10.8% 43.2% 14.8% 89.0% 77.7%
Broome -1.0% 51.7% -2.8% -5.9% -9.8% 30.5% 25.9% 33.0% 6.7% 257.0% 135.3%
Cattaraugus -4.1% 20.1% -4.5% -7.4% -8.5% 3.1% 12.7% 6.9% -35.7% 488.9% 181.1%
Cayuga -4.7% 39.0% -5.8% -9.0% -9.3% -9.4% -11.1% -2.1% 107.7% 125.9% 193.9%
Chautauqua -5.4% 42.8% -8.5% -11.2% -12.0% 4.6% -13.7% 17.8% 58.1% 303.3% 153.2%
Chemung -5.3% 31.2% -6.2% -9.6% -10.4% -9.4% -3.9% 37.0% 7.1% 137.5% 131.6%
Chenango -6.5% 20.2% -7.0% -10.3% -10.6% 6.8% -38.4% 18.0% 275.0% 263.3% 274.3%
Clinton -2.8% 39.0% -3.9% -7.1% -7.5% -6.8% -10.5% 7.5% 60.0% 141.1% 247.3%
Columbia -2.4% 44.3% -4.3% -7.5% -8.8% -10.0% -17.6% 42.6% 6.7% 258.8% 172.6%
Cortland -5.1% 51.6% -6.4% -9.6% -11.8% 17.6% -10.3% 147.1% 100.0% 1357.1% 198.6%
Delaware -7.7% 27.2% -8.8% -11.6% -13.2% 45.2% -8.8% 32.2% 16.7% 396.8% 238.8%
Dutchess -0.5% 35.0% -4.7% -7.3% -10.5% 10.0% -16.8% 3.0% -16.3% 169.8% 122.0%
Erie 3.8% 43.0% 2.0% -0.2% -5.0% 8.3% -10.2% 95.1% 20.6% 218.1% 143.8%
Essex -5.1% -1.5% -5.1% -8.4% -7.9% -37.9% -25.3% -11.9% -12.5% 303.0% 302.0%
Franklin -7.8% -7.9% -7.8% -9.9% -9.6% -40.5% 9.3% -11.2% -100.0% 19.7% 171.4%
Fulton -4.0% 69.0% -5.7% -9.3% -9.7% -1.5% -14.4% 7.2% -100.0% 198.2% 275.1%
Genesee -2.8% 70.3% -4.8% -7.4% -7.3% -8.9% -45.4% 16.1% 700.0% 214.5% 159.2%
Greene -2.6% 28.5% -4.2% -7.8% -7.8% -17.2% -18.0% 30.9% -80.0% 131.1% 224.7%
Hamilton 5.6% 96.1% 4.6% 2.0% 2.3% -9.1% 27.3% -50.0% -75.0% 400.0% 266.7%
Herkimer -6.8% 47.1% -7.7% -11.0% -11.4% 6.6% -44.5% 10.5% 300.0% 325.0% 312.8%
Jefferson 0.4% 30.1% -1.2% -4.7% -6.9% 14.5% -7.8% 49.2% 9.9% 314.0% 143.4%
Kings 9.2% 4.1% 10.5% 7.0% 8.4% -8.7% -14.5% 42.5% 13.4% 209.4% 182.9%
Lewis -1.9% 28.9% -2.3% -5.0% -4.9% -39.4% -9.1% -9.7% -31.3% 1200.0% 356.8%
Livingston -5.4% 51.0% -7.0% -9.7% -9.4% -28.2% -20.9% -16.3% -45.5% 275.9% 205.1%
Madison -7.4% 27.1% -8.0% -11.2% -11.5% -15.0% -8.0% 15.3% 0.0% 306.5% 256.6%
Monroe 2.0% 34.7% -0.5% -3.1% -6.6% 4.9% -16.9% 34.4% -0.5% 168.7% 122.6%
Montgomery -1.4% 29.3% -5.3% -9.0% -10.5% 38.6% -19.4% 34.6% -18.2% 296.2% 270.4%
Nassau 4.2% 31.3% -0.4% -2.0% -11.2% 4.2% 24.3% 60.7% 48.2% 148.5% 102.0%
New York 6.8% -0.2% 9.2% 6.6% 4.2% -2.8% -11.6% 23.6% 65.5% 156.2% 110.3%
Niagara -1.8% 66.6% -3.3% -5.9% -8.1% 11.7% 7.4% 35.0% -18.2% 298.4% 126.0%
Oneida -1.2% 40.4% -3.2% -5.7% -9.2% 9.6% 1.8% 61.3% 46.9% 198.8% 139.7%
Onondaga 2.0% 41.1% 0.4% -2.4% -6.1% 11.7% -14.3% 40.0% -11.7% 230.8% 111.2%
Ontario 4.2% 66.2% 2.0% -0.9% -1.7% 9.6% -19.3% 23.7% 43.8% 533.3% 205.9%
Orange 7.6% 33.6% 1.9% -0.3% -8.8% 22.0% -17.0% 34.3% 30.0% 1407.2% 97.6%
Orleans -5.9% 18.8% -7.0% -10.1% -9.6% -22.3% -11.1% -11.0% 71.4% 340.6% 175.0%
Oswego -3.8% 41.7% -4.7% -8.0% -8.9% 58.9% -1.7% 22.7% 35.7% 411.9% 281.8%
Otsego -6.0% 24.5% -7.0% -9.6% -10.8% 24.1% 5.8% 23.2% -56.3% 328.6% 184.1%
Putnam -2.0% 52.3% -9.2% -11.2% -13.0% 18.5% -33.9% 17.1% -14.3% 228.1% 137.4%
Queens 7.8% 8.8% 7.5% 5.9% -10.9% -3.7% 47.6% 29.2% 1.5% 71.6% 49.9%
Rensselaer 1.1% 56.0% -1.1% -4.7% -8.8% 23.0% 9.5% 64.6% -32.0% 192.9% 167.1%
Richmond 5.8% 19.6% 2.9% 1.7% -7.4% 5.7% -10.2% 69.3% -1.5% 205.5% 70.5%
Rockland 8.5% 36.2% 3.4% 2.2% 1.2% -2.4% -19.9% 6.9% -2.3% 465.7% 76.1%
St.Lawrence -3.1% 32.0% -3.8% -6.1% -7.1% 23.4% 8.8% 1.4% -26.9% 168.5% 183.4%
Saratoga 7.2% 64.2% 5.8% 2.4% 0.1% 22.9% -7.4% 91.9% 71.4% 267.0% 237.6%
Schenectady 2.2% 41.7% -0.2% -4.6% -12.2% 17.9% 109.0% 68.4% 60.5% 65.0% 127.0%
Schoharie -9.3% 16.3% -10.0% -13.0% -13.3% -29.7% 25.9% -3.2% 0.0% 310.0% 237.7%
Schuyler -2.4% 40.6% -3.0% -5.6% -5.8% -36.4% -13.6% 111.8% -75.0% 330.0% 217.5%
Seneca -4.1% 43.6% -5.4% -8.4% -8.5% -16.5% 57.3% 12.6% 50.0% 70.2% 248.8%
Steuben -5.5% 25.3% -5.9% -8.8% -9.8% -4.8% 5.2% 40.4% -14.3% 356.1% 223.1%
Suffolk 2.2% 35.2% -4.3% -6.1% -9.5% 5.0% 6.7% 29.3% -12.4% 211.7% 105.2%
Sullivan 1.4% 32.7% -3.5% -6.8% -8.8% -4.4% -23.7% 51.9% -28.6% 218.5% 150.1%
Tioga -5.2% 61.0% -6.1% -9.4% -10.0% 24.4% -15.1% -0.3% 0.0% 507.7% 325.7%
Tompkins 4.1% 66.0% 1.4% -2.2% -5.8% 13.3% -8.1% 20.8% -12.5% 169.3% 122.3%
Ulster -0.4% 32.7% -3.5% -6.6% -8.3% 1.7% -26.1% 23.5% 55.2% 254.1% 133.5%
Warren 0.0% 48.7% -0.8% -4.2% -5.3% 32.4% 18.8% 62.4% -100.0% 410.8% 270.9%
Washington -3.0% 21.8% -3.6% -7.2% -7.4% -9.9% 36.7% 22.7% 100.0% 76.5% 373.2%
Wayne -2.7% 29.9% -3.9% -7.0% -7.1% -12.6% -14.9% 1.7% -45.8% 361.0% 183.5%
Westchester 5.8% 30.1% -0.9% -3.3% -8.6% 3.5% -10.9% 27.0% -31.2% 130.3% 115.8%
Wyoming -3.9% 19.8% -4.6% -6.9% -6.5% -17.1% -19.4% 39.1% -14.3% -3.8% 323.1%
Yates -2.3% 60.1% -3.3% -5.3% -5.4% -26.0% -20.0% -3.1% 700.0% 492.3% 225.6%
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(e.g., Erie, Albany, and Monroe) as well as some counties 
adjacent to those with large urban centers (e.g., Ontario, 
Schenectady, Rensselaer, Nassau, and Suffolk), and 
some rural upstate counties (e.g., Tompkins, Onondaga, 
and Jefferson).

Despite the growth in population in these 22 counties, 
more New York counties lost population rather than 
gained it. Of the state’s 62 counties, 39 decreased in 
population. These 39 counties were located upstate, with 
population losses ranging between less than one-percent 
and nine percent. The largest drops were in counties 
located between the Catskills and the Finger Lakes re-
gion (e.g., Delaware, Madison, Chenango, and Otsego), 
between the Adirondacks and Lake Ontario region (e.g., 
Herkimer, Oneida, and Lewis), and the Southern Tier 
region (e.g., Steuben, Chautauqua, and Tioga). (Warren 
County’s population remained virtually unchanged.)

Variations in growth are also evident for the different 
ethnic and racial group that make up the state’s popula-
tion. Population losses across the state and its counties 
were driven mostly by the decrease in the largest group 
in the state—non-Hispanic whites—and to a lesser extent 
by the non-Hispanic black population. The non-Hispan-

ic white population represented 52.5% of the state’s 
population in 2020; but it declined by 6.2% from 2010 
(see Table 3). Non-Hispanic blacks represented 13.7% 
of the state’s population, and declined by 0.9%. On the 
other hand, New York’s population grew because of its 
non-Hispanic Asian, Native Hawaiian, and multiracial 
populations (as well as Hispanics), which grew by 36.3%, 
14.6%, 121.1%, and 15.5%, respectively. However, it was 
particularly the growth of the Hispanic population that 
drove the state’s population growth by more than 531,000 
persons. In comparison, the non-Hispanic population 
increased by 1.8% between 2010 and 2020 (or 292,000 
persons).

At the county-level, there are also notable variations 
in the changes in population between 2010 and 2020. 
Whereas 39 counties lost population overall during this 
period, the non-Hispanic population decreased in most, 
declining in 48 counties (see Table 2). Driving this decline 
across counties was the non-Hispanic white population, 
which declined in 57 counties (see Figure 2) followed by 
the non-Hispanic black population, which declined in 27 
counties. In contrast, non-Hispanic Asians and Latinos 
each only lost population in 11 counties and 3 counties, 
respectively (for Hispanics, see Figure 3). The propor-

2020 2010 Difference % Difference
2020 

Population 
Share

2010 
Population 

Share

TOTAL POPULATION 20,201,249 19,378,102 823,147 4.2%

 NOT HISPANIC 16,253,217 15,961,180 292,037 1.8% 80.5% 82.4%

    One Race: 15,532,370 15,635,146 -102,776 -0.7% 76.9% 80.7%
        White alone 10,598,907 11,304,247 -705,340 -6.2% 52.5% 58.3%
        Black or African American alone 2,759,022 2,783,857 -24,835 -0.9% 13.7% 14.4%
        American Indian alone 54,908 53,908 1,000 1.9% 0.3% 0.3%
        Asian alone 1,916,329 1,406,194 510,135 36.3% 9.5% 7.3%
        Hawaiian alone 6,097 5,320 777 14.6% 0.0% 0.0%
        Other Race alone 197,107 81,620 115,487 141.5% 1.0% 0.4%
    Two or More Races 720,847 326,034 394,813 121.1% 3.6% 1.7%

 HISPANIC 3,948,032 3,416,922 531,110 15.5% 19.5% 17.6%

Table 3. New York Resident Population Change by Ethnicity and Race, 2010-2020

Source: US Census Bureau 2020 and 2010 DEC Redistricting Data (PL 94-171), Table P2
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Figure 2. Non-Hispanic White Population Change by County, 2010-2020

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2020 and 2010 Census State Redistricting Data (Public Law 94-171) Summary Files

tion of growth of these two population groups statewide 
was in the double digits. At the county level, Hispanic 
population growth ranged between 4% and 96%; for 
non-Hispanic Asians, their growth ranged between 1.4% 
and 147%. 

As a result of population changes between 2010 and 
2020, we observe there were 8 counties in the state with 
Hispanic shares of their population that exceeded the 
statewide proportion of Hispanics (19.5%). These coun-
ties were located in either New York City or in adjacent 
counties. The most Hispanic county in the state was the 
Bronx with 54.76% of its residents identifying as being of 
Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin. Between decades, 
the Bronx grew even more Hispanic as the proportion 
of people identifying as Hispanic grew from 53.5%. No 
other county in the state approached this level of His-
panic residents in their midst. Following the Bronx were 

counties in which the Hispanic population represented 
more than one-quarter (i.e., Queens and Westchester), 
or about one-fifth (i.e., New York, Orange, Suffolk, Rock-
land, and Richmond). In suburban and exurban counties 
of New York City, Hispanic population growth in excess 
of 30% drove the increase in the Hispanic share of the 
population coupled with the decline in the non-Hispan-
ic white population. Other suburban (i.e, Nassau) and 
exurban counties (i.e., Putnam and Sullivan) in the New 
York City environs had Hispanic shares of the population 
close to the statewide average.

Congressional District-Level Changes
Similar changes in population are also evident at the 
congressional district level. Members of the 113th 
Congress of the United States (2013-2015), the first 
Congress elected after the previous apportionment and 
redistricting process following the 2010 decennial cen-
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sus, represented approximately 717,700 constituents at 
the start of the first session of their term. In contrast, as a 
result of population changes between 2010 and 2020 (i.e, 
births, deaths, and people moving in and out of districts), 
representatives of 116th Congress (2019-2020) from New 
York represented between 693,500 (23rd district) and 
811,600 (12th district), a difference in excess of 17% (see 
Table 4).viii Population change at the congressional district 
level ranged between a gain of 13% in the intervening 
years (12th district) and a loss of 3% (23rd district). The 
districts in New York for the upcoming 117th Congress 
(2023-2024) will include approximately 776,971 persons. 
This means that some districts will need to shrink in pop-
ulation and other districts will need to increase in popu-
lation for all 26 congressional districts allocated to New 
York to have the same number of persons within them. 
However, because New York has lost one congressional 
seat, boundaries will have to be redrawn significantly to 

accommodate the changes in representation and popula-
tion. 

Of the 27 congressional districts in New York, 22 saw 
their population increaseix while 5 lost population.x All the 
districts that saw population decline were located upstate 
(i.e., 23rd, 22nd, 19th, 21st, and 24th) (see Figure 4). 
The districts with the fastest population growth were all 
located within New York City or adjacent to it (i.e., 12th, 
8th, 10th, 5th, and 16th). 

As with changes at the county-level, the most notable 
changes between 2010 and 2020 in terms of race and 
ethnicity were driven by the changes among non-Hispan-
ics, specifically non-Hispanic whites, and Hispanics. The 
non-Hispanic white population decreased in 21 congres-
sional districts, and it increased in six (see Figure 5). The 
Hispanic population grew in 25 districts across the state 

Figure 3. Hispanic Population Change by County, 2010-2020

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2020 and 2010 Census State Redistricting Data (Public Law 94-171) Summary Files



8

Di
st

ric
t

Nu
m

er
ica

l 
Di

ffe
re

nc
e

To
ta

l
 P

op
ul

at
io

n 
Pe

rc
en

t 
Ch

an
ge

Hi
sp

an
ic

No
t 

Hi
sp

an
ic

No
t 

Hi
sp

an
ic 

W
hi

te
 

alo
ne

No
t 

Hi
sp

an
ic 

Bl
ac

k o
r A

fri
-

ca
n A

m
er

ica
n 

alo
ne

No
t 

Hi
sp

an
ic 

Am
er

ica
n 

In
di

an
 an

d 
Al

as
ka

 N
at

ive
 

alo
ne

No
t 

Hi
sp

an
ic 

As
ian

 al
on

e

No
t H

isp
an

ic 
Na

tiv
e H

aw
ai-

ian
 an

d 
Ot

he
r 

Pa
cifi

c I
sla

nd
er

 
alo

ne

No
t 

Hi
sp

an
ic 

So
m

e O
th

er
 

Ra
ce

 al
on

e

No
t 

Hi
sp

an
ic 

Tw
o 

or
 M

or
e 

Ra
ce

s

1
22

,61
2

3.
2%

43
.5%

-2
.6%

-7.
8%

17
.2

%
18

.8%
26

.0%
-16

.9%
21

1.0
%

13
1.1

%
2

10
,44

8
1.5

%
30

.5%
-6

.0%
-11

.6%
0.8

%
-4

.9%
41

.1%
4.0

%
20

7.4
%

90
.3%

3
21

,49
0

3.0
%

35
.2%

-0
.5%

-1
2.2

%
1.5

%
-0

.2%
53

.5%
0.8

%
14

5.2
%

67
.6%

4
33

,72
4

4.7
%

30
.5%

-0
.9%

-1
0.1

%
3.3

%
20

.5%
54

.0%
39

.3%
16

3.2
%

10
8.6

%
5

61
,07

2
8.5

%
12

.3%
7.6

%
-11

.0%
-4

.2%
75

.1%
41

.8%
17

.7%
63

.4%
60

.3%
6

51
,54

0
7.2

%
16

.5%
5.1

%
-1

7.5
%

10
.8%

-4
.1%

25
.3%

-4
2.7

%
12

3.2
%

33
.0%

7
45

,12
5

6.3
%

-7
.2%

16
.5%

18
.8%

-4
.4%

-11
.0%

11
.9%

29
.6%

11
0.8

%
10

4.8
%

8
86

,69
2

12
.1%

13
.6%

11
.7%

21
.4%

-6
.0%

1.5
%

85
.0%

38
.7%

14
6.3

%
19

5.6
%

9
38

,13
4

5.3
%

10
.6%

4.6
%

10
.9%

-1
2.7

%
-2

6.9
%

46
.5%

-0
.6%

22
1.7

%
21

5.1
%

10
86

,09
6

12
.0%

20
.2%

10
.9%

-1
.1%

18
.4%

-3
.2%

36
.7%

19
.4%

35
5.8

%
12

4.3
%

11
48

,52
8

6.8
%

21
.6%

4.0
%

-8
.6%

7.9
%

-1
3.2

%
58

.4%
-5

.3%
20

8.5
%

87
.9%

12
93

,98
1

13
.1%

15
.0%

12
.8%

3.8
%

15
.9%

5.9
%

38
.5%

90
.5%

11
4.6

%
12

2.6
%

13
18

,64
1

2.6
%

-1
.8%

8.1
%

22
.1%

-8
.3%

-1
9.1

%
32

.3%
11

.4%
12

2.5
%

97
.7%

14
32

,31
7

4.5
%

6.7
%

2.5
%

-1
2.5

%
-8

.1%
-1

0.8
%

25
.6%

12
.8%

72
.7%

47
.2%

15
49

,62
7

6.9
%

5.5
%

9.6
%

17
.3%

2.3
%

-8
.1%

54
.6%

17
.7%

10
2.3

%
87

.8%
16

52
,69

4
7.3

%
29

.4%
0.6

%
-1

0.8
%

4.3
%

-1
6.6

%
25

.8%
3.1

%
11

1.2
%

99
.3%

17
46

,04
3

6.4
%

30
.7%

0.5
%

-3
.7%

-3
.7%

-1
0.1

%
18

.3%
-3

2.3
%

23
8.3

%
10

1.2
%

18
30

,73
5

4.3
%

36
.2%

-1
.3%

-9
.2%

16
.7%

-1
8.0

%
17

.5%
12

.1%
82

1.4
%

10
6.9

%
19

-1
9,0

35
-2

.7%
35

.7%
-5

.2%
-9

.7%
0.7

%
-1

6.6
%

28
.7%

-1
7.7

%
22

3.2
%

17
6.2

%
20

28
,58

2
4.0

%
45

.0%
1.7

%
-7

.8%
15

.8%
36

.2%
71

.4%
65

.4%
10

4.4
%

14
6.9

%
21

-1
2,6

66
-1

.8%
31

.5%
-2

.7%
-6

.5%
-2

.8%
6.5

%
26

.4%
3.8

%
20

1.2
%

22
8.4

%
22

-2
1,0

98
-2

.9%
43

.0%
-4

.4%
-9

.9%
15

.7%
-3

.9%
46

.7%
45

.7%
27

9.2
%

17
2.4

%
23

-2
4,1

98
-3

.4%
44

.6%
-4

.9%
-9

.1%
-0

.2%
4.6

%
20

.9%
11

.1%
26

1.5
%

16
6.3

%
24

-4
00

-0
.1%

39
.8%

-1
.6%

-7
.2%

10
.1%

-1
3.0

%
37

.1%
2.7

%
23

1.0
%

13
6.1

%
25

15
,33

4
2.1

%
34

.5%
-0

.5%
-6

.6%
4.9

%
-1

7.8
%

34
.4%

-4
.0%

16
3.2

%
11

9.7
%

26
24

,74
4

3.4
%

43
.2%

1.2
%

-8
.1%

8.6
%

-9
.4%

99
.9%

19
.6%

22
0.1

%
11

7.5
%

27
2,3

85
0.3

%
53

.8%
-0

.9%
-3

.9%
-2

.1%
-8

.2%
31

.0%
16

.8%
25

6.9
%

21
0.2

%

Ta
bl

e 4
. P

op
ul

at
io

n 
Ch

an
ge

 b
y C

on
gr

es
sio

na
l D

ist
ric

t, 
20

10
-2

02
0 

So
urc

e: 
US

 C
en

su
s B

ure
au

, 2
02

0 D
EC

 R
ed

ist
ric

tin
g D

ata
 (P

L 9
4-1

71
), T

ab
le 

P2
, a

nd
 20

10
 D

EC
 11

3th
 C

on
gre

ss
ion

al 
Di

str
ict

 D
em

og
rap

hic
 P

rofi
le,

 Ta
ble

 11
3D

P1



9

and decreased in only 2 districts (see Figure 6). Non-His-
panic Asians increased in all 27 districts of the state. 
Non-Hispanic blacks, lost population in 10 districts but 
increased in 17 districts.

Since congressional districts need to be drawn to include 
776,971 persons each and the number of districts is 
reduced to 26 from 27, district boundaries are likely to 
change significantly. This means that communities that 
were represented by one representative may be repre-
sented by a different one come the next Congress. One 
might expect that given the fact that most of the popula-
tion growth across the state has taken place downstate, 
and specifically New York City, then New York City will 
not be in danger of losing congressional representation. 
Similarly, given that more than any ethnic group, Hispan-
ics have contributed to the growth of New York State’s 

population, then one would expect that Hispanic congres-
sional representatives should be safe from losing their 
seats in the redistricting process. But this is not guaran-
teed. (Winning elections is another matter.)

Presently, there are 13 congressional districts repre-
senting New York City fully (i.e., 5th, 6th 7th, 8th, 9th, 
10th, 11th, 12th, 13th, 14th, and 15th) or partially (i.e., 
3rd and 16th). Suffolk and Nassau counties are repre-
sented largely by four districts (1st, 2nd, 3rd, and 4th). 
Westchester County is partly represented by the 16th, 
17th (which also contains Rockland County), and 18th 
districts. The 18th congressional district contains the bulk 
of Putnam and Orange counties, and parts of Dutchess 
County. The remaining 50 counties in the state are repre-
sented in the remaining nine congressional districts.

Figure 4. Total Population Change by Congressional District, 2010-2020

Source: US Census Bureau, 2020 DEC Redistricting Data (PL 94-171), Table P2, and 2010 DEC 113th Congressional District Demographic Profile, Table 113DP1
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The Independent Redistricting Commission 
Plans
The job of redrawing the boundaries of the new districts 
at the congressional level, but also at the level of the 
State Senate and the State Assembly, falls on the New 
York Independent Redistricting Commission. The Inde-
pendent Redistricting Commission is a governmental 
body adopted by voters through a referendum proposal 
in 2014. The Commission is made up of 10 members: 
eight appointed by the majority and minority leaders 
of the New York State Senate and Assembly, and two 
appointed on a non-partisan basis by those selected 8 
members. All 10 commissioners are tasked with drawing 
electoral districts across the state after input from the 
public in official hearings. It must submit redistricting 
plans to the state legislature by January 1, 2022, but in 
any event no later than January 15, 2022.

The Independent Redistricting Commission has already 
released two versions of maps.xi Press accounts indicate 
the Commission was not able to arrive at a consensus of 
draft plans, which is why it released two sets of maps for 
public comment. The Commission has indicated that in 
“the event that the commission is unable to obtain seven 
votes to approve a redistricting plan on or before January 
first in the year ending in two or as soon as practicable 
thereafter, the commission shall submit to the legisla-
ture that redistricting plan and implementing legislation 
that garnered the highest number of votes in support 
of its approval by the commission with a record of the 
votes taken.”xii The Commission indicates further that 
if it “does not vote on any redistricting plan by the date 
required for submission, the commission shall submit to 
the legislature all plans in its possession, both completed 
and in draft form, and the data upon which the plans are 
based.”

Figure 5. Non-Hispanic White Population Change by Congressional District, 2010 - 2020

Source: US Census Bureau, 2020 DEC Redistricting Data (PL 94-171), Table P2, and 2010 DEC 113th Congressional District Demographic Profile, Table 113DP1



11

Source: US Census Bureau, 2020 DEC Redistricting Data (PL 94-171), Table P2, and 2010 DEC 113th Congressional District Demographic Profile, Table 113DP1

Figure 6. Hispanic Population Change by Congressional District, 2010-2020

A cursory review of both sets of congressional maps 
released by the commission shows implications for 
Hispanic constituents and Hispanic legislators. One 
set of district maps, denoted by the Commission using 
“names,” would reduce the political influence of Hispan-
ic (and non-Hispanic black) constituents by eliminating 
district 14th altogether, and by limiting the number of 
districts representing Bronx county. Presently, the Bronx 
is represented by 4 representatives whose congressional 
districts include at least portions of the county (e.g., 13th, 
14th, 15th and 16th). The “names” plan would reduce 
this representation by one representative, leaving only 3 
districts representing the county (i.e., southbronx, north-
bronx, and yonkers). Moreover, those current represen-
tatives are either Hispanic (i.e., Adriano Espaillat, Ritchie 
Torres and Alexandria Ocasio-Cortez) or non-Hispanic 
black (i.e., Jamaal Bowman). By removing a district 
representing the county, the Bronx will also lose not only 

political representation overall, but specifically political 
representation by underrepresented minority represen-
tatives, even as the Bronx is the only Hispanic-majority 
county in the state, and it ranked 7th in population growth 
between 2010 and 2020. While the redistricting process 
should not be designed for representatives to choose 
their constituents, by drawing the three “names” districts 
(i.e., southbronx, northbronx, and yonkers) in such a 
manner, the Independent Redistricting Commission is 
in fact contriving to remove chosen representatives of 
voters in Bronx County.

This unjustified proposal by the Commission raises 
questions about its motivation and intent when a coun-
ty, home to minority groups who have been historically 
politically underrepresented, and whose population has 
increased disproportionately, sees its political representa-
tion decimated while parts of the state that have suffered 
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staggering population losses maintain their political 
representation. 

The “names” plan would also leave historically Hispanic 
and non-Hispanic black neighborhoods bereft of political 
representation of their preference and choosing, diluting 
the voting impact of their residents. For instance, the 
present 13th congressional district would be virtually 
drawn out of existence by the proposed “northmhtn” dis-
trict. This proposed district would combine the 12th and 
parts of the 10th districts, and would absorb East Harlem, 
Central Harlem, West Harlem, and portions of Washing-
ton Heights. In 2020, the 13th district had a population 
that was 52.7% Hispanic. In contrast, 13.6% of the 12th 
district was Hispanic, while the 10th district was 13.1% 
Hispanic. The “names” plan would set the Hispanic 
population in the resulting “northmhtn” and “southmnhtn” 
districts at 25.3% and 13.6%, respectively. The 14th con-
gressional district would disappear altogether by combin-
ing Bronx portions of it with the bulk of district 15th and 
combining Queens portions of it with portions of districts 
7th and 12th. The net effect is that this “names” plan 
contrives to eliminate a district of an existing Hispanic 
legislator in portions of the state that have exceeded 
population growth above statewide levels. Queens ranks 
third in population growth between censuses, growing 
7.8%. (The “names” plan also dilutes the representation 
of non-Hispanic black voters in the process of redrawing 
congressional districts.)

Bronx, Kings, and New York counties have been under 
the scrutiny of the U.S. Justice Department until recent-
ly for practices that diluted and undermined the voting 
rights of their minority citizens. This proposed “names” 
plan suggests interests in the state are attempting to 
reassert a discriminatory tradition historically present in 
the state’s governing institutions.

Another set of congressional district maps proposed by 
the Commission, the “letters” plan, may not be as egre-
gious in diluting Hispanic voters’ influence and limiting 
the opportunity of electing representatives of their prefer-
ence. Nevertheless, it still presents some challenges to 
Hispanic residents of the state and Hispanic legislators. 

The “letters” proposal retains large features of the pres-
ent configuration of congressional districts that provide 
Hispanic voters with ample opportunity to elect represen-
tatives of their preference, and it largely retains district 
compositions that include neighborhoods historically con-
tained in those congressional districts. Counties like the 
Bronx are able to retain a congressional representation 
of four members of the House of Representatives (i.e., 
proposed districts “I”, “R”, “Q” and “S”), while the Upper 
Manhattan proposed district (i.e., “Q”) includes neigh-
borhoods traditionally included in it (e.g., East Harlem, 
Central Harlem, Manhattanville, and West Harlem). Yet, 
the extension of the boundaries for proposed district “R” 
into areas of the northwest Bronx not historically includ-
ed in such a district may challenge the current Hispanic 
representative.

These proposed maps, both the set denoted by “letters” 
and the set denoted by “names,” have not been approved 
by the Independent Redistricting Commission. The 
Commission continues its work of receiving input from 
the public regarding the proposed maps and continues to 
schedule hearings for that purpose. The public, therefore, 
continues to have an opportunity to participate in the pro-
cess by providing testimony and by submitting plans of 
its own for the Commission’s consideration. However, the 
process is approaching its final stages as the boundar-
ies for congressional, State Senate and State Assembly 
districts need to be in place for the election cycle in 2022. 
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Notes
i With the research assistance of Damayra Figueroa-Lazu and Jorge Soldevila-Irizarry.
ii  https://www2.census.gov/programs-surveys/decennial/2020/data/apportionment/apportionment-2020-table01.pdf (downloaded on May 24, 2021).
iii Article I, section 2 of the United States Constitution states: “Representatives and direct taxes shall be apportioned among the several states which may be 

included within this union, according to their respective numbers, ….”
iv Section 2 of the Fourteenth amendment states: “Representatives shall be apportioned among the several states according to their respective numbers, 

counting the whole number of persons in each State, excluding Indians not taxed.”
v For apportionment purposes, the Census Bureau uses a state’s apportionment population to determine the number of representatives that will represent it in 

the U.S. House of Representatives. The apportionment population is made up of the state’s resident population—the people who resided in the state on census 

day 2020—and its overseas population. The overseas population is the segment of the population that may be abroad in the diplomatic service, the armed 

forces, or for other reasons, but claim a particular state as their state of residence. For 2020, New York’s apportionment population was 20,215,751 persons. Its 

resident population was 20,201,249 persons. Its overseas population was 14,502 persons. https://www2.census.gov/programs-surveys/decennial/2020/data/

apportionment/apportionment-2020-tableA.pdf
vi https://www.census.gov/data/tables/2020/dec/2020-apportionment-data.html
vii https://www2.census.gov/programs-surveys/decennial/2020/data/apportionment/apportionment-2020-tableB.pdf 
viii From a numerical perspective, districts with fewer residents are thought of as having greater political power, as it takes fewer voters to elect a representative 

that has the same voting power in the legislature as residents of districts with more residents. Districts in highly dense urban areas tend to have more resi-

dents within their districts than less dense rural districts, indicating an imbalance in political power. However, adherence to the one-person, one-vote principle 

[Reynold v. Sims (1964); Baker v. Carr (1962)] prevent deviation from numerical equality in population for congressional districts [Wesberry v. Sanders (1964)].
ix Districts 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 20, 25, 26, and 27.
x Districts 19, 21, 22, 23, and 24.
xi https://nyirc.gov/draft-plans, downloaded on September 24, 2021.
xii https://nyirc.gov/faqs, downloaded on September 24, 2021.
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Source: US Census Bureau, 2020 DEC Redistricting Data (PL 94-171), Table P2

Appendix A. Proportions of the Congressional Districts' Population by Ethnicity and Race, 2020

District Total 
Population Hispanic Not Hispanic Not Hispanic 

White alone

Not Hispanic 
Black or African 
American alone

Not Hispanic 
American Indian 

and Alaska 
Native alone

Not Hispanic 
Asian alone

Not Hispanic 
Some Other 
Race alone

Not Hispanic 
Two or more 

Races

1 740,319 17.4% 82.6% 69.7% 5.1% 0.3% 4.1% 0.5% 2.9%
2 728,156 26.3% 73.7% 57.6% 8.9% 0.1% 4.0% 0.7% 2.3%
3 739,197 12.8% 87.2% 61.8% 2.8% 0.1% 19.4% 0.7% 2.4%
4 751,432 22.4% 77.6% 52.4% 13.6% 0.1% 8.0% 0.9% 2.5%
5 778,780 19.6% 80.4% 10.0% 44.0% 0.9% 14.8% 4.9% 5.8%
6 769,247 19.7% 80.3% 29.7% 3.7% 0.1% 43.5% 0.9% 2.4%
7 762,833 37.6% 62.4% 31.1% 7.5% 0.2% 19.2% 1.3% 3.0%
8 804,400 18.3% 81.7% 24.3% 44.1% 0.2% 7.5% 1.1% 4.6%
9 755,842 11.8% 88.2% 31.3% 42.2% 0.1% 8.0% 1.2% 5.3%

10 803,803 13.1% 86.9% 57.7% 3.9% 0.1% 20.2% 1.3% 3.8%
11 766,236 17.9% 82.1% 55.0% 6.9% 0.1% 16.9% 0.7% 2.5%
12 811,688 13.6% 86.4% 61.5% 4.7% 0.1% 15.2% 0.9% 4.0%
13 736,348 52.7% 47.3% 14.6% 23.8% 0.2% 5.1% 0.9% 2.7%
14 750,025 48.5% 51.5% 20.9% 8.3% 0.2% 18.9% 1.1% 2.1%
15 767,335 64.4% 35.6% 2.5% 27.7% 0.2% 2.5% 1.0% 1.6%
16 770,401 28.1% 71.9% 32.7% 29.5% 0.2% 5.3% 1.1% 3.1%
17 763,751 23.9% 76.1% 57.1% 8.8% 0.1% 6.5% 0.9% 2.7%
18 748,442 19.4% 80.6% 62.5% 9.4% 0.1% 3.2% 1.9% 3.5%
19 698,673 8.8% 91.2% 80.0% 4.2% 0.2% 1.8% 0.5% 4.5%
20 746,290 7.3% 92.7% 70.6% 9.6% 0.2% 6.0% 1.0% 5.2%
21 705,041 3.6% 96.4% 87.1% 2.6% 0.9% 1.0% 0.3% 4.4%
22 696,610 4.6% 95.4% 82.9% 4.3% 0.3% 3.2% 0.3% 4.4%
23 693,509 4.7% 95.3% 84.6% 2.7% 0.6% 2.4% 0.4% 4.6%
24 717,307 5.1% 94.9% 77.7% 8.5% 0.5% 3.0% 0.4% 4.8%
25 733,041 9.8% 90.2% 65.8% 15.3% 0.2% 4.4% 0.4% 4.1%
26 742,451 7.5% 92.5% 63.5% 18.5% 0.4% 5.8% 0.4% 3.8%
27 720,092 3.4% 96.6% 88.8% 2.2% 0.7% 1.2% 0.3% 3.5%
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Appendix B. Proportions of the Counties' Population by Ethnicity and Race, 2020

County Total 
Population Hispanic Not 

Hispanic

Not 
Hispanic 

Population 
of One 
race

Not 
Hispanic 

White 
alone

Not Hispanic 
Black or 
African 

American 
alone

Not Hispanic 
American 
Indian and 
Alaska Na-
tive alone

Not 
Hispanic 

Asian 
alone

Not Hispanic 
Native Hawai-
ian and Other 

Pacific Islander 
alone

Not 
Hispanic 

Some 
Other Race 

alone

Not 
Hispanic 

Population 
of Two or 

More Races
Albany 314,848 6.9% 93.1% 88.4% 67.0% 12.9% 0.2% 7.7% 0.1% 0.6% 4.7%
Allegany 46,456 2.1% 97.9% 94.3% 91.1% 1.7% 0.2% 0.8% 0.0% 0.5% 3.6%
Bronx 1,472,654 54.8% 45.2% 43.3% 8.9% 28.5% 0.2% 4.6% 0.0% 1.1% 1.9%
Broome 198,683 5.2% 94.8% 89.8% 78.6% 5.8% 0.2% 4.7% 0.0% 0.4% 5.0%
Cattaraugus 77,042 2.1% 97.9% 93.4% 87.7% 1.3% 3.5% 0.7% 0.0% 0.3% 4.5%
Cayuga 76,248 3.5% 96.5% 91.7% 87.0% 3.6% 0.3% 0.5% 0.1% 0.3% 4.8%
Chautauqua 127,657 9.2% 90.8% 86.7% 83.1% 2.3% 0.4% 0.6% 0.0% 0.3% 4.1%
Chemung 84,148 3.5% 96.5% 90.8% 82.7% 6.0% 0.2% 1.7% 0.0% 0.3% 5.7%
Chenango 47,220 2.4% 97.6% 93.1% 91.4% 0.7% 0.2% 0.5% 0.0% 0.2% 4.6%
Clinton 79,843 3.6% 96.4% 92.0% 86.7% 3.4% 0.3% 1.2% 0.0% 0.3% 4.4%
Columbia 61,570 5.8% 94.2% 89.4% 82.5% 3.9% 0.1% 2.3% 0.0% 0.6% 4.8%
Cortland 46,809 3.5% 96.5% 91.8% 87.2% 1.8% 0.2% 2.2% 0.0% 0.4% 4.7%
Delaware 44,308 4.5% 95.5% 91.5% 87.6% 2.3% 0.2% 1.1% 0.0% 0.3% 4.0%
Dutchess 295,911 14.3% 85.7% 81.7% 67.1% 10.2% 0.1% 3.6% 0.0% 0.7% 4.1%
Erie 954,236 6.3% 93.7% 90.4% 71.1% 13.6% 0.5% 4.8% 0.0% 0.3% 3.4%
Essex 37,381 2.6% 97.4% 93.0% 90.2% 1.6% 0.2% 0.6% 0.0% 0.4% 4.4%
Franklin 47,555 2.9% 97.1% 93.8% 81.1% 3.5% 8.6% 0.4% 0.0% 0.2% 3.2%
Fulton 53,324 4.0% 96.0% 91.2% 88.2% 1.8% 0.2% 0.6% 0.0% 0.3% 4.8%
Genesee 58,388 4.7% 95.3% 91.3% 87.3% 2.3% 0.6% 0.7% 0.0% 0.3% 4.0%
Greene 47,931 6.5% 93.5% 88.7% 82.4% 4.5% 0.2% 1.0% 0.0% 0.5% 4.9%
Hamilton 5,107 2.0% 98.0% 94.6% 93.4% 0.6% 0.3% 0.2% 0.0% 0.1% 3.4%
Herkimer 60,139 2.5% 97.5% 93.0% 90.9% 1.1% 0.1% 0.6% 0.1% 0.3% 4.4%
Jefferson 116,721 6.8% 93.2% 87.8% 79.5% 5.4% 0.4% 1.9% 0.3% 0.4% 5.4%
Kings 2,736,074 18.9% 81.1% 77.0% 35.4% 26.7% 0.1% 13.6% 0.0% 1.2% 4.1%
Lewis 26,582 1.7% 98.3% 94.8% 93.8% 0.4% 0.2% 0.2% 0.0% 0.2% 3.4%
Livingston 61,834 4.4% 95.6% 91.6% 88.3% 1.7% 0.2% 1.1% 0.0% 0.3% 4.0%
Madison 68,016 2.5% 97.5% 93.1% 89.6% 1.6% 0.6% 1.0% 0.0% 0.3% 4.4%
Monroe 759,443 9.6% 90.4% 86.3% 66.6% 14.8% 0.2% 4.3% 0.0% 0.4% 4.1%
Montgomery 49,532 14.8% 85.2% 80.8% 77.2% 2.0% 0.2% 1.0% 0.0% 0.4% 4.5%
Nassau 1,395,774 18.4% 81.6% 79.1% 55.8% 10.5% 0.1% 11.7% 0.0% 0.8% 2.6%
New York 1,694,251 23.8% 76.2% 72.5% 46.8% 11.8% 0.1% 13.0% 0.1% 0.8% 3.7%
Niagara 212,666 3.7% 96.3% 91.9% 81.7% 7.6% 1.1% 1.1% 0.0% 0.3% 4.4%
Oneida 232,125 6.5% 93.5% 89.5% 78.0% 6.5% 0.2% 4.5% 0.0% 0.3% 3.9%
Onondaga 476,516 5.6% 94.4% 89.6% 72.9% 11.4% 0.6% 4.2% 0.0% 0.4% 4.9%
Ontario 112,458 5.4% 94.6% 90.6% 86.6% 2.2% 0.2% 1.2% 0.0% 0.4% 4.0%
Orange 401,310 22.4% 77.6% 74.2% 57.8% 10.3% 0.2% 2.9% 0.0% 3.0% 3.4%
Orleans 40,343 5.2% 94.8% 90.1% 84.4% 4.6% 0.4% 0.4% 0.0% 0.3% 4.7%
Oswego 117,525 3.1% 96.9% 92.5% 89.9% 1.2% 0.4% 0.7% 0.0% 0.3% 4.4%
Otsego 58,524 4.1% 95.9% 91.9% 88.0% 2.0% 0.2% 1.4% 0.0% 0.3% 4.0%
Putnam 97,668 18.2% 81.8% 79.0% 73.7% 2.5% 0.1% 2.2% 0.0% 0.6% 2.8%
Queens 2,405,464 27.8% 72.2% 68.7% 22.8% 15.9% 0.4% 27.3% 0.0% 2.3% 3.5%
Rensselaer 161,130 5.9% 94.1% 88.8% 77.3% 7.3% 0.2% 3.5% 0.0% 0.4% 5.3%
Richmond 495,747 19.6% 80.4% 78.2% 56.1% 9.4% 0.1% 11.9% 0.0% 0.6% 2.3%
Rockland 338,329 19.6% 80.4% 78.1% 60.9% 10.0% 0.1% 6.0% 0.0% 1.0% 2.3%
St. Lawrence 108,505 2.6% 97.4% 93.9% 89.0% 2.6% 1.1% 1.0% 0.0% 0.3% 3.5%
Saratoga 235,509 3.7% 96.3% 91.8% 86.5% 1.6% 0.1% 3.2% 0.0% 0.4% 4.5%
Schenectady 158,061 7.9% 92.1% 85.2% 66.4% 10.1% 0.6% 5.2% 0.1% 2.8% 6.9%
Schoharie 29,714 3.6% 96.4% 92.0% 89.7% 0.9% 0.2% 0.7% 0.0% 0.4% 4.4%
Schuyler 17,898 1.8% 98.2% 94.4% 92.8% 0.5% 0.2% 0.6% 0.0% 0.2% 3.7%
Seneca 33,814 4.0% 96.0% 91.8% 86.6% 3.7% 0.4% 0.8% 0.0% 0.2% 4.2%
Steuben 93,584 1.8% 98.2% 93.9% 90.1% 1.5% 0.2% 1.7% 0.0% 0.3% 4.3%
Suffolk 1,525,920 21.8% 78.2% 75.5% 63.4% 7.0% 0.2% 4.3% 0.0% 0.6% 2.7%
Sullivan 78,624 17.8% 82.2% 77.7% 67.0% 7.7% 0.2% 2.0% 0.0% 0.8% 4.5%
Tioga 48,455 2.3% 97.7% 93.3% 91.2% 0.9% 0.1% 0.8% 0.0% 0.3% 4.3%
Tompkins 105,740 6.7% 93.3% 87.4% 72.6% 4.0% 0.2% 9.9% 0.0% 0.6% 5.9%
Ulster 181,851 11.6% 88.4% 83.7% 75.2% 5.6% 0.2% 2.1% 0.0% 0.7% 4.7%
Warren 65,737 2.7% 97.3% 92.9% 90.2% 1.1% 0.2% 1.1% 0.0% 0.3% 4.4%
Washington 61,302 2.9% 97.1% 92.7% 89.1% 2.5% 0.2% 0.5% 0.0% 0.2% 4.5%
Wayne 91,283 4.9% 95.1% 90.4% 86.8% 2.6% 0.2% 0.5% 0.0% 0.3% 4.6%
Westchester 1,004,457 26.8% 73.2% 70.0% 49.5% 13.0% 0.1% 6.5% 0.0% 0.9% 3.2%
Wyoming 40,531 3.7% 96.3% 93.3% 87.8% 4.6% 0.2% 0.5% 0.0% 0.2% 3.0%
Yates 24,774 2.7% 97.3% 94.5% 93.0% 0.6% 0.1% 0.4% 0.0% 0.3% 2.8%
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The Center for Puerto Rican Studies (Centro) is the nation’s leading university-based insti-
tution devoted to the interdisciplinary study of the Puerto Rican experience in the United 
States. Centro is dedicated to understanding, preserving and sharing the Puerto Rican 
experience in the United States. Centro invites Centro Voices contributors to make use of the 
extensive archival, bibliographic and research material preserved in its Library and Archives.

The Centro Library and Archives is devoted to collecting, preserving and providing access 
to resources documenting the history and culture of Puerto Ricans. The Centro Library 
and Archives was established in 1973 as a component of the Center for Puerto Rican Studies. 
The collections include books, current and historic newspapers and periodicals, audio, film 
& video, manuscripts, photographs, art prints, and recorded music. The Library and Archives 
provides services and programs to the scholarly community as well as the general public. Con-
stituents are diverse and come from the United States and abroad. The Library and Archives 
facilitates access to information on its holdings through the City University’s online public 
catalog or CUNY+. It also provides research and information assistance via phone and email.

Hunter College,
The City University of New York
695 Park Avenue, E1429
New York, N.Y. 10065
VoiceMail: 212-772-5688
Fax: 212-650-3673

Centro Library and Archives
Silberman Building,
2180 Third Avenue at 119th Street,
Room 121, New York, N.Y. 10035
Library: 212-396-7874
Archives: 212-396-7877

centropr.hunter.cuny
Follow us @centropr


