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Abstract

Following Superstorm Sandyhe Cityand the State dfiew York initiated two separate,
federallyfunded recoveryprogramdor residents along the East Shore of Staten Isldad.
York State offered &etreat style buyout program for three small neighborhoods which would
require the purchased latmremain opespace in perpetuitt he Ci t yés progr am,
rehabilitates reconstructs, or acquirgsoperties with the goal of building back more resilient
housing.This thesis aims to understand why both approaches were being offered to residents
along the East Shore and what impact this might have on the coméngnityr e si | i ence t o
flood events.

Through an examination of the history of the East Shore, as well as thH&guaist
planning processes and recovery programs | uncovered a complex set of interactions between
various levels of government and betweerndessts and governmenthrough archival research
andinterviewsl attempt to unpacthis complex web of interactionadditionally, through a site
visit | examine what this complicated recovery process has meant for the character of the three
neighborhoods$argeted for buyout and the chasce city now faces about theeds future.

In the conclusion sectiohsetout potential recommendations for the future resiliency of
New York City, as well as best practices for future fgbsaster recovery efforta New York

and othecities, especially as it relates to the pursuit of retreat as a climate adaptation strategy
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Introduction

In October 2012 Hurricane Santha | s o cal | ed f Bdeyastatesth@r m Sand
Northeast and officially registered as the secoostliest Hurricane in US history (first is
Katrina) causing $75 billion in damages with 233 fatalitlEe8l{DAT Database)Extensive
disasters such as Sandy require intense collaboration among various levels of government to
create and coordinate recoygrograms and administer aid to those in need.

The primary aim of this research is to understand Vasabnsan bdearned from
previous attempts at flood recovery, specificillg myriad of planning activities and recovery
programs rolled out for red@nts of the Eashore of Staten Island after hurricane Sarfide
research also takes a particular | ook at the
of the East Shore to understand why this was pursued as a strategy as we)laaslhibw
buyouts and retreat shld be pursued in future recovery efforts. Additional lessons are learned
from an examination of poslisaster recovery in New Orleans following Hurricane Katrina.

In the aftermath of Superstorm Sandy, two parallel, federallyeftipdograms began
purchasing homes from those who volunteered along the East Shore of Steteoffered by
Governor Andrew Cuomo and the State of Néavkd the New York Rising Buyout Prograi
began acquiring properties within three spea@bommunities with the requirement that the
newly public land be forever preserved as open space. The other, offered by the City of New
York under first the Bloomberg and then the de Blasio administfatibe Acquisition for
Redevelopment pathway of the Build it Backgmanmd acquired properties with threandatdo
redevelop tk acaiired parcels as new, resiliesttucturesMy research began with the
fundamental question of why these two separate processes, working toward divergent ends, had

been established for residenfshe East Shore. The presence of both retreat and redevelop



strategies withiroverlapping anédjacent areas of communities along the East Shore provides a
unique case study to better understand the complex social and political decisions thatged to thi

phenomenon, as well as the challenges such a community may face moving forward.

New York City
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Figure2: Map Showing Parts of Staten Island and Brooklyn with Sandy Inundation and LocationSifdeadduyoutdviap by
Emily Schmidtin Rush, 2015.
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Figure3: Map Showing the Locations of the East Shore Buyout Areas Along with the Framework from the Resilient
Neighborhoods PlaNew York City, 2017.
The recovery paths available for residents mayhead moretodowithei ghbor hood?d
abilities topolitically mobilize than based on sound land use poli¢kile the City, State, and
outside groups all launched a number of formal planning processes, each of these unfolded
largely independently of one atiner, and the acquisition programs themselves weyel@osely
affiliated withthem.This created a situation which left many residents frustrated and confused

about what their options were and how to even pursue them. In addition to the confusion for

residents, it seems that some of these processes may have actually developed in response to, or
even competition with, alternative programs.



The East Shore presents an interesting case,sadgral communities sedfganized
and lobbied for buyouts to lwéfered My research uncovered a history of numerous floods and
wildfires in the are@ past that seem to key as to why these communities were willing to
pursueretreatas a recovery strategidditionally, a history of long promised but undelivered
protection systems may have lowered residents trust that the City would protect them moving
forward. The presence of this community led retreat strategy and the subdegeate of
buyout participatiorof at least one buyout area, Oakwood Beach, alorfgleviter rates of
participationin Graham Beach and Ocean Breézho were offered the option nearly a year
after Oakwood Beachhake the East Shore a compelling example to study.

| begin with a history of the East Shore, highlighting the repetitious ofdleods and
fires along with residentsd frustration with
about Superstorm Sandy and the initial response which took place. In chapter four | chronical the
bottomup organizing that resulted in t¢ate stepping in to offer a buyout recovery program to
three neighborhoods along the East Shore. In the fifthehapt | di ve deeper into
parallel recovery program, Build it Back, and speak about its preference to rebuild structures in
place, oracquire for redevelopment when necessaith Mayor Bloombergroclaiming his
distaste for retreat as a strategy. The sixth chapter is an analysis-dispsgtr planning
processes, highlighting first the numerous planning processes that took plesse York, with
a specific emphasis on those with relevance to the East Shore, and pespdidaster planning
and recovery in New Orleans in terms of its relevance for buyout and acquisition strategies.
Finally, I conclude with recommendations for mayiiorward which might aid the East Shore,
New York City, or other future recovery processes, especially as it relates to buyouts and

acquisitions and the use of retreat as a-pgsstster strategy



Methodology

In support dthis thesis | utilizedeveral surces oinformation. The first was nine
formal interviews | conducted with a varietyioflividualsincluding: academic<ity planners,
agency administrators involved in managing recovery programs, a participant in the Build it
Back program, and a sotagist who conducted extensive research along the East Shore. My
formal interviews were supplemented with additional informal conversations that occurred as the
result of various events | attended such as panel discussion as well as guest sciaesmic
events or in coursework

Second, | relied on extensive archival research. This inclizaeitiarizing myself with
the academic literature as well as case studies on climate adaptation, disaster re@ocdvery,
acquisitions, buyouts and retreat. | ald government documents including the Action Plans
governing the recovery programs and monitored the public statements of the Governor and
Mayor through an analysis of news articles. | was also able to comb through historical news
articles which helped menderstand the history of the East Shore in terms of its relevance to
contemporary issueédditionally, | examined numerous planning documents to understand the
various planning studies and activities taking place in order to better understand -itiegsbst
planning process.

| supplemented all of this with a site visit to assess the current conditions of the buyout
areas as of Spring 2018 along with some demographic and land use analysis attained from the
Census and New York CiLUTO (Primary LandUse Tax Outputylata.The following thesis
is a synthesis of my findings from all of these sources, along with potential recommendations for

New Yorkodés continued recovery efforts as wel



The History of the East Shoe

Summer Getaway
To understand the dynamics of the East Shore, both in terms of its hazard vulnerability
and its unique social characteristics, you need to understand its history. The area now occupied
by the East Shore, in fact, was not even alwaysdamdl. The East Shore was created as the
result of the recession of the Laurentide Ice Sheet around 16,000 BCE. As a result of the
recession of the glaciemew flat land was formed in what is today the East Shore of Staten
Island. This type of land fornian is known as a glacial outwash plain. Along much of its edge,
land can be found at even lower elevations as developers filled in wetlands (Collins, 2005)
(Urban Waterfront Adaptive Strategies, 2013).
Initial settlement of the East shore was by thecBuivhose first community was Oude
Dourp (Old Town) in what is present day South Beach in 1661 (Steinmeyer, 198ié) ldte
19" century, the East Shore gained popularity as a summer getaway destination. This beach
tourism was further encouraged by new infrastructure, connecting to South Beach in 1886.
(Leng and Davis, 1930l 1890, a reporter faheNew York Times e mar ked t hat A Sou
on Staten Island, has grown wonderfully in popularity in the last few years. It is about forty
minutesrd e é by t he St l@ateand rdpsl traasit gtam§ePmhayses of City
1890).
Soon, the area became a regional attraction sparking development to continue farther
South along the East Shore. In 1901, the Midland Railroad Terminal Comguzaamyed a grant
from the State LandsiBxwaadr €s ro fi alboorud wmred/erntwat
Thecompanyis o erect piers, (WhStrateesn Ilasnlda rbdByLl adn ch gGrc

the following year, Thé&lew York Timewas reportig that more than 7,000 people had visited



Midland Beach and 6,000sitedSouthBeach i n a single day (ANew Y
1902).

This development led to the construction of bungalows all along the East Shore. By 1930
there was as many as 10,0@®ple who rented bungalows between Midland Beach, Graham
Beach, and Woodland Beach alone and the bungalows in South Beach also numbered in the
t housands (AScores of Homes Burned, o 1930) (Af
homes were built in areavulnerable to flooding. According &dan Benimoff of the College of
Staten Islangthe number of homdsuiltini SL OS H £Seaj lealse, and Overland Surges
from Hurricanesa methodology used to determine an areas vulnerability to storn) surge
increaed from less than a hundred to more than a thousand during the 1920s alone (Beminoff et
al, 2015, 26).

Around the 1950s many of these seasonal bungalows becareyedresidences. At
the time of Sandynany ofthese homes were still in use, having bgemdfathered in as
compliant despite their inadequate building standards (Special Initiative faidted and
Resiliency, 2013). Once again, the population grew as the result of transportation infrastructure
with another wave of development and inhaibis following theconstruction of the Verrazano
Narrows Bridge in 1964Some thought that the construction of the Verrazano Narrows Bridge
might triple the population by 1980 (Bennet, 1959).

While not quite reaching the heights projected, indeed thadislpopulation had nearly
doubled by 1980 (Tumarkin and Bowl es, 2011) (
The increased connectivity of the island combined with the lack of available land in the other
four boroughs led Richmond Cour(§taten Islanpto continue to grow at a rapid clip well into

the 2F' century. In fact, the period from 192010 saw nearly 25% growth, making it the fastest



growing county in the state (Tumarkin and Bowles, 2011). Much of this additional construction

was again occuirrg in flood prone areas (Beminoff et al, 2015¢tBeen 1980 and 1990,
according to Benimoff, as many as 1 ,z800m0e sn.edow h
Much of this occurred along the East Shore, and the area saw a further decrease inatsanarsh

more and more land was reclaimed.

As construction continued at a high rate many of the older style bungalows were replaced
by larger more modern structures. However, the remaining bungalows were often isolated,
surrounded by larger homes. Additidgathe average price of a thrbedroom home doubled in
a five-year period in the late 90s (Fioravante, 2002). These changes led Mayor Bloomberg to
launch a taskforce to study neighborhood change and character in the area in the early 2000s.
The resultingecommendations were formally adopted ad.iheer Density Growth
Management Area (LDGMA), a zoning overlfay the Staten Island that reduced density
(AStaten I sl and Growth Management, o0 2014) .

As the transportation and connectivity of the island coetihto increasewhether
through ferry, train, or bridgethe population and the development of the East Shore grew as
well, often times in floogorone areas, or the site of former marshes. Despite the obvious benefits
of higher quality home constructionn r educi ng residentés vul ner at
development did little to upgrade other forms of collective protection, reduced the wetlands in
the area, and placed thousands more residents in high risk zones.

Communal protections were upgied, but not sufficiently. R002Timesarticle stated
t h &he Aiiny Corps of Engineers replaced a berm that was eroding and planted trees and

bushes, and it repaired floodgatesar the sewage treatment péafiioravante, 2002Despite



these minor upgdes, they did not stop flooding from occurring during a 2010 storm, let alone
Superstorm Sandy (Platt, 2010).
Fire and Water
Flooding in Staten Island is well documented. As far back as 1932 thé¥ewrgork
Timesarticles documenting extensive fland. One article chronicled thdtt housands of
Summer bungalows at South, Midland, NewuBn Oakwood and Great Killsere flooded and
badly damageo ( ATi deAndiHeraepattshe Bliowing pearelecyunmentsl 9 3 2 ) .
flooding at Miedlaand FBeadls HiGalCoast, 0 1935) .
During the 1950s, as bungalows began to be used asogeat permanent residences the

vulnerability increased. In 1950, it was documented that more than 300 families were living in

small dwellings at Ocean Breezedurimgh ood t hat occurred in Novem
Staten Island, o6 1950). Additional fl ood event
each. (ABeach Area Aided on Staten Island, 0 1

Nor 6 east eadBdachtin 1992, which damaged coastal defenses, and left the area more
vulnerable to additional floods in 1994 and 1996 (Knafo and Shapiro, 2012).

The East Shore also experiences wildfires. This is largely the result ofreatioa
invasive specieshePhragmites australisvhich provides ample fuel to wild fires (Foderaro,
2012). The East Shore has endured thousands of blazes of various sizes, with 103 major
outbreaks reported between 1996 and 2010, prompting a mandated Federal Community Wildfire

Praection Plan (Community Wildfire Protection Plan, n.d.).
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At the same time, floodingdeame exacerbat@dcurring frequently as the resultefen
small and moderatgormevens. As early as the 1930s many were complaining of flooding due
to moderate rainfall and tidal events (" State
believed to have grown much more severe following the developmer¥eosizano Bridge
construat on (" Staten I sl and Group Asks-foll ood Contrr
increased development meant that more people resided in flood prone areas, and new
development increased the flooding of existing structures in the form of runoff from increased
impervious surfaces and roadways.

The City itself may be to blame for some of the areas flooding problems, selling off large
portions of @Aswamp ytodewlapdrgNew York City Plangigr | y 1960 s
Commission, 1966, 30). A 1966 City Planningre r t s h o lead glairt ahdedtainagéi f

problems are particularly apparent in the Graham Beach, Midland Beach, and Oakwood Beach

10



areas. These difficulties are exacerbated when homes which are built below the finally approved
grades are threatened bywofffrom | egal |y conf orming streetso (
Commission, 1966, 62).
This same report recommends a local body to address development issues, however, it
does not appear one was ever created. Despisetlorisssues outlined in the Plaimg
Commi ssionds repordadt he hieys uét ahmiStatenlisgppmdas si gwn.
development problem is not the single most important issue confronéirgjtshof New York at
t hi s ttcammet e assigned unlimited fiscal and pamere s our c e s , nor shoul
York City Planning Commission, 1966, 2).
The St at e 6Sandyniepon,ite NewvoYserk Rising Community Reconstruction
(NYRCR) Plan for the East and South Shostatesthai r api d devel opment and
planningduring@ peri od of extreme growth | ed to overc
concludingthai whi | e new homes were c¢ @radinmostdasesdd i nf r a
has nod keptup with pace of new developmer{Perkins Eastman, 2014,-24). This
mismanagment has resulted in homes built below street grade, and inadequate drainage and
stormsewer systems, as well as reductions in natural wetland systems (Perkins Eastman, 2014).
There is some indication that the City may be at blame for some of thenfiaesues
due toloose regulatios and the granting of variancas well as a lack of enforcement for
existing rules (Peters et al, 2014). According to former Department of Environmental Protection
Commissioner Albert Appleton the Cifiy,r o u t i n edltoydevelapersiwithoat
environmental restrictions, anxious for the revenue from such sales and also believing that
promoting residential development on Staten Island was a way to kddfe mliass families in

the Cityo (Appleton, n.d.)These sales sometes blocked the path of proposed flood protection

11



measures such as a propormy Corps of Engineers lev@énafo and Shapiro, 201ZJhese
failures are key as the lack of adequate coastal protections was identified as a cause of the
vulnerability to Sady (Perkins Eastman, 2014).
Failure to Protect

As far back as 1937 residents of the East Shore have petitioned for increased coastal
protections. In that year an organized petition to authorities for the Army Corps of Engineers to
provide protections foMidland Beach was launched. The response, as was often the case, was
the promise of a report (fSt&@i9&hAhidoricalind Gr oup
analysisuncoveredrepetitiouspattern of residents lobbying for more protections, authsritie
producing reports, but very little actually being constructed. Additionally, what did get built was
often temporary or otherwise inadequate.

The Army Corps released a comprehensive report all the way back in 1964 calling for a
15-foot levee tgorotectOskwood and Midland Beach as well as additional protections for the
entire length of the East and South shores. These recommendations did not materialize
prompting yet another report in 1976 again calling for the additional levee protection
(Schuerman, 2013Again, no action was taken leading to another study in 2000, which still
wasndt complete by the time Sandy str-uck in 2
disaster funds, NYC Planning completed the study as part of its Resilient Neighborhoods
planning program. The East Shore Resilient Neighborhoods report was completed in April 2017.
Additionally, the funds to finally i mpl ement
the Army Corps levee, is in place with the City, State, and Federatoent all chipping in
(Shapiro, 2015). Along the way, spurred in paralopntinued laclof investment for

protections, foll owing a norodeaster in 1992 r
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advocacy group, the Flood Victims Committee. Their effarere met with additional temporary
protection measures, but not the permanent or adequate protections necessary (Staten Island
Advance Editorial Board, 2012).
Bluebelt

Another report in Staten Island aimed, in part, at flood mitigation stautdor its use of
nature, not manmade protections, to reduce flooding on the island, the Staten Island Bluebelt. As
Albert Appleton, the DEP Commissioner who inaugurated the program, explansa:t ur e has
been managing floodweit successfully for a long tiroéAppleton, n.d.). The program identifies
parcels that could be tied into its network of open space, then obtains those parcels and directs

storm water to them.

‘Staten Island

BLUEBELT

BLUEBELT WATERSHEDS
ECOLOGICALLY SOUND
AND COST-EFFECTIVE
STORM WATER MANAGEMENT

Figure5: Staten Island Bluebelt Watersheds. New York City Department of Environmental Protedtion,

13



The Bluebelt, contrary to the manmade protections, actually moved fairly rapidly toward
implementation. The program had been implemented in three different stream corridors in just
three years and the originally conceived system is now completdiypbu{Appleton, n.d.). One
reason the Bluebelt was implemented so much quicker than the other forms of coastal protection
was its considerably | ower cost. Tahdecoubeo gr am
obtainedncrementally over time agunds became available. The project also benefitted from
strong public support, whereas the Army Corps plans were often controversial (Peters et al,
2014). The Bluebelt system is also tied into the plans for the levee as well as the acquisition and
buyoutprograms along the East ShdPerhaps most interesting, however, is that the bluebelt
provided a preexisting example of a buyout program on Staten Island for the express purpose of
mitigating flood impacts and restoring the areas wetlands.
Future From the Past

Many contend that the East Shorebés past is

postSandy. The arda prior experience with both small and large scale environmental problems

(@)

and the history of repetitive loss was in large partrespbrnsib f or 1t s residents
buyout.

Additionally, the East Shoreds devel opment
typology that is vulnerable to storms, not just the older wooden structures, but also small lot,
narrow roads, and poor infrastture. There is considerable debate, however, about how the area
should be reconstructed p&aandy, witht h e  Sptarss toedngert buyout property to open
space witlthe potential to tie in with the existing Bluebelt, as well as other plans to regevel

the area, whether by government or private market intervention. Various actors are operating

14



with a variety of goals incliling how to balance resilienegth affordability and concerns over
the future of neighborhood character.

It is important to undatand the motivations people may have for living in such a
vulnerable area. Some may feel compelled to feel unsympathetic to those who knowingly reside
in areas that flood. Yet, many residents of the East Shore have lived there for generations, often
setting out of an understandable desire to live near the beach. Additionally, they are victims of a
government that has repeatedly promised to address the flood issues with little to no action over
the years. Staten | sl and riosugsho nboe tainnde sr ecsa ldleend s
repeatedly been promised that protections were on their way. This history has left residents
feeling ignored and largely distrusting of plans and promises made by the City. This lack of trust
shaped t he r es ihdesavdrysations poSandyascwillibeofurthewdistussed in

this paper.
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Superstorm Sandy

The Surge

On October 29, 2012, Superstorm Sandy struck New York City. The storm took an
unusual perpendicular trajectory which aligned with both the daitlymonthly high tide to
produce a large storm surge (Beminoff et al, 2015). As a result, the vulnerable neighborhoods
fronting the Atlantic Ocean saw the most extensive inundation and damage from the storm. Due
to the geographical location of the East @halong with other factors such as housing type,
development patterns, topography, and lack of coastal protections, the area suffered more than
other regions of the City. Storm surge levels were reportedly up to five feet higher along the East
Shore tharthe 14 feet recorded at the Battery in lower Manhattan (Perkins Eastman, 2014).

The result of Staten |Islandbs vulnerabilit
island saw extensive property damage and loss of life. The Special Initiativebiaitdiey and
Resiliency (SIRR) report cited bungalows as being four times more likely to sustain severe
damage than other housing types (City of New York and Bloomberg, 2013. Along the East
Shore, some bungalows were ripped completely from their foundaibearried off to adjacent
marshland (Hunter College East Shore Studio, 2013) (Knafo and Shapiro, 2012). About 16% of
the islands population resided in inundated areas, more than any other borough (City of New
York, 2013). Furthermore, the island saw myethree fatalities, with seventeen (40% of the
total for the whole City) of those occurring in Oakwood Beach, New Dorp Beach, Midland
Beach, and South beach (Scheurman, 2013). Elderly and young children were especially
vulnerable with reports of some d@voing in their own homes, and others being rescued from

rooftops (Hunter College East Shore Studio, 2013).
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Figure6: Map of Staten Island communities included in the Skagebuyout programwithth§ EG Sy i 2F {F yR&é Qa &aid2N
Map by Emily Schmidin Rush, 2015

Initial Response

In the immediatelays aftethe storm the needs in many argasluding the East Shore,
were greater than what tigevernment and nonprofit®uld swiftly address. As a result,
community and falt groups as well as neighisantervenel to provide immediate aid. To the
residents of Staten Isldnhis lack of City support appearedtosdbe cont i nuati on of t
status as the fAforgotten borougho (Connelly a
Island was more d@&yed than other areas of the City is somewhat irrelevant as the mere
perception that this is the case would contin

recovery policy moving forward. Some | have spoken with have indicated that the areavmay h

17



already had a prdisposition against government intervention both in terms of the failure of
government to build out flood protections, lalgothat some local residenigere predisposed to
a libertarian world viewPawlowski, in discussion with theuthor, 2018jKoslov, in discussion

with the author, 2018)

On the day before Sandy, President Obama signed an emergency declaration authorizing
funding to the region for immediate ligaving activitiesand followed p by decl ari ng a
d i s a sntOetoberB! which opened up additional funding for individuals through FEMA.

The City also mobilized emergency and coordinating activities for the initial damage assessment
and cleanup.

It immediately became clear that due to the extensive residdatre@ge and
di spl acement from the storm, that housing was
As a result, Mayor Bloomberg created the Office of Housing Recovery Operations (HRO,
conceived as temporary but still in operation today) designled #osingle agency to coordinate
housing receery money received through HUdhd deliver it to residential applican@ffice of
Housing Recovery Operation2012) (Burley, in discussion with the author, 2018). Within about
a week the City had launchedtRapid Repairs program, an initiative designed to allow
residents to return to damaged homes as quickly as possible by providing free repairs to ensure
the safe occupancy of a home while processes were formed to assist with more permanent
repairs. About B00 properties on Staten Island participated in the program in the first four
months (Chaban, 2013). In addition to these initial and temporary repairs, Mayor Bloomberg
call ed toget her a t astkrinoecocer sttategy,the Sp@dnigative he Ci t

for Rebuilding and Resiliency. Specifically, to aid in the creation of alerg housing
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recovery policy, what would come to be known as Build it Back, the City hired the Boston
Consulting Group in 2013 to devise a program fortmaur family buildings.

Delaying the ability to provide relief to those on the ground was the inability of the
feder al government to move swiftly. 't wasnot
Appropriation Act was signed into law. Within the bileippropriated more than $3 billion
dollars each to New York State and City for housing recovery efforts through the Department of
Housing and Urban Devel opment 6s ( Hlisé&sler Communi
Recovery (CDBGEDR) program (U.S. Departmeat Housing and Urban Development, 2014).

Each time HUD releases funds through the CBEBI& program it must write the rules for how

the funding will be governed, which was not completed until March of 2013. Additionally, HUD
required the City and Stateteecat e A Acti on Pl anso for HUDG6s api
would work to disperse the money to residents. These Action Plans required a couple additional
months.

It is through this Action Plan that the City, along with numerous other types of recovery
programs, describes the design of Build it Back, then going by the name of NYC Houses
Rehabilitation and Reconstruction. From the very beginning of its inception as outlined in this
Action Plan, the City is prioritizing rebuilding over retreat. While tlepays out methods for
outright purchase of a home, it clearly labelstheseasd di t i ondils egatnhlis @pramd it
optionso (City of New York, 2013, 63).

The primary options, or ACore Pat-toyrdo ar e
family structures. On the highest end is compfieteonstructiord Ar esi dent i al prop
been destroyed or is more expensive to rehabilitete to reconstruost ( Ci ty of New Yo

2013, 50).These building would be rebuilt, but would be subject traeced resiliency
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standards, the most common of which is elevation of the strudtueemiddle pathi§ ma j or
rehabilitationg suitable for structureshichar e not compl etely destroye:
damagedo (meani ng r eletdni50% of tketassessed walae). Theksec o st m
homes would also be subject to enhanced resiliency standards such as elevation (City of New
York, 2013, 50)The third pathisi Re habiobut ambbe for homes with I
damageo ( Cork, 2013 50). Aheadditional option according to Talley Burley of HRO
was also reimbursememstjitable for homeowners who had already paid for their own repairs
This pathprovided reimbursemetd homeownersvithin strict guidelines subject to extensive
verification and documentation of money spent on repairs and fair valuéBoaidy, in
discussion with the author, 2018).

ASecond priority optionso include acqui sit
be purchased from their current owners gsimotably poststorm (later changed to pstorm)
value with the intention of repurposing the p
future risks in limited and targetedsc& s 6 ( Ci t y of )Mdduiondllg, th&k, 2013,
document lays dua pathway for buyouts, where unlike acquisition for redevelopment the land
must remain as open space in perpetuity. In both cases, the Action Plan makes clear that the
programs will be voluntary, and the City will not use eminent domain. While the igagdahe

Action Plan makes it clear that the City can pursue a pathway for buyouts, it is also clear that

such a strategy is a fisecond priority. o Furth
states that it will tooPldntoddéntfsamd targetvaredsisuitable e St a
for buyout, indicating that the Cin(Citywbul d be

New York, 2013, 5465). However, as will be further discussed, coordination problems between

the two programsa®n emerged.
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The State also created an Action Plan which, among various programs, proposed the
Recreate NY Home Buyout Program which later became the New York Rising Buyout and
Acquisition Program. This program included similar buyout pathwaystothé Gityact i on p | &
One pathway would be a Astandard buyout, 0 sim
these properties could be redeveloped in a resilient manner. Another pathway would be
Aenhanced buyouts. 0 Thes e etrealmeghamsendequiringythatut s wo
acquired land be used as open space (New York State Homes, 2@13, 40

The Aenhanced buyouto strategy is the one
it mentions its intention to coordinate. A crucial differebce t ween t he St ateds bt
the Cityds i s t hat prestoren véue arthemes amd algo ihcludesiag t o o f
number of additional addn incentives to encourage participation and relocation nearby. These
include an additional 15% tfieprest or m val ue as well as a 10% A
(a tactic the City will later adopt as well) (New York State Homes, 2013 130These extra
incentives are deemed necessary as the program recognizes that if retreat is to be effective as a
strategy it must include as many homeowners in the targeted area as possible.

In lieu of eminent domain the program chooses to remain voluntary and use incentives to
encourage participation. From my conversations with experts it appears that oneaofidne to
implementing buyout programs is the fear of losing population and tax base, in an apparent
attempt to rectify this issue provisions were made for an additional 5% incentive for residents
who relocate within t he explcitlyat resilénts of Newarore 6 s pl a
City will be eligiblefor the buyout options provided by the State, whereas other parts of its plan

will operate outside of New York City (New York State Homes, 2013).
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Through these Action Plans it is already clear thaidents will soon be confronted by
multiple recovery options, with perhaps conflicting overall strategies, options, and goals. In fact,
considerable confusion was created by the presence of the two programs, as well as seeming
antagonism betweenthe ¢it and St ate. Despite the Stateds g
help determine areas eligible for buyouts, an
they would support the Statebds buyout tprogram
offer buyouts to residents along the East Shore def i ance of the Cityos
Additionally, it appears that residents of the East Shore worked around the City, rather than
through it, when it appealed to the State to qualify fdoutgout program. These issues are

further illuminated in the following chapter.
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East Shore Buyouts
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~,

Figure7: Graham Beach Buyout Sifjom 2013 Still Present in 2018. Photo by Author, March 24, 2018.
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Bottom-Up Committee

Residents along theast Shore have been organized for flood resilience advocacy as far

back as at | east the Norobdbeaster of 1992, afte

the Oakwood Beach Flood Victims Committee. The advocacy did not immediately pay off, but
by 2000 construction of a temporary levee was started by the Army Corps. Following Sandy, the
areds long history of flooding combined with the slow or absent construction of adequate
protections were strong factors influencing the consideration of advocatibgyouts (Knafo
and Shapiro, 2012). Knafo and Shapiro (2012) confront the seeming contradiction that a
neighborhood distrustful of government would seek a bail out from the government, but it is
precisely this mistrust idegotettibondrongfatureceventsritiean t 6 s
pushed residents to seek a way out.

Following Sandyseveral residents came together to form the Oakwood Beach Buyout
Committee in order to convingfirst their neighbors and then the governmémdt a buyout was
the best strategy for the neighborhood. Members soon realized that time was of the essence.
They needed to organize before the government could mobilize contradictory plans which would
be hard to overcome, and they needed to act quickly before local tedidera chance to repair
and return to their homes. Still, it was unclear if the community would be willing to abandon
their homes. At an organized meeting just three weeks after Saadlresident Joseph Tirone
asked a crowdf nearly 200 residentd, theywere offeed the prestorm value for theinome
who wouldthey be interested in sellinglrAost everyone raised their hand (Rush, 2015).

Staten Island, and particularly the East Shore where the buyouts tookajdadeas a
different demographicral political makeup than the rest of NYC as a whole. Additionally, it has

a different housing typology with vastly mamglefamily units anchigherhome ownership
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rates. The chart in Figushows some of these key demographic variables accordingpto wh
was living in the two census tracts prior to Sandy during the 2010 census. Oakwood Beach is
located in census tract 128.05 and the neighborhoods of Ocean Breeze and Graham Beach are in

the same census tract, 112.01.

Demographic Variable = Ocean Breeze and Oakwood Beach New York City
Graham Beach

Population 5,758 3,158 8,175,133
Percent White 85.9% 91.6% 44%
Percent Black 1.2% 0.8% 25.5%
Percent Asian 8.2% 4.8% 12.7%
Percent Hispanic 10.5% 8.8% 28.6%
Median Age 40 39.7 35.5
Percent Owner 71.2% 76% 31%
Occupied Howsing Units

Figure8: Selected Demographic Variables for Ocean Breeze and Graham Beach (Census Tract 112.01) Oakwood Beach (Census
Tract 128.05) and New York City. Chart by Author from 2010 Census.

Figure 8clearly shows how different the keup of the East Shore is compared with New York
City as a whole. Particularly the predominately white racial makeup of the area along with the
higher rates of owner occupied units and a slightly higher median age than the rest of the City. In
addition tothe demographic differences, the area also skews much more conservative with those
| interviewed stating thaherewasa libertarian predisposition for somdo lived in the buyout
areagPawlowski, in discussion with the author, 2018)(Koslov, in disoassith the author,
2018)

In conversation with Dr. Liz Koslov (a Mellon Postdoctoral Fellow at MIT and

sociologist who has conducted extensive research along the East Sha8ambstl was told
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that the conversion of the land to open space was a kaeyarent of the neighborhoods
willingness to participate. The distrust of g
land if it could later be sold at a profit to developers, nor did they want developers profiting from

the land either. Additionaj| residents perceived overdevelopment as one of the causes of
flooding and didnét want to see the pattern r
would serve as protection for their neighbors who either chose to stay or resided outsde of t
designated buyout zone (Koslov, in discussion with the author, 2018). Others | spoke with

(asking that they not be identified for these particular comments) were more skeptical stating that
many residents opposed redevelopment because they weredetirfult he gover nment 6s
build affordable or multfamily housing on the acquired land in their neighborhood. They

remarked that there were existing tensions between the more affluent owners in the area and

those who resided in more affordable bungasiywe older housing and that the prospect of

buying out much of this older housing stock and clearing out some of the lower income residents
was appealing to more affluent, largely conservative residégts.e 9shows the approximate

locations of the buyut areas and shows that these areas had lower property values than much of

the rest of the neighborhood. This was validated when | conducted a site visit and observed much

larger housing types just a block or two away from tingolit areas as shown in Eig 10
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Ocean Breeze

and
Graham Beach

RESIDENTIAL VALUE
0-10,150
10,151 -18,500
18,501 -21,500
B 21,501 -25,000
[ 25.001 AND ABOVE
NONRE SIDENTIAL

Figure9: Assessetalue of Residential Properties Along the East Shore. Map by Author, NYC MapPLUTO 2012 and

OpenStreetMap.

27






