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Real property data is an important source of income for many localities and a

change in the number of housing units can mean more or less money in the NorthEast and MidWest regions

budget. Severe losses in the real property values would mean either raise tax
rates (very unpopular and often capped) or a need of budget cuts.

The 2020 Census results showed, often unexpected, decreases in the housing
unit stock in many places. This seemed to happen in areas with high
vacancies and didn’t go hand in hand with comparable decreases in the
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residence, or the occupant has no usual residence elsewhere. These
nontraditional living arrangements are not considered to be housing units if
they are vacant.

Housing unit counts by occupancy status, 4 towns in Allegany County, NY
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Source: U.5. Census Bureau, 2020 Census UL operation.
Mote: The data in this table have been rounded or injected with noise as part of the Census Bureau’s approved
disclosure avoidance practices applied to this report. Numbers may not sum because of rounding.
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