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Abstract

In 2005, New York City enacted the Industrial Business Zone for 16 manufacturing districts
throughout Brooklyn, Queens, and the Bronx. The purpose of these zones was to establish strict
zoning regulations regarding manufacturing and industrial use, create a business solutions
provider for manufacturers located in the zone, and create a onetime relocation tax credit for
industrial business to move there. The direct benefits of this policy are site specific and only to
business owners within the district, however, the effects of these industrial zones have had on the
residential communities around them are not. Looking at a combination of socioeconomic data,
construction data, and New York City’s 311 complaint data, this thesis will explore the
connections between place-based renewal policy and the possible people-based consequences.
My hypothesis is that industrial zones are not a threat to residential neighborhoods and
development around them. Ultimately the goal of this research is to advocate for the presence of
Industrial Business Zones themselves and to propose reversing the trend of rezoning

manufacturing land in New York City.

Keywords: Industrial Policy, New York City, Economic Development, Zoning



Introduction

Despite a major decline in manufacturing jobs across the United States, cities have
increasingly tried to retain their share of the manufacturing market. In order to accomplish this,
cities have employed innovative techniques to provide space and incentives for heavy/light
manufacturing, sometimes at the expense of other possible development strategies that include
residential or commercial property. One particular technique in New York City has been

Industrial Business Zones (IBZs) or in Chicago, Planned Manufacturing Districts (PMDs).

The purpose of these zones is to insure that these manufacturing and industrial businesses
will not feel real estate market pressure from competing uses, like commercial or residential.
These zones broadly determine an area’s future, creating strict requirements on land use in order
to depress market value even as the neighborhood around them may change, thus keeping prices
low to be competitive for manufacturing. Resistance to these zones is usually from residents and
developers who fear this will depress the values of their homes or land and stall development in

the area.

Since particular industrial uses will almost always be needed in the city (uses like food
distributors, sewage treatment plants, asphalt plants, niche manufacturing, etc.), I would like to
better understand these new planning and policy tools for incorporating and sustaining these land
uses into the fabric of the city. The aim of this research is to provide more insight into how strict
industrial zones will effect local neighborhood development and quality of life concerns that

need to be focused on when blending these different land uses.



Under the current Bloomberg mayoral administration in New York City, large sections of
the city have been rezoned, or upzoned in certain cases, to encourage private investment in the
form of residential development. In the 100 rezonings that have occurred since 2001, 20% have
rezoned manufacturing zones.! With the city’s residential vacancy rate at 3.12% in 2011 despite
the economic recession, developers are still more than willing to try and meet city’s housing
demand.? As land has become increasingly scarce and expensive in Manhattan, major housing
development has now moved to the outer boroughs of Brooklyn, Queens and the Bronx. Many
areas along the East River waterfront in Brooklyn and Queens have been significantly upzoned,

allowing for dense residential development to occur around transportation nodes.’

However, with PlaNYC as a framework for future development, efforts have been made
to retain industrial businesses and build additional infrastructure throughout the city. In certain
cases, the city seeks to encourage both the residential development of neighborhoods, as well as
the retention of nearby industrial areas. It would seem that New York City is at a crossroads as
residential development and industrial retention come in conflict with each other, the conflict

being that industry needs space and is usually separated through zoning.

Since the formation of the IBZ’s in 2005, little research has been done on their effects on
local neighborhoods, and the process of their creation and growth has not been subject to a
public process. My particular interest is to see where and how Industrial Business Zones affect

the neighborhoods around their boundaries. By using datasets with social and economic

! Laura Wolf Power’s “Upzoning”
Z Selected Findings of New York City’s Housing and Vacancy Survey, NYC HPD 2011

® The city recently completed two major rezonings of Brooklyn and Queens waterfronts. For more info see the
Department of City Planning website: http://www.nyc.gov/html/dcp



indicators | am hoping to define metrics by which to identify when an IBZ and the surrounding
neighborhood are in conflict with each other, while looking into how IBZ formation have

potentially affected their neighborhoods over a five year period.

The benefits of industrial zones can come in the form of jobs for lower-skilled workers,
business retention, tax payments, etc., all factors that lie within the boundary with some benefits
in the forms of jobs to the neighborhood. The goals of the IBZ are easy to imagine, however at
what cost to the neighborhoods around them is what this thesis is interested in. By looking at
development around business zones | would like to see how much residential development is

affected by planned industrial districts.

This thesis will look at how the designation of Industrial Business Zones affected their
surrounding neighborhoods in New York City. | will use datasets that contain property
assessment, new construction development, and New York’s 311 complaint filing system to
measure the effect that IBZs have had in their districts. These particular neighborhoods will be
compared to control neighborhoods that have similar characteristics in land use and housing
stock, but lack an IBZ designation. | believe by using these three levels of analysis on the 16
different Industrial Business Zones, the resulting trends will show if this zoning policy is
negatively affecting residential development. This analysis will provide those that support
keeping a manufacturing base with data that this land does not need to be rezoned for growth to

occur.

My hypothesis is that the creation of the IBZs and a strong industrial policy in New York
City has not deterred neighborhood development or caused a major spike in quality of life issues.

Therefore this would help to prove to policy makers and those in the development community



that IBZs are not a mistake in terms of city policy, and that the value of a strong industrial policy

is better for the city since it does not come at a loss of residential development.

Literature Review

In order to understand the dynamics of different land uses in the city, one must go back to
the birth of the zoning movement at the beginning of the 20th century. The creation of zoning
was an attempt to organize the city, so that conflicting land uses would not interfere with each
other’s businesses. The idea was that highest and best use would be the priority when zoning an
area for a land use. Manhattan’s waterfront was the center of maritime activity, and
manufacturing flourished as the preferred type of zoning in this area. Fifth Avenue, also known
as Ladies’ Mile, was a popular shopping district; as such it was zoned for commercial activity.
This is the opposite of the Garment District, which to some degree isolated the workers that were
supporting the commerce a few blocks away. Indeed preventing the expanding waterfront
warehouses from the most profitable commercial corridor in the city was one of the main
purposes of the enactment of zoning in the first place (Makielski 1966) This showed pluralistic
governance in New York because “no one actor had control of zoning policy” and competing
land entrepreneur’s had their say. However, as these areas were zoned in 1916, and then revised
in 1961 for profitable and useful at the time, it does not mean that zoning can always keep up

with prevailing land uses.

The literature on neighborhood change in industrial neighborhoods focuses on the loss of
manufacturing due to increased global competition. Living in a globalized world that focuses on
efficiency and cost savings, most manufacturing has left the western world for cheaper land and

labor overseas. Since World War 11, much of the global, national, and local trends in America



have catalyzed deindustrialization. Deindustrialization is defined as —”widespread, systemic
disinvestment in the nation‘s basic productive capacity” (Bluestone, 1984, p. 6). One study
concluded China alone has gained 1.94 million jobs from the United States, the majority after the

country joined the World Trade Organization in 2001 (Bartholomew 2010).

Indeed the decline of manufacturing in inner cities is well documented. According the
Federal Bureau of Labor Statistics, the peak of manufacturing in America was in 1979 with
19.46 million jobs, which has steadily decreased until in 2010, the number of manufacturing jobs
was just 14.3 million (CBO Report, 2004). Weak national policies were not able to stem the

major changes that were occurring in the national economy.

This decline began even earlier in northern industrial cities. As these areas were the first
to industrialize, they were also the first to see it leave for cheaper labor and newer facilities. In
the period from 1960 to 1989, manufacturing sector jobs in the five boroughs declined from
almost a million to 369,000 (New York City Department of City Planning 1993b). In addition to
movement, changes in industrial design have caused the shift of movement of industry to new
areas. Since many of New York City’s industrial businesses had been in operation longer, the
necessary infrastructure became outdated. The change in shipping containers virtually
obliterated the maritime industry in New York City, as ports in Manhattan and Brooklyn were
not able to handle the new larger container terminals (Doig, 2001). Ports had previously

supplied thousands of jobs to longshoreman who handled the deliveries.



New York City Manufacturing Jobs Since World War |l
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* Note: Manufacturing job data for 1942-2000 provided under Standard Industrial Classification (SIC)
codes; manufacturing job data for 2000-2007 provided under the North American Industrial
Classification System (NAICS).

Source: New York State Department of Labor

Figure 1: New York decline of Manufacturing jobs 1942 — 2007. Source: NYS Department of Labor

The rapid deindustrialization of American cities had a negative effect on the overall
quality of neighborhoods that had a traditional strong manufacturing base (Russo and Lincoln,
2009). As tax rolls decreased, so did services, and New York City neighborhoods were strong
examples of a lost hope for inner city neighborhoods. The South Bronx was indicative of this,
having a combination of former polluting properties along with major transportation

infrastructure. As manufacturing job loss occurred throughout the 70s, it was closely followed



by neighborhood depopulation (Sze, 2007). As a result, the state of South Bronx neighborhood

became a symbol of urban decay.

As manufacturing jobs and businesses leave a neighborhood, the zoning remains. Despite
a diminishing industrial sector, the amount of land zoned for industrial use in New York City
decreased only 5 percent between 1961 (when the most recent comprehensive zoning resolution
was passed) and the early 1990s(Wolf-Powers 2005). As the economic situation of New York
started to improve, land use controls still applied, and any new development that took place had
to fall in the confines of what was allowed as of right in zoning , which has major restrictions on
both use and low floor—to-area ratios. As inner city neighborhoods eventually recovered with
different economic conditions of the 1990s and 2000’s, the former manufacturing neighborhoods
were still closed off to reinvestment and development of residential and commercial property.
As such, these neighborhoods were considered underutilized and attractive for rezoning to

increase private investment.

In the seminal work Urban Fortunes, we see the inherent problem between the uses of
land in the contemporary city. “The sharpest contrast is between residents, who use place to
satisfy essential needs of life, and entrepreneurs, who strive for financial return, ordinarily
achieved by intensifying the use to which their property is put.” (Logan 1986). This summarizes
the problems in the contemporary city, as those with the power to change communities do so
with the financial incentive, and not necessarily what is best for the city as a whole.
Neighborhoods are not seen to benefit only those that are living in it, but can be envisioned to

serve an entire different purpose by real estate developers.



As Logan and Molotch point out in Fortunes, “The pursuit of exchange values in the city
does not necessarily result in the maximization of use values for others.” This contradictory
push for different goals can lead to tension, conflict, and uneven development of land and land
use. Two types of players that have the ability to change land use are active entrepreneurs and
structural speculators. Active entrepreneurs look to capture rents by putting themselves in
locations that will become increasingly strategic overtime. Structural speculators do not wait for
a market to show value in land, but simply alter the conditions that structure the market, with the
hope of having a monopoly or best position to capture rents. Structural speculators ignore
regulation on land, in this case the current zoning, and may use political connections to
accomplish their goals of changing the neighborhood to residential. As more people settle New
York City, increased residential density (and thus increased profit) has become a common goal
of the city’s real estate developers. This has caused of these developers to lean more to structural
speculating, by investing lots of money on vacant, cheaper nonresidential land with the hope that

it is eventually rezoned for residential.

As New York City has seen an overall economic rebound in the 1990s due to the
expansion of Financial Services and growth of white-collar industries, the rate of rezoning
manufacturing space has greatly increased. Since the start of the Bloomberg mayoral
administration, over 100 neighborhoods have been rezoned in New York.* Research has shown
that the city has utilized the current practice of upzoning manufacturing districts for increased
residential and commercial development (Wolf-Powers, 2005). This practice has been dubbed

property-led economic development, and has been a focus of American cities with economic

* Department of City Planning celebrated its 100" rezoning in October of 2009



prosperity and a finite amount of land. Professor Laura Wolf-Powers research focus was mostly
on neighborhoods in Brooklyn and Queens, but certainly could apply to areas of Chicago, Los
Angeles, or any former manufacturing city that is looking to build on financial success in the
21st century. Over 20% of the land the rezoned land that Wolf-Power’s studied was former

manufacturing land.

As vacant industrial land is rezoned to residential land, which is usually encouraged by
local governance, the outlook is good for both the real estate industry and the city, as increased
tax rolls and future taxpayers are desired. However, this abundance can lead to a planning
disaster. In downtown Brooklyn, between all the projects that are being built and area rezoned
there is an expectation of 5,400 new residential units and millions of square feet of commercial
space.” The problem is many of these former industrial or underzoned areas were never expected
to have this many people. An editorial in the Brooklyn Eagle lamented, “The sidewalks are
narrow, there isn’t enough schools, there isn’t enough park space and major utilities will needed
to be installed. The fear of the local population is starting to realize what could be the result of
this building glut. We cannot build out of this recession, and we are giving away space that is

only being rethought of by entrepreneurs.” (Dolt 2012)
The State of Manufacturing in New York today

As the state of the global economy changes, and transportation costs rise, cities have
since seen a rebound in the demand for manufacturing space. As the economy advances in to the
21st century, American manufacturers have seen a boost in the demand of their services.

Companies are relying more on American manufacturers, particularly when quality and time are

> Department of City Planning, Donwtown Brooklyn Rezoning 2003



critical to the production process, like in high-tech, high-skills manufacturing (Accenture, 2011).
Many manufacturers are beginning to locate closer to their end market, with the idea that they

can reduce transaction costs.

New York has also seen a rise in the need for niche manufacturing space. In 1992, the
Greenpoint Manufacturing and Design Center (GMDC) created a model for making competitive
space for these types of manufacturers. Rather than leasing large buildings out to equally large
companies, the GMDC partitions the spaces to as small as 1,000 square feet. This allows them to
lease out to multiple companies, including ones that are as small as 1 or 2 employees. Indeed
most manufacturing companies in New York (80%) employ fewer than 20 workers (OIMD,

2005)

Nonprofits are not the only ones who have succeeded in securing space for
manufacturers. Abandoned by the federal government, the City used $90 million in capital and
federal funds to renovate the Brooklyn Army Terminal that is now home to over 60 companies
(NYIRN, 1999). Efforts by the Pratt Center for Community Development have led to the
creation of ReNewableNY, a nonprofit that focuses on getting grants for renewable energy
projects for manufacturers. Renewable energy grants, tax relocation credits, tax abatements, all
of these represented strategic moves by the city to make business more competitive. Assistance
that was once only available to commercial businesses and white collar jobs are now being made

available to manufacturing and industry.

The statistics on the size of manufacturing businesses have shown that industry in New
York has changed. Rather than large scale production facilities exporting around the world, New

York manufacturers serve niche markets at a smaller scale. These manufacturers can be



connected to a local commercial sector, with a warehouse or production facility in one borough
and a showroom in another. Rather than separating production, management, and the sales team,
there has been an interest to reorient the vertical structure of a business. Spatial location is
important for these businesses to serve their end markets. A tenant survey by GMDC found that
66% of tenants did their business primarily in the New York City metro area. (GMDC Annual
Survey 2011) Although not representative of the entire manufacturing sector, this shows that the

manufacturing sector has a high impact on the local market.

However, even as new types of space were being created for manufacturers, they were
still being threatened as a whole by real estate investors. At the high end, even with amazing
amenities, manufacturers were still seeking spaces as low as 15 dollars per square foot in rent
(Furman Center Report 210). This has posed a challenge for real estate holders as commercial
and residential investment in the inner city is offering much higher rates. All three major urban
land uses, manufacturing, commercial and residential, are seeking out the same space.

Ultimately it rests on the city to decide how to manage these competing uses.

Why Should the City Want Manufacturing Zones?

Planners have long understood the value of manufacturing, specifically for the quality of
the jobs created. Manufacturing jobs produce higher wages for people that have less formal
education and are at risk for unemployment in an increasingly computer-skilled workforce.
Studies looking at labor statistics have shown that workers in the manufacturing sector have a
9% higher salary when including benefits over all other work sectors.® Employment for people

with lower education is highly beneficial to the city. A 2005 study in New York City found that

® Bureau of Labor Statistics 2009



manufacturers contributed $1.7 billion in direct taxes, while supplying 500,000 jobs (Office of
Industry and Manufacturing Businesses, New York City). In addition to local revenue,
manufacturing jobs have been found to have the highest multiplier effects of all jobs sectors, able

to create as many as 2.5 jobs for ever manufacturing job. (Hindlery Jr., 2010)

Another need for manufacturing jobs was apparent in the 2008 global recession. As the
banking market declined, the city’s traditional Finance, Insurance and Real Estate (FIRE)
showed that it could not always be sustainable. The passage of the Dodd-Frank bill in 2010,
mostly in response to the financial crisis, created extensive regulation for the banking industry
including limiting the potential bonuses major corporations could pay out to their employees.
This legislation has certainly changed the way Wall Street can perform in New York, and has
perhaps slowed its need for physical growth. Even recently the New York Times has predicted
that 10,000 banking jobs could be lost in the next year.” The uncertainly of these white collar
industries means that now more than ever the city needs to reassess its economic policies, in
particular those that affect the blue-collar manufacturing industries it has left. Although it can be
argued that the creative industries, FIRE andhealth services have helped to improve New York

City’s employment, a solid manufacturing base will continue to keep it stable.

The businesses themselves are major supporters of Industrial Business Zones because
they provide security for the owners of the businesses. Like any company they need space,

transportation options, and proximity to markets and labor. All of these are possible in NYC.

" http://dealbook.nytimes.com/2011/10/11/wall-street-could-face-10000-additional-job-losses/



What is Industrial?

When determining what is industrial, we must have an idea of what exactly this term
means. Industrial represents a diverse number of businesses in New York. Even the Industrial
Business Zones themselves represent various clusters of these types of businesses. For example,
the IBZ’s around New York City’s airports tend contain large warehouses only a few stories high
that cater to air cargo businesses. These companies focus on logistics and use their unique
location near the airports for their services. North Williamsburg and Greenpoint IBZ has a range
of businesses from small manufacturers and food processors to industrial designers and movie
studios. With the relocation of Fulton Fish market and other food distribution businesses from

Manhattan, Hunts Point in the Bronx is now the major food distribution center of the city.

The New York City Department of Zoning classified manufacturing within a group of
uses that meet particular criteria and needed to be separated from residential or commercial uses.
The 1961 Zoning Resolution further separated manufacturing zones on a 1 to 3 scale based on
how intense the manufacturing on the site was. However, in an IBZ, industrial becomes a
broader term, usually involving the more primary sector jobs of production, wholesaling,
manufacturing, and logistics, as well as less intuitive businesses like wholesale retail, research
and development labs, and even movie production.® Land uses that are normally attributed to
transportation or utilities, i.e. power plants or train sheds, can be combined into Industrial with
Manufacturing Uses. Finally, the separate manufacturing districts are not treated separately and

ranges of all 3 M-Zone scales within a single IBZ designation.

& Mayor’s Office of Manufacturing and Industrial Development’s White Paper, 2005



The Push for Industrial Zones

As industry continued to decline, it became apparent that more assistance would be
needed to create a better environment for manufacturers to stay in the city. Although
manufacturing was part of zoning, no real policy was in place to make sure that industrial
businesses had the same access to aid and services as other parts of the economy. In the 1980s
the City designed the In Place Industrial Park, or IPIPs, as the first form of industrial policy.
This program was started by the City’s Economic Development Corporation to improve the
environment for manufacturing in the city, and to help business owners navigate the approvals
necessary to receive local, state, and federal funding (NYC OMID). Originally there were 8
IPIPs, each teamed with a Local Development Corporation that would oversee the site and
operate businesses assistant programs for firms within the designated area. EDC helped on a
larger scale by coordinating on-site management, getting essential city services and helping with

infrastructure improvements.

In the 1990s, as increased pressure was put on manufacturers in the city, new institutions
came to aid them. The Pratt Center, known for its community development work, helped
organize the New York Industrial Retention Network (NYIRN). After years of research they
released a paper in 1999 outlining the challenges and opportunities for New York City
manufacturers. One of the main points they address is the threat of rezoning, and they decided

that to protect manufacturing zoning would be key in relieving real estate pressure.

Certain programs that the NYIRN were inspired by were site-specific renewal programs

initiated by the federal and state governments. Policies such as enterprise zones, worker training,



tax increment finance districts, and specialty business loans are often employed by community
development agencies to create jobs (Blakely 1989). After the decline of inner cities in the
1970’s and 80’s, new state and federal policies focused on site specific renewal to combat blight.
In 1994, President Clinton helped enact legislation called Federal Empowerment Zones.
Empowerment Zones were targeted for poor, inner city neighborhoods across America in order
to increase the ability to receive aid and spur economic development. Following this lead, In
1999 New York Governor George Pataki created a similar policy called Empire Zones for the
State of New York. Empire Zones were applied in distressed inner city communities across New
York to increase the number of available tax incentives offered by the state for businesses to
locate there. By 2007, they were 82 empire zones affecting approximately 9,800 businesses and

380,000 employees.®

The NYIRN also looked at how other cities were handling their manufacturing districts.
Chicago was the first city to create a land use strategy for industrial zones under the Harold
Washington mayoral administration. Washington was concerned with the loss of industry in
Chicago, with one report stating that for every one steel worker job lost, an additional five jobs
could be lost (Alexander, 2007). The administration responded with the Planned Manufacturing
District, a zoning tool used to protect industrial land (Alexander, 2007). This tool, incorporated
in 1982, provides strict zoning regulation used to protect the market value of the land to keep

industrial businesses and helped set the precedent for IBZ’s own restrictions.

History of Industrial Business Zones in New York City

° Empire State Development Corporation numbers according to a 2007 update report.



In 2005, Mayor Michael Bloomberg of New York City stated his intention to protect
manufacturing sectors of the city with a new program. Using the New York City Economic
Development Corporation and an outside consulting firm, a study was conducted to address
weaknesses and threats to manufacturing industry. The purpose of this announcement and its
consequent implementation was to create the notion that New York City would be a business-

friendly environment for the industrial and manufacturing sector.

Ultimately their work created the Industrial Business Zone, a special zoning overlay
applied to districts that still retain industrial characteristics. These 16 designations across the

outer boroughs sought to protect manufacturing in three distinct ways:

1. Block rezoning of Manufacturing Districts.
2. Relocation credits for every job that would be moved to an IBZ
3. Creation of an office of Industrial and Manufacturing Businesses to oversee these zones

Within these main initiatives were more specific goals from job training to new rules
regarding trash receptacles. The program was allotted $17 million in funding with up to $9
million in potential tax breaks.® An Office of Industrial and Manufacturing Development
(OIMD) was created, and a local development corporation would be selected to support each
IBZ. Many of these LDCs existing from the previous IPIPs. This designation was done in a
single vote by the Boundary Commission, and since their formation no other IBZs have been

created.

The creation of Industrial Business Zones in 2005 and their implementation in 2006

followed the lead of these previous types of site specific renewal. Research on site specific

10 pratt Center IBZ Issue Brief 2007



renewal strategies finds that when employed they are successful at both creating jobs and
increasing housing prices (Batrik 1991). Providing incentives for businesses to move to these
areas, while at the same time creating oversight committees to carry out additional services, were
used increase the city government’s connection with the manufacturing sector and provide
additional opportunities for them. Many of the neighborhoods that were selected were based on
the historical use of industry in the area, the particular warehouse building stock, and the current

manufacturing zoning of the land.

The Opposition

Many planners and urbanists have come to understand the value of the manufacturing for
the city. However with all the statistics in favor of them, the truth of the matter is they are not
universally popular. New York City’s industrial business zones harbor some of the most noxious
uses in the city, including animal slaughterers, sewage plants, power plants, and manufacturers
that produce many pollutants. As areas of New York are rezoned from manufacturing uses to
residential, it is expected manufacturing businesses will be relocated and concentrated within the
established IBZs. In addition to the noise and environmental concerns, manufacturers require
many services, including heavy trucks for delivery and sanitation removal that may come as an

annoyance to those located nearby.

Therefore, developers, especially those in the housing and hotel industry, are heavily
against IBZs. Residents both new and old are concerned with problems associated with
manufacturing, including illegal dumping, air quality concerns, and loss of property values.

Willets Point, with its dense network of 250 auto body and used car shops, would have qualified



to be an IBZ, but concentrated effort by various city agencies were able to use eminent domain to
take the property from them to build housing, hotels and retail space (Murphy 2006). Tenants
tried very hard to keep their property from being rezoned but ultimately lost in court to the city,

which will carry out the modern day urban renewal project.

The Southwest Brooklyn IBZ found an early challenge when Whole Foods Corporation
decided to purchase a large parcel adjacent to the Gowanus Canal within their boundary. Despite
the fact that it was M2-1 zoned and within an IBZ, representatives from Community Board 6,
Brooklyn Chamber of Commerce and the Borough President supported the variance at a public
hearing with the Board of Standards and Appeals (BSA) (Robbins 2012). Neighborhood groups,
including the Gowanus Institute issued statements condemning the action, saying it threatened to
destabilize manufacturing businesses within the IBZ.** The BSA voted unanimously to approve

Whole Foods variance, overriding both the IBZ restrictions and zoning.

In addition to the difficulties of land use, real estate pressures were still high within
manufacturing zones. A 2009 follow up study by the NYIRN had found that the threat to IBZs
was still present. At least 39 sites in the IBZs are being used for non-industrial purposes, as well
as a doubling of rent to $18 dollars per square foot.*> Non industrial purposes included mega
retail brands, as well as hotels and bars. The report concluded that if stricter zoning language is

not applied to 1BZs, non-conforming uses will continue to infiltrate and affect their future.

These examples are just a small list of the types of challenges that the industrial

community faces throughout the city. They exemplify the serious obstacles that manufacturers

1 Written Testimony to the Board of Standards and Appeals by the Gowanus Institute, December 2011

12 Pratt Center for Community Development, Making It In New York, 2011



have within New York City. Not only does the redevelopment side have more money, they have

support from politically-connected groups.

Purpose of this Thesis

Now in place since 2005, IBZ designation in New York has helped protect thousands of
acres for manufacturing. While all sectors of the economy have been hit hard by the recession of
2008, especially the industrial sector, they now have a government-backed policy for them to
stay in the city. A report by the NYIRN has shown that although employment within this sector
has been decreasing, the rate of loss has tapered off, and many businesses believe the future

outlook is good.

The impacts of Empowerment and Empire zones weren’t understood for years, and we
find the same thing with Industrial Business Zones today. These site specific strategies are
certain to have people-based consequences. Although designed to have positive direct effects,
including increased employment, the indirect effects are always less understood. Manufacturing
districts could still cause many quality of life issues including noisy, idling trucks, industrial

spills, and poor air quality.

So in today’s New York we see two competing interests in the city being played out over
space. We see various aspects of the local government and nonprofit sector trying to lend
assistance to the manufacturing sector, providing real estate security, while hoping for the
benefits of a diversified economy and jobs for the targeted demographic of the underemployed
and undereducated. On the other hand we see real estate developers and structural speculators
trying to leverage the demand for housing in order to build large-scale projects on cheaper,

rezoned manufacturing land.



The idea that industrial retention and residential development must compete with each
other, or that only one should be pursued for a better economic future may be an outdated idea.
This thesis will examine if IBZs, and their commitment to remain industrial use, has caused the
real estate market to decline, caused property assessment to drop, or has increased quality of life
issues. My hypothesis is that these zones have not caused the amount of damage as their
opponents believe, that neighborhood development is occurring at the peripheral of industrial
zones, and that a commitment to retaining industrial zones will not be a threat to the city’s
interest in residential development and population targets outlined by PlaNYC. The results of
this research can be used by nonprofit industrial CDCs and LDCs as validation of the need for

industrial zones and that constant rezoning for housing should not be pursued.

Research Design

In order to answer the question if Industrial Business Zones have created negative
externalities on their surrounding neighborhoods, this thesis will analyze data sets that reflect
assessed land value, new construction, and quality of life. The rates of change of these statistics
within the study neighborhoods will be compared to a borough-wide value, as well as control
neighborhoods. The time frame of 2005 to 2009 will be used, since both 311 complaint data and

IBZ designation occurred in 2004-2005.

New York City’s Industrial Business Zones

Officially incorporated in 2006, the New York City Industrial Business Zones were
mapped in 16 different neighborhoods in the Bronx, Brooklyn and Queens. These zones were

mapped as clusters of blocks and lots that have historical and present industrial uses. They are



all adjacent to transportation and have existing zoning that reflects their manufacturing nature.*
Since IBZ designation was focused on manufacturing zoned land, the area just outside IBZ
contain mostly non-manufacturing use and in most cases residential land. To study the effects of

IBZ’s on their neighborhoods, this thesis will examine residential populations around the IBZs.

Site Selection

Industrial Business Zones are set and approved by the New York City Planning
Commission as well as the Boundary Commission of the City of New York. The borders of each
Industrial Business Zones have been mapped and will be used for this thesis to create the study

neighborhoods.

Each of the Industrial Business Zones has unique characteristics with regard to how they
contribute to the industrial and manufacturing economy of New York City. As such, the types of
businesses, number of employees, and building types vary greatly between IBZs. For the
purpose of this study we are not breaking these up into different categories and will use them all
to study neighborhoods in order to test the general impact all 16 IBZs have had, while also

comparing one IBZ to another.

3 OIMD White Paper Report 2005
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Figure 1: New York City map of Industrial Business Zones

Study Neighborhoods
In order to isolate the neighborhoods around IBZs, a half mile buffer was created around

the border of each IBZ boundary. The buffers were created to sufficiently capture the residential



neighborhoods around IBZs, as a quarter mile buffer or less would not capture enough of the
surrounding neighborhood. A total of 16 IBZ “study” neighborhoods were created as a result of
this buffer. While these study neighborhoods may have scattered manufacturing and commercial
uses, they are typically residential in nature. A better understanding of these neighborhoods is
shown in a table of descriptive statistics later on.

In Brooklyn, the IBZ study neighborhoods of Greenpoint and North Williamsburg/East
Williamsburg were combined to become the North Brooklyn study neighborhood. The purpose
of this was that the majority of these study neighborhoods overlapped each other, so when
referencing the tables in the back you will see 15 study neighborhoods created. This would

eliminate the possibility of double counting in the various datasets.

Control Neighborhoods

Once these sites have been selected, a list of control neighborhoods needs to be selected
to compare them. In order to create control neighborhoods, control industrial zones were
identified in order to create another buffer in a similar fashion to the IBZ neighborhoods. The
two criteria used to identify industrial neighborhoods were that they had both manufacturing as a
zoning classification and industrial use as a Lane Use classification. Both of these values were

found using New York City’s MapPluto data.

A total of three neighborhoods were selected as control neighborhoods, two in Brooklyn
and one in Queens. A border was drawn around the criteria stated above, with each contributing
block being more than 50% either industrial land use or manufacturing classification. Once
these borders were drawn, a half mile buffer was created around them as was done in the study

neighborhoods. The only issue with creating control neighborhoods is that the control



neighborhoods were significantly smaller than IBZs. This means our data will have to be

normalized by area and population

The control neighborhoods have a key difference from Industrial Business Zones. While
control neighborhoods have similar characteristics to IBZs on land use, IBZs are committed to
future manufacturing uses, while the control neighborhoods are not. Real estate developers and
other stakeholders can invest in these neighborhoods with the idea that they could be rezoned in

the future.

‘ Brooklyn Control Neighborhood A

Industrial Zoning
Industrial Land Use

D Control Industrial Zone
IBZ Study Neighborhood

Figure 2: Map of outlined Control neighborhood



The graphic above shows how industrial land use and zoning were isolated in the control
neighborhood selection process. Once this was carried out, a buffer was created just as with the

study neighborhoods.

Brooklyn Control Neighborhood A

Control Neighborhood Area

I:] Control Industrial Zone
IBZ Study Neighborhood

Figure 3: Control Study Neighborhood created from Industrial Zone
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Comparative Neighborhood Statistics

In addition to the criteria mentioned above for selecting study and control neighborhoods, a table was

created to illustrate descriptive neighborhood statistics. Below is a table highlighting information taken

from the American Community Survey 2005-2009. This can help provide a picture of basic economic,

racial, and housing characteristics of the study and control neighborhoods in their respective borough.

Brooklyn | Brooklyn Queens Queens
Bronx Bronx IBZ | Brooklyn IBZ Control Queens IBZ Control
Race
White 22.55% 19.44% 44.40% 38.11% 45.78% 44.33% 39.97% 80.10%
Black 34.37% 35.41% 34.25% 40.26% 29.62% 18.79% 25.48% 1.33%
Native 0.38% 0.42% 0.27% 0.36% 0.20% 0.40% 0.47% 0.26%
Asian 3.45% 2.06% 9.49% 5.45% 17.14% 22.02% 16.07% 10.80%
Pacific 0.01% 0.00% 0.03% 0.03% 0.02% 0.03% 0.03% 0.08%
Hispanic 36.41% 39.82% 10.09% 13.97% 5.54% 12.32% 15.59% 5.92%
Mixed 2.83% 2.86% 1.47% 1.82% 1.70% 2.11% 2.40% 1.50%
Job Status
Employed 89.10% 87.90% 91.88% 91.75% 91.19% 92.15% 91.56% 93.50%
Unemployed 10.90% 12.10% 8.12% 8.25% 8.81% 7.85% 8.44% 6.50%
Median
Income $41,317.67 | $35,003.23 | $56,019.58 | $56,436.15 | $59,048.83 | $64,109.65 | $56,014.20 | $81,158.00
Housing
Units 395,013 152,611 887,314 324,272 140,520 705,725 209,557 20,478
Occupancy 92.90% 92.63% 91.96% 92.04% 91.12% 93.30% 93.35% 93.80%
Vacancy 7.10% 7.37% 8.04% 7.96% 8.88% 6.70% 6.65% 6.20%
Rental 73.66% 75.99% 63.97% 67.02% 63.86% 48.15% 55.13% 35.44%

Table 1: List of descriptive statistics of study and control neighborhoods against borough average.

Source: American Community Survey 2005-2009, Census Bureau




Datasets

New Construction Rates

New York City experienced a real estate boom starting in the mid-90s. From 1990 to
2003 the population surged by 10%, and at the same time over 250,000 homes were built.**
Crime decreased across the city and the number of white collar jobs in the city continued to rise,
which led to a demand for housing in the five boroughs. In order to decrease the demand for
housing, re zoning of lower density, or competing uses, was completed to encourage private
investment. Areas of former industrial zones are exciting to developers as large units of land are
available at a low cost. Although the land is usually polluted, by upzoning to a high density and
taking advantage of zoning bonuses through creating affordable housing the developers can

create profitable projects (Armstrong 2005).

Research has shown that neighborhood quality can benefit from new construction, and
makes it an important dataset to study (Ding 2003). Since IBZ designation largely dictates an
areas future, it is important to see construction as a sign that developers are willing to build
despite their presence. Our control neighborhoods have the possibility for rezoning, and do not

exhibit this same characteristic.

Using NYC’s MapPluto dataset we can see the amount of construction that has taken
place, the number of stories of the buildings, and the amount of units that are built. Using this

dataset we can quickly discover the absolute amount of buildings and residential units that have

14 U.S. Census Buereau 2000



been constructed around Industrial Business Zones. To compare it to the borough and control
neighborhoods this thesis will examine the rate of construction. To create a rate of construction,
the number of units that have been built between 2004 to 2009 was divided by the existing
amount of units that were built up until 2003 (all units built prior to 2004). Once the rate of
construction was calculated they were compared to see how IBZ neighborhood construction is

increasing or decreasing compared to that of the borough level and control neighborhoods.

Navy
Yard
IBZ

Brooklyn Navy Yard Study Neighborhood
New Construction Site

Figure 5: Map showing how new construction was captured within the buffer

Real Property Assessment Data (RPAD)



Land Value is important to understand when studying a neighborhood because it can be
used as a proxy for home value and neighborhood stability (Ding 2003) If average assessments
of neighborhoods are dropping around industrial zones, this could cause homeowners and
businesses to move to more stable neighborhoods. Since market value data was not easily
available for all five boroughs, and would have varied from source to source, property value
assessment from New York City’s RPAD master file will be used as a factor instead. Property

value assessment has correlations with market value and could be a factor in land use change.

This assessment can also help gauge the potential market rate values of homes and
apartments of a neighborhood. As assessment value increases we can expect that many changes,
like improved services, and an increase in investment in the property themselves. If the
Department of Finance’s valuation for land assessment is decreasing within IBZ study
neighborhoods, then their commitment to industrial uses could be seen as a threat to the stability

of the neighborhood.

In order to get land assessment value we will be using MapPluto data sets from the year
2005 and 2009. Using the Land Use in MapPluto, only the value of 1-3 will be selected. These
categories include all the residential land uses in the neighborhoods. Land Assessment will be
calculated as a rate of change (2009 average assessment per lot — 2005 average assessment per
lot) divided by the 2005 assessment. The 2005 Property Assessment is adjusted for inflation to
the 2009 spending power based on the U.S. Department of Labor Bureau CPI Calculator. The
median is used in this assessment so that outliers will be controlled. This will give us the change

in average assessment of land at our same three different levels, study, control, and borough.
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Figure 6: Analysis of Property Assessment for residential lots in IBZ neighborhoods

Quality of Life Measures

The disconnect between manufacturing land and their surrounding neighborhoods has
been happening for decades. As manufacturing employment has declined at the same time that
businesses themselves have been shrinking, the connection with nearby residents is small. At the
same time, even small manufacturers can require many deliveries, have to use sidewalks to

temporarily store items, and generally make a lot of noise. Although most New Yorkers



understand the consequences of living in the city and being near loud establishments, that

doesn’t mean they won’t complain.

In 2004, Mayor Bloomberg implemented the 311 service that allows citizens to call a
single number when reporting a complaint to be responded to by a city agency. Calls are sorted
in to categories based on type of complaint (e.g. “Noise” for a complaint of a loud business,
“Street Condition” for potholes). 311 data is publically available through New York City’s
opendata.gov website. The data are analyzed here to identify potential correlations between the
presences of IBZ to their residential neighborhoods. By seeing if the trends of 311 complaints

are increasing, we can tell that IBZ may pose a threat to residential development in the area.

This study focuses on 8 complaint types often associated with industrial areas of the city

to see if IBZs affect quality of life in the surrounding neighborhoods.

311 Complaint Types |Air Quality Asbestos Noise Noise (Vehicles)
Homeless Derelict Industrial Street Conditions
Encampment Vehicles Waste

Table 2: 311 Complaint Types

Some important information to note on IBZ data, these 8 separate complaint types can
further be broken down in to 100 different complaint descriptors. Therefore all of these
“Complaint Types” capture a large range of actions that could have caused someone to complain.
For example, “Streets Conditions” captures potholes, broken signage, and anything else that
would be under damage to a city street. What unifies all of these complaint descriptors is that
they are expected to be responded by the same city agency. “Noise” can be noise from buildings

or commercial establishments and is sent to the Department of Environmental Protection.



“Noise Vehicles” is noise specifically from automobiles and is responded to by the New York
City Police Department. Asbestos in this analysis is mostly used as a dummy variable, since it
occurs in existing buildings.

By focusing on these complaint types we can see if there is a higher amount specific
complaint types in IBZ neighborhoods from 2005 to 2009. From there we can normalize the
data by area as well as local population. To more specifically normalize the population we will
use the value of residential units in each lot according to NYC’s Map Pluto database. This

allows us to organize the data differently than population.

311 Complaint Calls within Study Neighborhood
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Figure 7: Example of 311 analysis within IBZ study neighborhood

Limitations of the Data

When using specific datasets to carry out this research, it is important to understand the
limitations of what can be surmised from them. 311 data has inherent flaws in it, as it is only
created by people who are aware of the system and actually use it. Research done by Columbia
University’s Digital Spatial Information Lab have found that communities with a high
percentage of minorities use 311 service less, possibly as a result of language barriers (Williams,
2007). Property assessment data can have many influences and does not necessary equate to
how much a property is worth. At the same time, in order to study an area that involves tens of
thousands of individual lots, and areas of tens of square miles, this data was the only way to get

uniform information.

Obviously when looking at the effect of IBZs on physical properties, market value would
be preferred to tax assessment, however, citing the difficulties mentioned before when doing this,
land assessment is a solid alternative. Land assessment values are calculated by a single source,
the Department of Finance, and they have a specific method for how they calculate these values.
We also can assume that properties values would be going down if their land assessment value
was going down, and vice versa. As such this method should give us satisfaction for trying to

discern if they affect a neighborhood either progressing or digressing.

As far as 311 data, it is difficult to equate recorded complaints as representative of the
entire community. In this sense, a more qualitative study would have to be conducted and done
at each IBZ. This would be difficult and lengthy process to be done for each IBZ neighborhood,

and it would be necessary to refine complaints that are made specifically against businesses



associated with the IBZ. Again, as our land value assessment before, 311 was the most efficient
way to get uniform data across New York City. They also have a useful categorizing system that
allows us to choose which specific ones we would like to focus on. Once my eight overall
complaint types were chosen, these could be further broken down to complaint descriptor types.
Eight types of complaint types can turn in to 84 different specific complaints once they are
identified. Because complaint type encompasses many different types of things that could
happen, | preferred to use this type. For example “Street Conditions” includes everything from

potholes to broken street signage.

The approach to this study was broad, and had some assumptions, but in the end we are
looking at the accepted city numbers. By looking at such a large scale, this research will not be
able to isolate the small multi-unit building that is next to the loud factory. This research is not
focused on the small scale incidents, but rather the overall trends of industrial zones near
residential neighborhoods. More importantly, the results of this research can be interpreted
different depending on the stakeholder. These interpretations will be discussed further in the

conclusion.

Research Results

New Construction

Construction of new residential units in New York has been successful in the past few
decades. Despite the recession, New York has rebounded in terms of sales of units and overall

new construction better than many urban and suburban areas.



After creating the half mile buffer, new construction data was extracted from MaPluto

from the years of 2004 to 2009. The tables below show results for total new building and unit

growth over the five year period.

Study Area Res‘gigsviilumt New Building Growth
Queens IBZ Neighborhood 5.40% 3.08%
Queens Control 2.15% 1.27%
Queens Borough 4.02% 2.59%
Brooklyn IBZ Neighborhood 7.48% 3.85%
Brooklyn Control 4.00% 2.01%
Brooklyn Borough 5.17% 2.69%
Bronx IBZ Neighborhood 5.11% 4.64%
Bronx Borough 4.84% 3.71%

Table 3: Residential Unite and Building Growth Brooklyn, Queens, and the Bronx 2005 - 2009

IBZ Neighborhoods versus Borough Wide

As we can see IBZ neighborhoods performed consistently better in attracting new

construction than their respective borough overall. In Brooklyn, Queens, and the Bronx we see a

higher rate of construction in both buildings and units within IBZ neighborhoods, which means

that a higher rate of neighborhood development in occurring here. Since both new building

construction as well as total unit growth rates is higher, we are seeing denser development

occurring in these neighborhoods.




When referring to the appendix Table A.1, we can see that four out of five IBZs did
better than the borough wide growth rate, meaning that not a single outlier was bumping up the
entire average for IBZs. North Brooklyn, which compromises the neighborhoods of
Williamsburg and Greenpoint performed exceptionally well at 13.6%, more than double the rate
of the borough. Brooklyn Navy Yard neighborhood was also impressive; by being close
proximity to downtown Brooklyn, the neighborhood was able to attract a large growth rate of
9.36%. Although Flatlands/Fairfield growth percentage was at a lower rate than the Borough,
the absolute number of buildings was impressive to note. Amongst 1,136 buildings we had a
growth of 3,022 new units. The only reason this absolute value had a slow growth percentage

was because the high density of existing units in the area.

In the Bronx there was a borough wide growth rate of 4.84%. Overall Bronx IBZ
neighborhoods performed slightly better than this. When looking at individual IBZ growth rate,
IBZ neighborhoods only saw a modest growth slightly above or slight below it. Eastchester saw
the smallest growth during this time period with only 1.39%. At the same time, Eachester’s
growth rate in buildings was higher than the borough wide average. So construction was strong
in the area, just the number of residential units was not as high since the growth rate in buildings
was higher than the borough wide average, 4.88% compared to 3.17%. Therefore the number of
new construction projects total was good, just the amount of units was small. Factors like public
transit accessibility, small lots, and lower FAR could be contributing factors to the lower rate of

construction.

In Queens, IBZ neighborhoods performed better than the borough in both metrics of

construction growth. At the individual level three out of the five IBZ did better than the borough



growth rate by residential units. These same residential unit growth rates were comparable to
building growth. The only one to note in particular is Long Island City, while have a small new
building growth rate of 1.8%, this same district had the largest growth in new residential units
with almost 40,000 units. This growth can be seen in the major high rise development occurring
around the Hunter’s Point area. These high density, skyscraper apartments actually make our
IBZ neighborhood building construction rate a conservative one, had these units been spread out
it could have been significantly higher. The neighborhood around LaGuardia Airport, which is
called the Steinway IBZ, is the only neighborhood in Queens that performed at rates worse than

the borough average.

IBZ Neighborhoods versus Control Neighborhoods

IBZ neighborhoods in Brooklyn and Queens both fared better than their control
neighborhood counter parts, showing that the commitment to industrial land alone is not
effective in deterring residential development. Growth rate in control neighborhood were all
lower than the growth that occurred at the borough level. This shows that land desirability is
much higher around IBZ neighborhoods rather than our control neighborhoods. Brooklyn
Control A neighborhood had only small growth percentage in both buildings and new residential
units, below the borough wide average. The growth of Brooklyn Control B neighborhood, which
is located on the Atlantic Avenue corridor in Crown Heights has seen little growth, despite being

close to downtown Brooklyn.

In Queens the growth percentage in both the number of units and buildings were half
what the borough was able to achieve. The only IBZ that performed worse than the borough

wide average was the Steinway neighborhood around LaGuardia Airport. Although this



neighborhood had growth rates that were smaller than the borough average, they still performed
slightly better than the Queens Control neighborhood. As such it is clear that the IBZ alone is

not deterring construction.

Analysis of 311 Data

IBZ Neighborhoods versus Borough Wide Complaint Calls

As a result of the 311 analysis, the Bronx shows to have the largest challenges related to
311 complaints around IBZs. Although this research cannot prove that IBZs or other external
forces are causing the complaints that are filed, this analysis shows a clustering of complaints
within these areas. Industrial Waste and Derelict VVehicles were nearly three times higher than
they were at the borough level. Noise from vehicles was nearly five times higher than at the
borough level. Although some of this may be from being at the same proximity to highways and
other important transportation networks, regardless these neighborhoods have serious quality of

life issues that can be typically attributed to industrial zones.

The biggest offender in the Bronx was street conditions. At 77 complaints per 1,000
residential units, street condition proposes a highly damaging issue to IBZ neighborhood
residents. This number is five times the amount per residential unit at the borough level. The
only thing that is higher at this rate is the issue of derelict vehicles. Derelict Vehicles in Bronx
IBZ’s occurred six times the amount that they would per resident at the borough. The percentage
of derelict vehicles complaints was also a small percentage higher than the amount of land that

these study neighborhoods make up in the Bronx, showing a clustering pattern.



In Queens we see some interesting issues due to proximity rather than the amount.
Homeless encampments are low across the borough at less than 1 complaint per 1,000 residents,
and although this is lower per 1,000 residents within IBZs, complaints within the IBZ make up
30% of all Homeless complaints despite the fact that it makes up only 15.15% of the area. As
we can see, although complaints about Homeless encampments are low per residential units, the

majority of them that occur are more likely to happen around IBZs rather than not.

On the other hand, complaints about street condition are much lower around 1BZ
neighborhoods compared to the borough rate. Controlling for population we see that there are
only 22.9 complaints per 1,000 people as opposed to 32 at the borough level. Street conditions
are usually attributed to industrial areas or neighborhoods with close proximity to industrial areas
because of the large amount of truck traffic that comes in and out. | was surprised to find them

that much lower in IBZ neighborhoods.

In Brooklyn, all eight complaints were slightly clustered within our study neighborhoods.
Although IBZ neighborhoods make up 18.07% of land area in Brooklyn, the amount of
complaints made within them were a higher percentage. The amount of complaints in IBZ
neighborhoods as percentage of all complaints ranged from 27-30%, showing a slight clustering.
Once normalized by residential units though, we see virtual even distribution throughout
Brooklyn. The difference between the complaints per unit in IBZ neighborhoods versus borough

wide isn’t statistically significant in any category.

IBZ Neighborhoods versus Control Neighborhoods



The Queens Control neighborhood received fewer complaints per person in seven out of
the eight categories. From what we can see in Queens IBZ neighborhoods have a much higher
level of complaints than the control neighborhood counterpart (7 out of 8). Surprisingly enough,
street conditions were much worse in the control neighborhood, 32.7 per 1,000 residents versus
only 22.9 in IBZ neighborhoods. This had the largest difference of any of the complaint types,

whereas some changes were only minor.

In 2005, Brooklyn IBZ neighborhoods only scored worse than the control neighborhood
counterparts in Derelict Vehicles and Street Condition. The other six complaint types tested
were almost identical at the amount they occurred per residential unit whether they were in IBZ

neighborhoods or across the borough.

311 Tables
18.07% of Land Brooklyn Brooklyn
Brooklyn IBZ Area Brooklyn IBZ Borough Control

Complaint Tvpe As Percentage of |Per 1,000 Per 1,000 Per 1,000

p yp Calls Resident Units |Resident Units [Resident Units
Air Quality 28.66% 2.94 2.8 2.29
[Asbestos 29.61% 0.87 0.81 0.64
Derelict Vehicles 27.23% 5.4 5.42 3.09
Eﬁgie;;em 30.74% 0.83 0.73 0.85
Industrial Waste 27.79% 0.79 0.78 0.51
Noise 29.58% 9.83 9.07 9.35
Noise - Vehicle 27.72% 5.97 5.88 5.69
Street Condition 26.70% 21.92 22.42 17.86
Total 27.67% 48.55 4791 40.28

Table 4: Comparison Chart of 311 Calls in Brooklyn, 2005



Bronx IBZ 20.42% of land area Bronx IBZ Bronx Borough
: Per 1,000 Resident [Per 1,000 Residential
Complaint Type As Percentage of Calls Units Units
Air Quality 15.92% 8.78 2.09
Asbestos 23.45% 3.64 0.59
Derelict Vehicles 22.26% 19.85 3.37
Homeless Encampment 22.31% 1.55 0.26
Industrial Waste 20.49% 3.16 0.58
Noise 16.78% 25.04 5.65
Noise - Vehicle 24.12% 49.02 7.69
Street Condition 18.47% 77.33 15.84
Total 19.76% 188.37 36.07
Table 5: Comparison Chart of 311 calls in the Bronx, 2005
15.15% of
Queens IBZ land Queens IBZ Borough Wide Control
Per 1,000 Per 1,000 Per 1,000
Complaint Type |[Prct of all Calls| Residential Units | Residential Units | Residential Units
Air Quality 21.83% 2.68 2.30 2.92
Asbestos 14.99% 0.48 0.60 1.03
Derelict Vehicles 23.40% 8.49 6.81 8.44
Homeless
Encampment 28.40% 0.65 0.43 0.08
Industrial Waste 19.50% 0.90 0.86 1.18
Noise 16.74% 7.81 8.76 14.52
Noise - Vehicle 21.91% 4.31 3.69 3.71
Street Condition 16.79% 22.90 25.59 32.74
Total 35.34% 48.20 49.03 64.62

Table 6: Comparison chart of 311 calls in Queens, 2005




311 Complaint Count Change over Time

Our first analysis of complaint types was limited only to the year 2005. This coincides
with the year that the Industrial Business Zones became policy. The longer the policy is in the
place, the more businesses are meant to move within the district, increasingly the amount of
activity taking place. Under this idea, there could be more prevalence of complaints from
neighbors as more trucks come in and out of the district, and industrial uses intensify. Looking
at how complaint types have changed over time, we see a very different story, one that may even
further encourage the commitment of Industrial Business Zones. For this section of the thesis |

examine how 311 complaint types change from 2005 to 2009.

Brooklyn

Brooklyn IBZ Wide

2005 Complaint 2009 Complaint Prct
Complaint Type |Count Count Prct Change| Change
Air Quality 756 626 -17.20% -25.82%
Asbestos 225 156 -30.67% -46.97%
Derelict Vehicles 1391 937 -32.64% -23.86%
Homeless
Encampment 213 177 -16.90% -29.58%
Industrial Waste 204 158 -22.55% -33.65%
Noise 2530 2276 -10.04% -13.88%
Noise - Vehicle 1538 1715 11.51% 14.06%
Street Condition 5645 7635 35.25% 44.40%
Total 12502 13680 9.42% 13.88%

Table 7: 311 complaint change over time in Brooklyn, 2005-2009

In Brooklyn we can see that that although complaints overall have expanded by 9.42%,
the number of complaints have dropped significantly in six of our eight categories. Rates of Air

Quality, Derelict Vehicles, and Industrial Waste dropped significantly. As we can see, as the



IBZs have matured in Brooklyn there has been a decrease in specific quality of life issues. The

only major offender here seems to be vehicles, as both noise from vehicles and street conditions

rose significantly during this time period at 14.06% and 44.4% respectively.

When compared to the change that occurs at the borough wide level we see that both

complaints that decreased or increased followed the same pattern within the IBZ neighborhood,

although not at as high of a rate as that of the borough. The only exception in this analysis is

complaints about Derelict Vehicles, which decreased at an additional 10% within IBZ

neighborhoods.

Bronx IBZ Bronx Wide
2005 Complaint 2009 Complaint Prct Prct

Complaint Type Count Count Change Change
Air Quality 164 150 -8.54% -13.50%
Asbestos 68 39 -42.65% -28.62%
Derelict Vehicles 371 412 11.05% 22.74%
Homeless

Encampment 29 22 -24.14% 10.00%
Industrial Waste 59 36 -38.98% -19.10%
Noise 468 407 -13.03% -9.72%
Noise - Vehicle 916 763 -16.70% -14.30%
Street Condition 1445 1908 32.04% 36.29%
Total 3520 3737 6.16% 12.01%

Table 8: 311 complaint change over time in the Bronx, 2005-2009

In the Bronx as in Brooklyn, while complaints overall grew at 6.16%, six out of the eight

categories decreased significantly. The major offenders this time in the Bronx were derelict

vehicles and street conditions. Since we had already found the street conditions were

particularly bad per 1,000 residential units, this is even more concerning that they have grown by




32%. Abandoned vehicles are also continuing to be an issue by growing 11%. Homeless

encampments and Industrial Waste were able to decrease at extraordinary rates.

When compared to the borough, we see that Bronx IBZ performed exceptionally better.
In all categories that decreased, they did so at a higher rate in IBZ neighborhoods. Homeless
encampments saw a rise at the borough level, although they decreased by 25% within IBZ
neighborhoods. Air Quality is the only complaint that did not improve faster, decreasing 8.54%

compared to 13.5% at the borough.

Queens IBZ Queens Wide
2005 Count 2009 Complaint
Complaint Type Complaint Count Prct Change [Prct Change
Air Quality 394 257 -34.77% -28.42%
Asbestos 70 63 -10.00% -26.55%
Derelict Vehicles 1,250 1,456 16.48% 31.51%
Homeless
Encampment 96 119 23.96% 1.48%
Industrial Waste 132 111 -15.91% -25.11%
Noise 1,150 1,033 -10.17% -16.35%
Noise - Vehicle 634 557 -12.15% -3.73%
Street Condition 3371 5,139 52.45% 41.63%
Total 7,097 8,735 23.08% 20.82%

Table 9: 311 complaint change over time in Queens, 2005-2009

In Queens, IBZ neighborhoods saw a major spike in overall complaints, with a 23%
boost. Although five out of the eight categories were able to decrease during this time, many
categories also became worse. Street Conditions in Queens IBZ neighborhoods spiked an
amazing 52% over this time period. This is particularly concerning, since many of these IBZs

are located in neighborhoods that have more drivers rather than pedestrians. The amount of




damage that could be caused to people’s vehicles and the ensuing lawsuits the city must face

pose a major challenge to the city.

Once compared to changes at the borough level, IBZ neighborhoods in Queens were
more successful at decreasing complaints about Air Quality (34% to 29%) and Noise from
Vehicles (12.15% to 3.73%). On the reverse, Streets condition complaints rose a massive
52.45% compared to 41.63% at the borough. Street conditions are significantly worse no matter
what scale you look at. Overall the amount of complaints in IBZ neighborhoods increased at a

higher rate than they did at the borough.

The outlier here is homeless encampments, which increased significantly within IBZ’s
compared to the borough level. This was already addressed as something that occurred at a
higher rate within IBZs in the previous 311 analysis. Further research could be conducted to see
if a high rate of homeless shelters within IBZ neighborhoods, coupled with crowding with these

shelters is causing this increase.

Residential Land Value Assessment Change

As stated in the research design, analyzing land assessment over time was key for
understanding if IBZs are having a negative impact on their surrounding neighborhood. Unlike
construction rates, which are looking at neighborhood investment and development, 311
complaints which is looking at quality of life, land value assessment is to look at how the overall

neighborhood is performing using a standardized metric. Using the same time frame, 2005-



2009, this analysis examines if the trend of property assessment is rising or falling and then

comparing to the borough and control neighborhoods.

2005 Assessment

(U.S.D.) adjusted to 2009 Assessment
Study Area 2009 inflation (U.S.D.) Prct Change
Brooklyn Borough $10,031.5 $19,589 95.27%
Brooklyn IBZ $13,425.27 $17,800 32.59%
Brooklyn Control A $7,100.22 $19,223.07 170.73%
Brooklyn Control B $9,311.78 $17,643.65 89.47%
Bronx Borough $13,134.50 $20,602.69 56.85%
Bronx IBZ $16,448.50 $20,936.20 27.28%
Queens Borough $10,251.23 $19,748.26 92.64%
Queens IBZ $10,988.79 $16,431.48 49.52%
Queens Control $4,512.97 $14,077.79 211.94%

Table 10: Real Property Assessment Change over time in Brooklyn, Bronx, and Queens, 2005 - 2009

As can be seen from the data tables, property assessment is where IBZ neighborhoods

perform well below the borough wide average. Land Value assessment in all three study areas

grew at a rate almost half or less of what was occurring at the borough level. This was

interesting to find that IBZs overall performed at a similar level even in different boroughs. The

similar characteristics of these districts may correlate to this find.

Land Value assessment in Brooklyn grew exceptionally from 2005 to 2009, nearly

doubling at the borough level. When looking at IBZ we see they were able to achieve less than

half the growth in assessment value the borough did, 32.59% to 95.44%. When looking at the

individual study neighborhoods, three of them were from 26% to 35% growth. We had two

outliers in this exception, Southwest Brooklyn, which is the only neighborhood that experienced

a decline at -0.82% and Flatlands/Fairfield which had a high of 78%. Brooklyn Control



Neighborhoods assessments grew significantly higher than IBZ neighborhoods, although still

lower than what occurred at the borough.

The Bronx assessment growth experienced was 27% to 56.85%. This was on par with
other boroughs and does not stand out in any particular way. When looking at the individual
study neighborhoods there is some outliers, with Port Morris achieving only a 9.82% growth
compared to Zerega which was able to experience 57.71.% which is extremely close to the

borough wide level.

Queens IBZ assessment growth was moderate at 49.5%, which again is almost half of
what occurred at the borough of 92.64%. When referring to Table C.3, we can see that this
varied a lot at the individual study area. JFK neighborhood was able to achieve a growth of over
100%, while LIC was at 8%. Variation amongst IBZ assessment growth is most evident in

Queens compared to other borough IBZ neighborhoods.

Control Neighborhoods in Brooklyn and Queens saw a much larger growth in assessment
than our IBZ study neighborhoods. Brooklyn Control A saw a growth of 170% while our
Queens Control neighborhood saw a growth of over 200%. This result is surprising, potentially
showing a higher amount of speculation on the land. If values of the properties rise, efforts

would be made to achieve the highest and best use, which could cause additional rezonings.

As | see the slow growth rate amongst IBZ study neighborhoods, this could be intentional
by design of the IBZ structure and necessary for the future of them. By slowing the growth of
property assessment value, this still allows for the space to possibly remain affordable. If land

assessment value were to increase at a higher rate than the borough level than this would be



detrimental to the manufacturing businesses or commercial businesses that are present on the
peripheral of the districts, and could threaten the stability of businesses within the IBZ because

higher assessment may incentivize property owners to push to different uses.

Conclusion

Summary of Findings

To bring these three separate types of analysis together, we can see that IBZs are not
creating an extremely negative impact on our surrounding residential zones. Had our analysis
shown major loss of construction, highly concentrated complaints per area and person and
decreases in property value than it would have been wrong to say that this policy can work
alongside neighborhood growth. As manufacturing and residential had been conflicting land
uses in the past, this would have shown that this trend still exists today. As this thesis interprets
the data, we have found the opposite, and | would like to continue to make the argument that

these IBZ’s have been a positive accomplishment for the Bloomberg administration.

Due to the limitations of the data, it can be interpreted in different ways. As this thesis
interprets it, the high amount of construction around IBZs show that real estate market is
successful right now despite the presence of IBZs and that it does not conflict with the city’s
goals of increasing housing and encouraging neighborhood development. Others could look at
the high construction, and see this as a sign that these areas could afford additional residential
buildings, or that conflict between the manufacturing districts and new residential buildings will
only be seen in the future. Regardless, the idea that designated manufacturing zones will deter

residential development around it does not hold true in our study neighborhoods.



Complaint data is always difficult to make an argument for since many people can debate
the validity of it as a proxy for assessing quality of life. Since there are many factors that could
cause people to use any of these complaints, it is difficult to discern which ones are really being
caused by actions from an IBZ. This thesis used statistics of area and count per person to show
that in at least one case or the other we can make the argument that IBZ’s are not harmful for the
community. An opponent can say that it is neither a good metric or if applied more specifically
could show that IBZ are in fact causing harm to surrounding communities. However, looking at
trends over time, we can see that IBZs are just as successful and in some cases more successful

at decreasing complaints.

The analysis of 311 data around IBZs was able to show some interesting trends. This
type of data for analysis should continue to be used for analyzing the effects of manufacturing
zones, but it could also be expanded into any number of studies, like studies of heavy
commercial corridors or areas with a cluster of restaurants. Rather than using complaint type,
more in-depth analysis could look at complaint descriptors to get a finer understanding of what is
happening around 1BZs. This more in-depth research can be employed better at the local

development corporation level, the overseers of IBZs.

Although 311 complaints overall have gone up in our study neighborhoods, in most
individual categories they have gone down. “Street Conditions” were where IBZ struggle the
most. Major efforts need to be made by the appropriate planning and a transportation agency to
work with IBZ service providers to ensure that industrial zone development does not destroy the

road network in the area. The Department of Transportation should look to have a small group



committed to IBZ areas, this could ensure that manufacturers and wholesalers don’t lose business

due to decreased services.

Property value assessment analysis was used as a proxy to see how the presence of IBZ
could affect neighborhood change; however, it would be interesting to see more in-depth
research on market values around IBZs. As we saw land assessment did not increase at the rate
that it did on the borough level, it would be interested to see if IBZs are helping to keep pockets
of affordable housing in the city. When looking at our control neighborhoods without IBZ
designation, property assessment growth occurred much higher. This shows that without IBZ
designation this could raise property values in our study neighborhoods, pushing owners into
higher value uses. This could cause faster change in neighborhoods, and potentially put more
pressure on manufacturers to sell their property. These results are similar to research that has
been carried out by the Pratt Center for Community Development and the NYIRN in pressure on

land use.

Recommendations on the future of IBZs

The Industrial Business Zones were created as the first step effort for systematic
industrial retention at the mayoral agency level, prior to this it was a grassroots effort. Obviously
this original designation and initial funding would not last forever, and will still need to be
addressed, studied, and analyzed in the future. Just like their implementation was a first step,
this research is also the first step in attempting to understand their effects. The selection of these
datasets has their limitations, and many more efforts can be done to test the effects they have had

on surrounding neighborhoods.



Looking at this data, we can see that IBZs have not had the major detrimental effect on
surrounding neighborhoods manufacturing uses are normally expected to. With high
construction occurring around Industrial Business Zones, our industrial districts are not as
isolated as they used to be, and have not discouraged development. When exploring our 311
complaint data, we can see that they are not either concentrating complains nor dramatically
increasing their occurrence over time. Although property assessment was not rising as high as
the New York City or borough wide level, it is not reversing either. Using this analysis has
shown that my hypothesis that that the retention of industrial zones have not negatively affected

neighborhood development.

To reiterate the purpose of a manufacturing zoning, one of the goals is, “To promote the
most desirable use of land and direction of building development in accord with a well-
considered plan, to promote stability of manufacturing and related development, to strengthen
the economic base of the City, to protect the character of the district and its peculiar suitability
for particular uses, to conserve the value of land and buildings, and to protect the City's tax
revenues.” (NYC Zoning Handbook 2012) In this manner, as this research has tried to show,

IBZs have not been in conflict with current or future land values.

The debate on industrial retention in urban cores will still continue, and strong arguments
will be made on both sides. Housing advocates and developers may still see construction as a
way to build out of recession. This research is meant to take datasets to show trends to dispel
their efforts to constantly rezone manufacturing land. The goals of future growth, neighborhood
development, and economic development through industrial retention need not be mutually

exclusive.



In order to get a better idea of how to improve Industrial Business Zones, we need to
figure out how we can blend them in to our neighborhoods appropriately. | think finer-tuned,
small-scale research needs to be done to see the more direct effects of IBZs are on their
neighborhood level. At a city wide level, more branding work needs to be done to paint these
neighborhoods as sustainable industrial communities rather than underutilized land. This needs
to be done with the strict enforcement of the goals of the IBZs. As always, invasive uses of

residential and retail need to be curbed or appropriately enforced.

In the next administration, IBZs and industrial policy will need to be discussed and we as
a city need to decide whether or not we want to keep these investments. I don’t think any future
administration will want to divorce from an industrial policy, however, if there is no method
used to better understand how our industrial sector affects neighborhoods then they cannot be
proven to be good policy. | hope this thesis is seen as a first step to understand their effects and
contribute to the debate. Instead of considering dropping IBZs, the discussion should be how
researching how these trends and other data, case studies and precedents can help policy makers

and industrial supporters to better incorporate these areas into the fabric of the city.



Appendix

Brooklyn Results

. - . Prct New Existing Prct

1BZ New Units Existing Units Change | Buildings | Buildings | Change
IBZ Neighborhood
Flatlands/Fairfield 3,055 83,828 3.64% 1,164 33,690 3.46%
East New York 2,286 36,559 6.25% 678 10,306 6.58%
North Brooklyn 8,744 64,245 13.61% 731 14,107 5.18%
Brooklyn Navy Ya rds 4,939 53,365 9.26% 271 4,953 5.47%
Southwest Brooklyn 4,457 76,115 5.86% 378 20,677 1.83%
Brooklyn Borough 48,581 939,025 5.17% 8,440 313,662 2.69%
Brooklyn Control A 2,834 54,523 5.19% 279 11,153 2.50%
Brooklyn Control B 870 38,052 2.28% 278 16,601 1.67%
Table A.1: Detailed Table of Brooklyn Construction 2005-2009
Bronx Results

. . . Prct New Existing Prct

Area New Units Existing Units Change | Buildings | Buildings | Change
IBZ Neighborhood

Bathgate 2,309 40,663 5.68% 185 3,597 5.14%
Hunts Point 2,406 35,520 6.77% 241 4,426 5.45%
Port Morris 1,454 24,695 5.89% 148 2,672 5.54%
Eastchester 249 17,977 1.39% 129 2,646 4.88%
Zerega 896 24,359 3.68% 275 7,739 3.55%
Bronx Borough 23,666 488,855 4.84% 3660 98,595 3.71%

Table A.2: Detailed Table of Bronx Construction 2005-2009




Queens Results

. _ . Prct New Existing Prct

Area New Units Existing Units Change | Buildings Buildings Change
IBZ Neighborhood

Maspeth 558 20,510 2.72% 181 10,607 1.71%
Long Island City 3,467 39,302 8.82% 123 6,879 1.79%
JFK 794 22,481 3.53% 459 13,294 3.45%
Steinway 529 23,047 2.30% 224 11,397 1.97%
Jamaica 3273 54,303 6.03% 1197 28,636 4.18%
Queens Borough 32389 805,567 4.02% 10,227 394,257 2.59%
Queens Control 279 12,956 2.15% 118 9,255 1.27%

Table A.3: Detailed Table of Queens Construction 2005-2009

311 Calls

Brooklyn Borough 2005

Complaint Type Complaint Count Per 1,000 Resident Units
Air Quality 2,638 2.80
/Asbestos 760 0.81
Derelict Vehicles 5,108 5.42
Homeless Encampment 693 0.73
Industrial Waste 734 0.78
Noise 8,553 9.07
Noise - Vehicle 5,548 5.88
Street Condition 21,142 22.42
Total 45,176 47.91

Table B.1 Brooklyn Borough Complaint Counts




Brooklyn IBZ 18.07% of Land Area 2005

Complaint Type Complaint Count /As Percentage of Calls Per 1,000 Resident Units
Air Quality 756 28.66% 2.94
/Asbestos 225 29.61% 0.87
Derelict Vehicles 1,391 27.23% 5.40
Homeless Encampment 213 30.74% 0.83
Industrial Waste 204 27.79% 0.79
Noise 2,530 29.58% 9.83
Noise - Vehicle 1,538 27.72% 5.97
Street Condition 5,645 26.70% 21.92
Total 12,502 27.67% 48.55

Tables B.2: 311 Complaints within Brooklyn IBZ study neighborhood 1BZ

Brooklyn Control 2005

Complaint Type Complaint Count  |As Percentage of Calls Per 1,000 Resident Units
Air Quality 207 0.23% 2.29
IAsbestos 58 0.06% 0.64
Derelict Vehicles 279 0.31% 3.09
Homeless Encampment 77 0.09% 0.85
Industrial Waste 46 0.05% 0.51

Noise 843 0.94% 9.35

Noise - Vehicle 513 0.57% 5.69

Street Condition 1611 1.79% 17.86

Table B.3: 311 Complaints within Brooklyn Control Neighborhoods




Bronx Borough 2005

Complaint Type Complaint Count Per 1,000 Residential Units
Air Quality 1,030 2.09
IAsbestos 290 0.59
Derelict Vehicles 1,667 3.37
Homeless Encampment 130 0.26
Industrial Waste 288 0.58
Noise 2,789 5.65
Noise - Vehicle 3,798 7.69
Street Condition 7,824 15.84
Total 17,816 36.07

Table B.4: 311 Complaints within Borough of the Bronx

Bronx IBZ 20.42% of land area 2005

Complaint Type Complaint Count /As Percentage of Calls Per 1,000 Resident Units
Air Quality 164 15.92% 8.78
IAsbestos 68 23.45% 3.64
Derelict Vehicles 371 22.26% 19.85
Homeless Encampment 29 22.31% 1.55
Industrial Waste 59 20.49% 3.16
Noise 468 16.78% 25.04
Noise - Vehicle 916 24.12% 49.02
Street Condition 1445 18.47% 77.33
Total 3520 19.76% 188.37

Table B.5: 311 Complaints within Bronx IBZ neighborhoods

Queens Borough

2005

Complaint Type Count Complaint Per 1,000 Residential Units
Air Quality 1805 2.30
IAsbestos 467 0.60
Derelict Vehicles 5,342 6.81
Homeless Encampment 338 0.43
Industrial Waste 677 0.86
Noise 6,870 8.76
Noise - Vehicle 2,893 3.69
Street Condition 20,082 25.59




‘Total

\ 38,474

\ 49.03

Tables B.6: 311 Complaints within Borough of Queens

Queens IBZ 15.15% of land 2005

Complaint Type Count Complaint Prct of all Calls Per 1,000 Residential Units
Air Quality 394 21.83% 2.68
/Asbestos 70 14.99% 0.48
Derelict Vehicles 1,250 23.40% 8.49
Homeless Encampment 96 28.40% 0.65
Industrial Waste 132 19.50% 0.90
Noise 1,150 16.74% 7.81
Noise - Vehicle 634 21.91% 431
Street Condition 3,371 16.79% 22.90
Total 7,097 35.34% 48.20

Table B.6: 311 Complaints within Queens IBZ neighborhoods

Queens Control

2005

Complaint Count Complaint  [Prct of all Calls Per 1,000 Residential Units
Air Quality 37 2.05% 2.92
/Asbestos 13 2.78% 1.03
Derelict Vehicles 107 2.00% 8.44
Homeless Encampment 1 0.30% 0.08
Industrial Waste 15 2.22% 1.18
Noise 184 2.68% 14.52
Noise - Vehicle 47 1.62% 3.71
Street Condition 415 2.07% 32.74
Total 819 2.13% 64.62

Table B.7: 311 Complaints within Queens Control Neighborhood

Property Assessment Tables

prookiym 1Bz [ONECE Peeetoany |

Flatlands/Fairfield $9,566.83 $17,209.00 79.88%
East New York $7,723.55 $10,381.00 34.41%
North Brooklyn $11,500.19 $14,595.00 26.91%




Brooklyn Navy Yards

$27,710.75

$37,453.00

35.16%

Southwest Brooklyn

$20,215.69

$20,049.00

-0.82%

Table C.1: Brooklyn IBZ Neighborhood Property Assessment Change

Bronx 2005 Average  [2009 Average |, Change

IBZ Assess (U.S.D.) IAssess (U.S.D.)

Bathgate $14,726.49 $16,817.00 14.20%
Hunts Point $16,462.12 $19,655.00 19.40%
Port Morris $19,510.45 $21,361.00 9.48%
Eastchester $29,014.67 $33,231.00 14.53%
Zerega $11,928.61 $18,813.00 57.71%

Table C.2: Bronx IBZ Neighborhood Property Assessment Change

ez 1 rssess (USD) _assess (115 |Pret Change

Maspeth $15,102.17 $17,782.00 17.74%
Long Island City $32,066.31 $34,896.00 8.82%
JFK $7,668.63 $15,744.00 105.30%
Steinway $11,974.75 $17,051.00 42.39%
Jamaica $8,333.22 $13,568.00 62.82%

Table C.3: Queens Property Assessment Change 2005-2009
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