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A Letter from
Suffolk County Legislature Presiding Officer

DUWAYNE GREGORY

On October 29, 2012, Superstorm Sandy made landfall on the East Coast of
the United States, becoming the deadliest and most destructive storm of the 2012
hurricane season and the second most costly on record in the United States.

The storm, which began as a low-pressure system, impacted 24 states — most
along the eastern seaboard — with flooding and wind, fallen trees, lost power in
homes, businesses, government offices, electrical substations and schools, and waste-treatment plants dumping
billions of gallons of garbage, sand, oil and sewage into homes and businesses throughout Long Island.

The devastation and destruction, which amounted to upwards of $60 billion dollars, left homeowners on
Long Island reeling, struggling to navigate the path to recovery and the many layers of bureaucracy, unsure of
how to access funding that could be used to rebuild or repair their homes, and uncertain of who to trust and
whom to believe.

Five years after Superstorm Sandy, the Governor’s Office of Storm Recovery compiled data that
assessed the damage on Long Island to more than 64,000 homes and 8,000 businesses. Some $1.15 billion in
funding was awarded and approximately $1 billion disbursed to single-family homeowners. Approximately
11,000 households were assisted with rebuilding and repairs and more than 1,400 mandatory and optional
elevations had been completed with $410 million supporting elevation of homes in flood zones.

In addition, more than $40 million was disbursed to 1,500 households as part of the Interim Mortgage
Assistance Program; 900 low-to-moderate-income rental units were constructed through the Affordable
Housing Fund; and more than 650 properties were purchased by New York State and returned to the land as
part of the NY Rising Buyout Program. Private insurers, FEMA and the Small Business Administration also
provided financial assistance.

While the financial and emotional tolls have been enormous for communities throughout Long Island,
the resiliency shown by residents and business owners has played a significant role in the region’s recovery.

Still, there is more to be done.

In 2017, I sponsored legislation to create the Superstorm Sandy Review Task Force, a 17-member panel
of county, town and village officials, community members versed in land use and engineering, representatives
from labor, a not-for-profit, and higher education with the goal of creating a roadmap for Suffolk County should
another storm of this magnitude present itself.

The task force, under the chairmanship of David Calone, met monthly to gather information and
recommend best practices for pre-storm resiliency, create an infrastructure mitigation plan, coordinate storm
response among emergency services at all levels, and institute a storm recovery and reconstruction template.

This report is a result of the work of the Superstorm Sandy Review Task Force. The analysis provides
important information for how to ensure that Long Island has in place the infrastructure needed to protect vital
resources that provide essential services, like electricity and water. It evaluates emergency services and
discusses ways in which response should be coordinated to ensure access and to avoid inconsistencies and
duplication. The report offers a roadmap for accessing the funding options that are available to repair and
rebuild homes, and websites to secure information relating to services and programs that can assist residents.

I believe this report represents a much-needed assessment of pre-storm Long Island and post-storm Long
Island. It is a compilation of testimony from hundreds of individuals who have been impacted personally and
professionally. | want to thank all the members of the Superstorm Sandy Review Task Force for their time and
commitment to this important project. Through their dedication and commitment we are on our way to a better,
more secure future.
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A Letter from Suffolk County Executive

STEVE BELLONE

Superstorm Sandy struck at the heart of Long Island, leaving
devastation in its wake and creating untold financial hardship and
stress for those who were impacted by the winds and flooding
associated with its storm surge. The aftermath brought out the very best of the collective human
spirit as people banded together to lift up one another up in their time of need. We worked
together to coordinate an unprecedented storm response, to clean up storm debris, restore power,
and to help people rebuild their homes which is ongoing.

Once Suffolk went from response mode into recovery, the County conducted an After
Action Review to identify how we might improve our response to the next major event. Five
years later, the presiding officer established the Superstorm Sandy Task Force to evaluate where
we’re at and what specifically we should be addressing in terms of response, recovery, resiliency
and infrastructure mitigation.

One of the principle fronts on which the County has already taken action is to reduce the
nitrogen loading that has contributed to the degradation of our second line of defense against
storm surges — the wetlands. The Suffolk County Coastal Resiliency Initiative is applying
substantial federal and state grants to connect key south shore communities that currently do not
treat their wastewater to sewers. Another program through Reclaim Our Water is extending
grants from the state and county to homeowners so they can afford to replace non-performing
cesspools and septics with innovative, alternative on-site waster systems that greatly reduce
nitrogen emissions. The five east end towns are providing further funding from their Community
Preservation Fund.

We expect that, as a result of this task force report, there will be further impetus to more
completely prepare Suffolk County for future storm events and gird against sea-level rise.



A Letter From
Task Force Chair

DAVID CALONE

The Superstorm Sandy Review Task Force worked for more
than a year to review and assess the impact of Sandy, improvements in
storm preparedness since 2012, and steps that can be taken to improve our readiness for future
natural disasters.

Members of the task force are particularly grateful to Suffolk County Legislature
Presiding Officer DuWayne Gregory for conceiving of the task force and recognizing the need to
look back so we can prepare going forward. Suffolk County Executive Steve Bellone also
deserves thanks for not only having several members of his administration serve on the task
force but also personally contributing to the work of the task force. | am grateful to our vice
chair, Suffolk County Chief Recovery Officer Dorian Dale, for his guidance and leadership from
the earliest days of the task force. Finally, we could not have completed this endeavor without
the strong support of the Presiding Officer’s staff, in particular Lora Gellerstein, and Christina
DeL.isi and former staff member Josh Slaughter.

Sandy represented the most acute and visible impact that our region has faced as a result
of the global threat of climate change and sea level rise. It won’t be the last. In October 2018,
during the course of the task force’s work, the United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Change released its “Doomsday” report detailing the devastating effects of increased
global warming. Long Island’s location puts us in the crosshairs of future devastating storms.

The spirit of the people of Suffolk County proved stronger than Sandy but, as this report
outlines, we must learn from Sandy and remain ever vigilant to enhance our capabilities when it
comes to our response, recovery and reconstruction, resilient adaptation, and infrastructure. In so
doing, we will better prepare for whatever nature next brings our way.






INTRODUCTION

Sticking out more than 100 miles into the ocean with nearly 1,000 miles of coastline and
no continental land mass to buffer the impact of northward-moving coastal storms, Suffolk
County is on the front lines of the rising sea levels and increasingly ferocious and numerous
storm events that global warming is generating.

As damaging as it was, Superstorm Sandy (“Sandy’”) was not “the big one.” The October
2012 storm turned toward New Jersey and avoided making a direct hit on Long Island. It did not
have a major rain impact on Long Island, and the winds were below hurricane force when they
arrived. Nevertheless, Sandy teaches us that climate change is magnifying the effects of severe
weather such that even storm surge generated by a glancing blow can be devastatingly impactful.

While Sandy was one of our region’s worst experiences, it brought out the best in Long
Islanders: neighbor helping neighbor, stranger helping stranger, and utility workers and first
responders working in difficult and sometimes dangerous conditions to respond to the disaster.
In the months and years since, an unprecedented investment of federal and state dollars
coordinated through the New York State Governor’s Office of Storm Recovery (GOSR) has led
to major infrastructure improvements, thousands of homes raised, businesses back on their feet,
and more natural protection as a result of property buyouts.

Nonetheless, there is much work left to do — not only to finish recovering from Sandy but
also to make sure that our region is better prepared for the next disaster. This preparation
includes improving governmental processes, enhancing man-made infrastructure, and bolstering
natural protections. Importantly, studies show that these are investments well worth making. The
National Institute of Building Sciences estimated in 2017 that every $1 spent by the government
on hazard mitigation projects resulted in a $6 reduction in future costs. *

These investments must be made while simultaneously starting to plan for the reality that
some places on Long Island will never beat Mother Nature, and thus, building restrictions in
some locations will have to be enhanced. At the same time, we will need leadership to ensure
that what has been called “strategic retreat” will be more than merely “ad hoc retreat.”

Sandy is both a historical fact and — nearly seven years later — an ongoing impediment to
many Suffolk residents and businesses. However, enough time has gone by that we now can look
back to help us look forward. The next regional disaster will not be the same as Sandy — in fact,
it may not even be a storm — but as we learn lessons from Sandy we will be preparing for many
different kinds of emergencies. The challenges for our county are how best to prepare ahead of
time for an uncertain future incident, to minimize impacts to the greatest extent possible, and to
put ourselves in the best position to bounce back when the inevitable next severe weather event
occurs. In so doing, we must continually strive to build a safer and more resilient Suffolk County
keeping in mind that preparation is not a one-time thing; it is an ongoing act and state of mind. If
we are doing it right, we will never be done.

1 www.nibs.org/page/mitigationsaves



Mastic Beach after Superstorm Sandy hit. Photo courtesy of Tina Schneyer.

SUPERSTORM SANDY

Sandy hit Long Island on October 29, 2012 with tropical force winds contained in a massive
system that covered 932 miles in diameter, encompassing the entirety of Suffolk County.? Sandy
was the largest Atlantic storm in recorded history, fueled by unprecedented late-season ocean-
expanding warmth (+5°F) augmented by elevated levels of atmospheric moisture. Following
decades of hurricanes spinning up the 45-degree angle of the New Jersey coast and then sliding
eastward out to sea, Sandy’s movements caught many by surprise when, driven by a “3-sigma”
blocking high over Greenland following the largest Arctic sea ice melt in human history, the storm
turned left and headed west towards New York harbor.

2 “Hurricane Sandy's Huge Size: Freak of Nature or Climate Change?”_
www.wunderground.com/blog/JeffMasters/hurricane-sandys-huge-size-freak-of-nature-or-climate-change.html
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The path of Superstorm Sandy. Image courtesy of the National Hurricane Center.3

As a result of the storm’s track, Suffolk experienced maximum wind gusts between 66
miles per hour in East Hampton and 96 miles per hour in Eaton’s Neck, according to the
National Weather Service. The storm surge reached several feet along the entire coast of Suffolk,
measuring at over 9 feet at Bergen Point in Babylon, over 5 feet in Montauk, and over 4 feet in
Greenport.* The aftermath of Sandy resulted in prolonged power outages from downed wires,
school and business closings, flooding, fuel shortages, downed trees across the county, and
millions of cubic yards of debris.

3 www.weather.gov/okx/HurricaneSandy#Track
4 www.weather.gov/okx/HurricaneSandy
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CREATION OF THE
SUFFOLK COUNTY LEGISLATURE’S
SUPERSTORM SANDY REVIEW TASK FORCE

The Superstorm Sandy Review Task Force (“SSRTF”) was the brainchild of Suffolk
County Legislature Presiding Officer DuWayne Gregory. The task force was established through
legislation sponsored by Presiding Officer Gregory, unanimously adopted by the legislature, and
signed by County Executive Steve Bellone on December 26, 2017.

Through this legislation, Presiding Officer Gregory sought to prepare for future storms by
analyzing the challenges Superstorm Sandy presented and how those challenges were met by
federal, state and local governments, public utilities, not-for-profit organizations and the private
sector. The goal was that reviewing and analyzing the preparation for, response to and recovery
from Superstorm Sandy would help ensure that infrastructure, utilities, first responders and
government agencies are in the best position to withstand future named storms and extreme
weather events. Thus, the SSRTF was tasked with performing “an in-depth review of the
preparation for and provision of services before, during and after Superstorm Sandy by
government agencies, first responders, not-for-profit organizations and private sector entities to
determine which measures were effective and what actions must be taken to increase resiliency
and improve response to future extreme weather events.” °

Pursuant to the legislation, members representing various skill sets, stakeholders and
levels and functions of government were appointed to serve on the task force. Those members
were sworn in at the SSRTF’s first meeting in February 2018. At that time, the task force
members selected David Calone, former chair of the Suffolk County Planning Commission, to
chair the SSRTF, and Dorian Dale, Suffolk County’s Chief Recovery Officer and Director of
Sustainability, to serve as SSRTF’s Vice Chair.

In addition to regularly scheduled SSRTF meetings, the SSRTF had four public hearings
in 2018 to solicit input, ideas and comments from the public (See Appendix, Exhibit B). These
hearings were held at Stony Brook University, Southampton Town Hall, Patchogue-Medford
High School and Babylon Town Hall. More than 60 members of the public addressed the
SSRTF at the hearings. The SSRTF also met with the Suffolk County Town Supervisors
Association and held a listening session with Suffolk County residents who served on the one of
the locality-based NY Rising Community Reconstruction Zone Planning Committees.

% Suffolk County Legislature Resolution No. 1156-2017.
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GOALS AND METHODOLOGY
OF THE TASK FORCE

From their first meeting, SSRTF members decided to focus on making recommendations
that were doable in the short term and in the next five years while being cognizant that any
recommendations need to be in the context of both longer-term regional goals and funding
constraints.

To organize its work, the SSRTF established four broad areas of inquiry: storm response,
storm recovery and reconstruction, natural resiliency, and infrastructure. Working groups were
established to investigate and address each of these areas — each of which resulted in a chapter
of this report. The recommendations of each working group appear in their corresponding
chapters and were reviewed by the entire SSRTF prior to the finalization of this report.

NOTES ON THIS REPORT

With a topic as broad as Sandy, the SSRTF had to make choices as to what aspects to
focus on. In doing so, the members tried to emphasize those areas that fell within the broad
personal expertise of the group and that reflected mitigations that would help prepare our county
for a “100 year” storm or greater. As such, while every effort was made to provide citations
throughout this report, since SSRTF members provided certain input based on their lived
experience and since this report is not intended to be an academic work but rather a guide for
policymakers, the SSRTF decided to include certain information even if it was not citable to an
outside source.

Following Sandy, the County undertook a self-assessment as to the Sandy response and
recovery which resulted in a robust “Suffolk County After Action Review” that carefully detailed
County operational successes and areas for improvement along with clear assignments of
operational responsibility within the County government. The After Action Review is included
as Exhibit C in the Appendix to this report.

The SSRTF acknowledges the self-reflection on the part of the Governor’s Office of

Storm Recovery throughout this process and notes the valuable assistance of GOSR personnel in
the SSRTF’s work.

10



CHAPTER I
STORM RESPONSE

The key is not to fight the last war.

— Jon Kaiman, formerly the Governor’s Special Advisor for LI Storm Recovery

The immediate aftermath of Superstorm Sandy saw the largest emergency response effort
ever in Suffolk County’s history. Several thousand Suffolk County employees from the
Department of Fire, Rescue and Emergency Services (FRES), the Department of Public Works
(DPW), the Police Department and many other departments, along with thousands of additional
employees from municipalities and local utilities were tasked with keeping Suffolk residents
safe, clearing debris and restoring power and heat. VVolunteers played critical roles in the
immediate response as well as in the longer-term recovery.

While one can always look back at a specific incident and try to figure out how the
response could have been improved, the simple fact is that we don’t know what kind of major
storm or other natural emergency will hit Suffolk next. Thus, the need for broad-based
preparedness is critical. In that regard, since Sandy, Suffolk County government has done an
admirable job in creating broad-based emergency management plans including revisions to the
County’s Comprehensive Emergency Management Plan, it’s Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard
Mitigation Plan and its
Multi-Jurisdictional
Debris Management Plan.
The County also created a
comprehensive After
Action Review (See
Appendix, Exhibit C) in
the fall of 2013 to review
the actions of County
government during Sandy
and to establish
recommendations and
procedures to allow the
County to be even better
prepared in the future for a
broad range of
emergencies.

Downed power lines in

Westhampton Beach after
Superstorm Sandy. Photo
courtesy of Tina Schneyer.




COMPREHENSIVE
EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT PLAN AND
MULTIJURISDICTIONAL HAZARD MITIGATION PLAN

3 ."" S o )
Nos ol
-.."f‘-'t .-¢.,v.fre B AR

FaIIen trees in East Morlches after Superstorm Sandy hit. Photo courtesy of Tlna Schneyer

Background

The goal of Suffolk County FRES’s Office of Emergency Management (OEM) is to
assist Suffolk residents in preparing for a minimum of three days without public services. OEM
was in the process of updating Suffolk County’s Comprehensive Emergency Management Plan
(CEMP) when Sandy hit with wind gusts reaching 90 miles per hour and up to 9 feet of storm
surge. As a result of Sandy, OEM officials determined that some improvements and changes to
the CEMP were necessary in order to ensure the continuity of services, the safety of Suffolk’s
residents, and the responsiveness of Suffolk’s employees and first responders.

Since Superstorm Sandy

In December 2017, the OEM completed the update of the CEMP — essentially the
operation plan for the County’s Emergency Operations Center (EOC) — in accordance with

12



nationally accepted best practices. One of the biggest changes implemented as part of the revised
CEMP was the adoption of the Emergency Support Functions (ESFs). ESFs, established by the
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) National Response Framework, are a way of
organizing emergency response into 15 nationally recognized functions. In this way, Suffolk is
now aligned with federal and state organizations and can speak the same language when it comes
to structuring its response. Importantly, the OEM also has revised the EOC’s software “E-Team”
and its incident management program to reflect the CEMP and align itself with the ESFs and the
National Response Framework.

The update of the Suffolk County Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan (HMP) was
also greatly impacted by Sandy. The HMP covers the 10 towns, 32 villages and two tribal nations
within Suffolk County’s borders. The goal of the plan is to provide a detailed analysis of
Suffolk’s natural hazards and to outline Suffolk County government’s goals for eliminating future
damage in part by identifying municipal projects that would reduce hazards within the county —
for instance, elevating a frequently washed out road. The HMP, which was completed in 2014,
has identified approximately 750 hazard mitigation projects that could be done within Suffolk
County. Going forward, these projects can now be funded through federal grants as 10 percent of
FEMA funding to disaster areas can be spent on future hazard mitigation projects.

Since Sandy, Suffolk’s OEM also:

e developed an emergency preparedness registry of functional needs individuals;

e expanded the County’s “Code Red” outbound mass notification capabilities to
allow better ability to communicate to Suffolk’s 400,000 homes and businesses;

e addressed a shortcoming in the National Weather Services’ flood prediction data
by adding two new tidal gauges — one at Watch Hill on Fire Island and the other
in Moriches Bay at the Moriches Coast Guard Station — to complement the one
other tidal gauge on the South Shore and the one on the North Shore;

e expanded Suffolk’s central warehouse capacity to house emergency response
equipment and supplies including Meals, Ready-to-Eat (MRESs), bottled water,
cots, generators, etc.;

e created a standing request that weather forecasters from the National Weather
Service staff Suffolk’s EOC during major weather events;

e improved weather notifications and forecasting and modeling;

e integrated Smart911 technology (including an opt-in ability for citizens to provide
additional information about their homes) into the county’s 911 database; and

e created a new website (https://gis3.suffolkcountyny.gov/shelterlocator) so
citizens can determine flood zone boundaries and shelter locations.

Recommendations

Outside experts consulted by the SSRTF, including former Deputy Commissioner of New
York City's Office of Emergency Management Rich Rotanz, have indicated that the new Suffolk
County CEMP is a “model” document.

1) Now that Suffolk has taken the important step of aligning itself with FEMA’s protocols,
the appropriate departments of Suffolk County need to ensure that the County’s emergency
13



2)

3)

plans are continually updated and revised as national best practices continue to evolve over
time. In particular, since the Suffolk County HMP expires in 2019, additional support in
terms of federal and state grants are needed to help fund an updated version.

Since water level information is critical for storm response, if the US Geological Survey is
not able to continue funding the Watch Hill and Moriches Bay water level gauges,
appropriate departments of Suffolk County should seek alternative funding for the $84,000
per year needed to operate and maintain the gauges.

As technology continues to advance, Suffolk should create a multi-jurisdictional and
cross-department team (perhaps in conjunction with Nassau County) to annually review
new technologies that can assist in storm response. Recent advances in just the last few
years that are worthy of review for potential utilization include:
= new flood warning/mapping tech like the MIT-developed RiskMap.us that gathers
real-time, crowd-sourced flood reporting;
= new data driven dashboards for officials and emergency managers, such as
Geospiza which uses predictive analytics and real time data including from
Internet of Things (10T) devices to help improve resource allocation during
emergencies/natural disasters; and
= use of drones and commercial satellite imagery to assess damage and danger.

DEBRISMANAGEMENT

Background

Sandy created the largest debris incident that Suffolk County has ever faced. Most of the

debris was vegetative waste — comprising 99 percent of the total debris by volume and 53 percent
by weight, according to data from the Suffolk Multi-Jurisdictional Debris Management Plan,
Table 2.6.
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Vegetative | Gonstruction | JRSO | white
Jurisdiction Debris (C&D) (}-}.I:-‘Iit‘ej
Babylon 1.535 17.163 | 1644 | 60720 | O 63 0 0 0 0 0 135 3179 78,081
Brookhaven 282,136 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 82 0 290,983 0
East Hampton 17.043 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 17,043 0
Huntington 417723 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 273 0 417,996 0
Islip 6,930 18.090 181 821 0 0 0 0 0 0 288 1.504 7,399 20415
Riverhead 17,291 4314 11 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 17,302 4,320
Shelter Island 2,500 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,500 0
Smithtown 1,624 30614 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,624 30,614
Southampton 119,936 899 0 0 0 0 163 0 0 0 360 0 120,459 899
Southold 125980 0 3.632 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 129,612 0
Suffolk County 465352 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 465,352 0
Total 1,458,050 | 71,088 | 14233 | 61,547 0 63 163 0 0 0 1003 | 1,639 | 1,473,449 | 134337
Notes: Total debris generated from DR-4085 calculated as 284,067 tons — based on conversion factors of: 10 CY per ton of vegetative
debris; and 4 CY per ton of C&D and other debris.

Table from the Suffolk County Multi-Jurisdictional Debris Management Plan illustrating debris
production totals generated by Superstorm Sandy.

The Division of Material Management for Region 1 of the New York State Department
of Environmental Conservation (DEC) estimated that, for Suffolk and Nassau combined, 2
million cubic yards of vegetative waste was created along with 400,000 cubic yards of mixed
storm debris and 100,000 containers (1,360 cubic feet each) of household hazardous waste. In
addition, 125,000 cubic yards of sand were sifted and 100,000 damaged cars were cleared.
Across Suffolk and Nassau, the DEC provided emergency authorizations to establish 52
vegetative debris staging areas and 36 mixed debris staging areas. Additional emergency
authorizations allowed additional rail and barge sites to be created for handling such debris.

It took 15 months to fully clear all of the Sandy debris out of Suffolk County. FEMA
debris management specialists were brought in to advise the County. The Army Corps of
Engineers was particularly helpful in removing debris on Fire Island. This was handled through a
direct federal contract that ultimately entailed hiring over 400 workers and 100 pieces of
machinery which were barged over from the mainland.®

To help with clearing out the vegetative debris, the County initially used four burn boxes
at the Brookhaven Town Landfill that were operating 24 hours a day and required constant EPA
monitoring. Due to environmental and community concerns, the burning operation was reduced
to 14 hours per day and eventually transitioned to chipping.’

® DPW
" 1bid.
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ebris is piled high on Fire Isiland. Photo courteéy of Tina Schneyer.
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Since Superstorm Sandy

The Suffolk County Multi-Jurisdictional Debris Management Plan (DMP) was created by
the Suffolk County OEM in 2016 based in large part on the lessons learned from Sandy. The
DMP provides an organizational structure and standardized guidelines for the clearance,
removal, staging, reduction, recycling, processing, and disposal of debris caused by natural and
man-made events. The DMP is consistent with FEMA guidelines and functions within the
framework of the DEC’s Storm Debris Management guidelines.

Among the lessons learned from Sandy that are incorporated in the Suffolk County DMP
are the need for temporary debris staging areas across the county and the need for longer-term
debris management sites. In response, Suffolk County has pre-identified six sites for this purpose
that are accessible by truck from the Long Island Expressway or Sunrise Highway, according to
DPW. Perhaps most importantly, DPW has created a new competitively bid disaster recovery
contract covering equipment and personnel needed to deal with debris management in the
aftermath of storms. As per Section 1.1.5.2 of the DMP, this contract can be used by all of
Suffolk’s towns and villages at their discretion to help them meet their storm recovery needs.
This effort is consistent with federal policy adopted by Congress after Hurricane Katrina in
2005, which called for FEMA to assist localities in arranging contracts for goods and services
like debris removal, housing, inspections, and electrical installations ahead of disasters to speed
up response and reduce costs.®

8 See “Action Needed to Better Ensure More Effective Use and Management of Advance Contracts,” U.S. Government
Accountability Office, December 6, 2018.
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Recommendations

1)

2)

Continual updating of the Suffolk County DMP and ongoing resources for training
regarding its implementation are critical to ensure not only that storm-caused debris can
be expeditiously removed so that residents can return to their lives but also so that long-
term environmental damage can be avoided. In particular, man-made debris and materials
can be harmful to coastal ponds and waterways, tidal wetlands and barrier beaches — and
may also be washed further inland. The release of toxic materials contained and carried in
this debris by storm events is potentially hazardous and can create long-term threats to
life, safety and property.

While the DEC can allow the use of air curtain burners in certain extreme situations,
given ongoing air quality concerns in Suffolk, the County should emphasize chipping and
grinding vegetative debris and should encourage municipalities in Suffolk to do the same.
Chipping and grinding, while not only more environmentally sensitive, also reduces the
volume of the waste by 75 percent and allows vegetative debris to be recycled as mulch
for use in agriculture, erosion control, and landscaping. Emphasizing chipping and
grinding allows vegetative debris to be managed within each municipality, avoiding the
costs of shipping out of the immediate area for disposal. Suffolk County has
approximately the same amount of chipping equipment as it did at the time of Sandy.
Appropriate departments of Suffolk County should evaluate whether additional tub
grinders and other chipping equipment should be purchased in order for the County (and,
via loan or other arrangement, local municipalities) to be able to more rapidly clear and
dispose of vegetated debris. As part of this analysis, the County should do a countywide
municipal inventory of existing chipping equipment and determine whether additional
shareable resources are needed in the region.

ELECTRICAL RESTORATION
AND COMMUNICATION

Background

Sandy caused the largest storm-related electrical outages in U.S. history, knocking out

power to approximately 8.5 million people across 17 states. Approximately, one million people
on Long Island were without power for some length of time. Due to Sandy and the nor’easter
that hit Long Island the following week, it took more than two weeks — until November 14 — for
the last Long Islanders to get their power back on. The herculean effort to battle through downed
power lines, damaged electrical equipment, flooding and gasoline shortages was undertaken by
more than 15,000 workers including National Grid workers (led by IBEW 1049) and mutual aid
contractors from as far away as Ontario.®

9 “Unprecedented: Personal Reflections on Superstorm Sandy by Employees of National Grid,” published in 2013.

17



The management of any disaster or emergency event is a complicated and multi-faceted
endeavor, and one of the most important parts of any efficient response is the effective exchange
of information between those responding to and those impacted by the incident. The
dissemination of timely and credible information can help residents understand the extent of the
emergency and accelerate the recovery phase while minimizing the overall impact of the disaster
on the community. This is especially true when it comes to the restoration of power, which is the
essential first step to recovery.

While the impact of Superstorm Sandy left significant challenges in terms of repairing
and rebuilding the electrical transmission and distribution system due to the widespread
devastation, it also created challenges from a utility communications perspective. During Sandy,
communications efforts by National Grid, which operated the Long Island electrical transmission
and distribution system on behalf of the Long Island Power Authority (LIPA) at the time, were
inadequate to meet the challenges of the widespread devastation of Sandy, which knocked out
service to approximately 90 percent of LIPA customers.

Since Superstorm Sandy

As a result of a reorganization requested and approved by the LIPA Board of Trustees
prior to Sandy, PSEG Long Island took over the distribution and transmission of most of Long
Island’s electricity beginning in 2014. In reaction to the challenges experienced during Sandy,
PSEG Long Island has made significant strides in improving storm response communications
with the public and all levels of government. Harnessing new technologies, PSEG Long Island
has implemented a number of initiatives to enhance the way it communicates with customers and
key stakeholder groups not only in advance of and during major storm events but throughout the
year so that Long Islanders are better prepared and informed when storms do occur. Efforts have
been focused on refining processes associated with the development and timely communication
of estimated times of restoration (ETRS), increased contact and coordination with municipal and
elected officials, and expanded outreach to the public.

Important improvements implemented under PSEG Long Island’s Comprehensive Storm
Communications Plan include:

e arevamped “Storm Center” website with easy access to key storm-related
information including storm preparation activities, safety information, videos, and
links to various emergency response agency websites. Banners on the company's
homepage, mobile site and Outage Center webpage are updated continuously during
storms to relay the most up-to-date information available;

e an updated Outage Map website that displays outage-related information including
ETRs, number of customers without power, crew status, and cause of outage (when
known);
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Customer facing outage and restoration information. Images courtesy of PSEG-Long Island.

e implementing a new Outage Management System (OMS) to significantly improve
PSEG Long Island’s ability to identify and manage outage conditions, communicate
with customers, and maximize the effectiveness of repair crews. The OMS allows for
“one click” customer reporting of outages via mobile phone and for the proactive
notification of all customers affected by an outage, including providing alerts and
status updates to the customer regarding damage identification/cause of outage, status
of repairs, and ETR changes. Customers can receive notification via phone, text and

email when the power is restored,;
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Communication Preferences
Alerts will be sent to the contact information we have on record for your

sccount. To update your contact preferences, log into MyAccount now @ Get notified when an
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all done.
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Send STOP to unsubscribe.

Mobile outage alerts. Image courtesy of PSEG-Long Island

e enhanced usage of social media platforms and text and email communications to
provide restoration updates and situational awareness, including PSEG Long Island
personnel dedicated to responding to all incoming Facebook and Twitter messages.

e implemented new technologies including a new outage prediction model to allow for
earlier estimation of storm damage based on weather forecast and past experiences
and a new flood monitoring/prediction tool to help identify neighborhoods that will
potentially be impacted during storms;

e enhanced proactive outreach to Life Support Equipment (LSE) customers advising
them of impending severe weather with potential prolonged electrical outages.
Communication with these customers continues throughout a storm in conjunction
with local Emergency Operations Center (EOCSs) including performing “wellness
checks” for those LSE customers with continuing electrical outages;

e improved municipal coordination including dedicated liaison staff providing local
presence/information flow at the town and village level, a new Municipal Portal that
allows municipalities to directly input outages and road blocking wire downs into the
OMS and to obtain tracking and restoration updates, dedicated crews assigned to
road-blocking wire down jobs reported by the municipalities, and new means to
provide information to municipal leaders and elected officials to enhance information
flow to/from the public;
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e introduced and socialized a standardized flood protocol that outlines the process to re-
energize local areas and homes and businesses in flooded areas after major storm
flooding events;

e enhanced interaction with the public in the field through the introduction of four Long
Island-dedicated mobile command centers which serve as community information
points and charging stations, and the use of dedicated outreach liaisons to staff
community outreach centers and to deploy to areas where restoration may be
extensive in order to interact with customers and provide information and supplies;

New PSEG mobile command center. Photo courtesy of PSEG-
Long Island.

¢ deployed new mobile application and mobile units to allow better communication
with repair crews (including non-PSEG Long Island personnel such as out-of-area
crews and contractors) allowing more timely assignment of repair jobs and real time
access to job status changes, outage causes and ETRs.
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Recommendations

1) PSEG Long Island has made demonstrable progress in utilizing new technologies and
procedures to improve communication with Suffolk’s residents during storm events and
to improve the flow of information with both municipal officials and restoration workers
in the field. While these improvements have not yet been subject to a widespread major
impact event, there is significant reason to believe that one of the primary weaknesses of
the regional response to Sandy will now be one of its strengths. Of course, as technology
evolves, PSEG Long Island must continue to optimize its communication abilities. For
instance, once the new 5G wireless standard is rolled out on Long Island in the next few
years, there will be enhanced opportunities for crowdsourcing information both from
people and devices (10T) and for further enhanced two-way communication with
customers and employees in the field.

COMMUNITY INFORMATION CENTERS

Background

In the immediate aftermath of Sandy, Suffolk County worked to establish disaster
recovery centers near the hardest-hit areas. The County quickly had to identify relevant sites
and negotiate Memorandums of Understanding (MoUs) with those locations. Ultimately, five
such centers were established soon after the storm and they were open into 2013. The
locations were at the Lindenhurst Library (which was moved to Copiague in March 2013 and
remained open there until April 2013), Islip Town Hall, the Riverhead Firehouse, the
Dennison Building in Hauppauge, and the Town of Brookhaven’s Mastic Recreation
Center.%® The centers were staffed by New York State and FEMA and primarily served as
places where people could go for FEMA intake, information on flood insurance issues, and
rental and housing assistance.

Since Superstorm Sandy
The Suffolk County FRES has been contemplating ways to pre-plan the Disaster
Recovery Center effort.

Recommendations

1) Suffolk County should initiate a Community Information Center (CIC) program under
the auspices of FRES and with organizational and operational leadership provided by
the Volunteer Organizations Active in Disaster (VOAD) in conjunction with
Community Organizations Active in Disaster (COADS) in the various areas. The CICs
would be non-shelter locations where victims of a widespread storm emergency would
be able to obtain information in multiple languages on home damage mitigation and
repair, charge their electronic devices, and connect to the Internet through WiFi.
Victims should be able to reach the CICs by walking if necessary and therefore the

0 FRES
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centers should be spaced every 3to 4 miles along the South Shore, the North Shore
and the middle of the island. The CICs would be a staging place for neighborhood
well-being checks and should include a volunteer center run in conjunction with local
COAD:s.

2) Suffolk County FRES, working through the VOAD, should pre-identify sites that
would be potential CICs in the areas most vulnerable to a major storm event. Ideal
locations would be centrally located in these vulnerable areas and have backup
power. Potential locations could include firehouses, village/town halls, churches,
community centers and civic organization halls.

3) FRES should create an MoU to be used with potential CIC locations when the need
arises and periodically should discuss the MoU with potential CICs.

4) The CICs should be coordinated with PSEG Long Island to ensure that PSEG Long
Island can use the CICs as community outreach centers to provide information on
electrical outages and restoration plans.

5) FRES should ensure that all of the CICs have accessible information to assist those
with disabilities to obtain the information they need. All written information distributed
should be available in appropriate formats, including audible, large print, and Braille.
People who are trained to support those with particular kinds of disabilities (e.g., sign
language interpreters) should be available in certain key locations where possible as
well as remotely via technology.

6) With the assistance of New York State, at least one regional CIC/Support Center in
both eastern Suffolk and in western Suffolk should be created to provide more robust
services for people with certain disabilities who may face long-term impacts from
storms and other emergency situations. One such CIC/Support Center could be located
in far western Suffolk — perhaps using state land on Route 110 in Farmingdale — and
thus be able to serve residents of Nassau County as well. Such a location would also
allow the facility to serve as a regional emergency management joint operations center
if desired.

IMMEDIATE HUMANITARIAN RESPONSE

g

Background

The Red Cross coordinates Suffolk County’s shelters and has worked with the county
to pre-identify nearly 150 potential shelter locations across the county. During Sandy,
emergency shelters were established in 24 locations across the county and served more than
2000 residents.!

11 Suffolk County Superstorm Sandy After Action Review.
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Long Island’s regional food banks — Long Island Cares and Island Harvest — played a
critical role in the aftermath of Sandy. Suffolk-based Long Island Cares provided nearly 2
million pounds of food over a six-month period after the storm. Its Hauppauge warehouse was
open seven days a week for more than a month after Sandy to assist in the distribution of
needed supplies to residents and first responders. These supplies included not just food but
also cleaning supplies, small appliances, household supplies, personal care products, pet food
and gift cards.

Importantly, starting a week after Sandy, Long Island Cares started working through
local elected officials to help get supplies out to impacted residents. This proved to be a very
effective means of distribution as residents in need would often reach out to their local
elected officials for help.*? Similarly, Nassau-based Island Harvest reported working across
the region to provide more than 3.5 million pounds of food to Sandy victims through the
American Red Cross Disaster Relief Food program.*?

Since Superstorm Sandy

Both major Long Island food banks have enhanced their capacity to serve Suffolk
residents since Sandy. Long Island Cares opened a Lindenhurst storefront in 2013 and Island
Harvest built out its Hauppauge warehouse facility, which had opened just four months
before Sandy hit.

Recommendations

1) Given the success that Long Island Cares had in working through local elected
officials, county legislators and town and village elected officials (in conjunction with
Suffolk  OEM) should coordinate with the regional food banks ahead of time to set up
plans to service their jurisdictions.

2) Given frustrations about the need for multiple daily conference calls to coordinate
relief efforts, federal, state and county agencies along with the VOAD should look at
utilizing new asynchronous communication platforms like Slack and VVoxer to help
streamline communication efforts.

3) Suffolk OEM should work with the major food bank organizations to define
specific areas of service to avoid duplication of effort.

4) In the case of future storms with significant water damage like Sandy, all levels of
government must help get the word out ahead of time about the need for not just
food donations but cleaning supplies donations as well.

12 “The Hurricane Sandy Report,” Long Island Cares.
13 islandharvest.org
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PORTABLE EMERGENCY GENERATORS

Background

Suffolk County has 23 portable 25kw emergency generators that were purchased prior
to Sandy for approximately $27,000 each using grant funding. Ten of these generators are
permanently pre-staged — one in each of Suffolk’s 10 towns.

Since Superstorm Sandy

Local municipalities — particularly on the South Shore — have obtained additional
portable generators since Sandy. For instance, the Town of Babylon received federal funding to
pay for three light towers/portable generators. According to FRES, in 2018 Suffolk County
bought three light towers for use across the county when needed.

Recommendations

1) Since portable generators are infrequently used, appropriate departments of Suffolk
County and local municipalities should ensure that a regular, twice-per-year testing
protocol is adhered to in order to ensure that the portable generators are in good
working condition when needed.

SHARED SERVICES DURING
EMERGENCY RESPONSE

Background

Emergency disaster response is managed under New York State Executive Law Article
2- B, the Suffolk County Charter, and federal emergency response guidelines. The federal
Stafford Act requires FEMA to set standards for emergency preparedness and response and to
oversee the process of disaster mitigation assistance, including reimbursing qualifying
response activities. FEMA requires that mutual aid agreements or MoUs be in place prior to a
declared disaster in order for responding agencies to qualify for federal reimbursement.
Before, during, and in the aftermath of Sandy, Suffolk County worked with other town
emergency management offices through longstanding mutual aid agreements, according to the
County Executive’s Office.

Since Superstorm Sandy

In 2018, Suffolk County created the Suffolk County Shared Services Plan (SCSSP) in
response to a state-wide call to action from Governor Andrew Cuomo. According to the
SCSSP, “the plan includes both inter-county and intra-county aspects of emergency
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management, and builds on existing mutual aid relationships and process.” According to
Section 9(f), within the County, Suffolk will “expand upon intermunicipal coordination
relating to emergency management” and “coordinate intermunicipal acquisition and
maintenance of emergency management related equipment and supplies.” Similarly, with
regard to inter-County projects, Section 10(c) the plan indicates that Suffolk County will join
with other New York counties through “intermunicipal agreements to share emergency
personnel, equipment and supplies when needed and available” and work on “joint training
opportunities.”** A critical part of the SCSSP is the SuffolkShare web portal which allows for
real-time communications between all of the approximately 100 local governments
participating in the shared services initiative. According to the County Executive’s Office, this
communication and enhanced coordination through the SCSSP is expected to build on the
cooperative efforts of emergency preparation and recovery through existing MoUs.

Recommendations

1) As Suffolk County looks to implement the SCSSP as it relates to emergency
management, it should consider the idea of Rich Rotanz (former Deputy Commissioner
of New York City’s Office of Emergency Management during 9/11) that Suffolk and
Nassau create a “Long Island Emergency Management Cooperative” comprised of OEM
leadership from both counties that, within the context of home rule, will coordinate
mitigation and preparedness activities for effective response to and recovery from the
myriad threats facing Long Island’s three million residents. Such an organization could:
coordinate research and training among Long Island’s over 100 municipalities; keep an
inventory of facilities, management and personnel; handle the maintenance and updating
of MoUs; create uniform public education programs; and coordinate the response to
island-wide emergency events. In this regard, a Long Island Emergency Management
Cooperative could play a coordinating and regional leadership role with regard to
emergency management like the Long Island Regional Planning Council does with
regard to planning.

2) The reimbursement protocols of the federal government for storm recovery are exacting
and difficult to adhere to. As a result, towns and villages in Suffolk and elsewhere have
found it difficult to comply and, in some cases, have not received federal reimbursement
because of their deficiencies in following the guidelines. As a service to Suffolk’s towns
and villages, appropriate departments of Suffolk County should hold online training
sessions to provide high-level guidance to the municipalities regarding best practices for
abiding by federal reimbursement processes in terms of reporting and accounting. If there
is interest among municipalities, Suffolk County could also consider providing more in-
depth, fee-based consulting services to municipalities in this regard.

14 See  www.dos.ny.gov/lg/countywide_services/county-plans/Suffolk Plan.pdf
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CHAPTER I
STORM RECOVERY AND
RECONSTRUCTION

What happened in a matter of hours would now take months and years to replace, rebuild and
recover.

- Long Island Cares®®
The most vulnerable people are the most at risk.

— Sammy Chu, former Suffolk County Director of Operations'®

The recovery from Sandy began in the hours after the storm passed and it continues to
this day. Some people will never fully recover from Sandy’s destruction. They will simply
move on as best they can to a new chapter in their lives.

All levels of government played critical, though at times imperfect, roles in the Sandy
recovery. Following delayed Congressional action, the federal government was the key
financier of the recovery. However, federal funding rules and standards were often not a good
fit for suburban Long Island. State officials ultimately served as quarterback for the local
recovery, working to get federal programmatic funds into the hands of homeowners and
business owners while trying to meet rigid and sometimes shifting federal regulations.

The state needed to overcome organizational issues typical of rapidly expanding
organizations while grappling with how to interface in a consistent way with the public in a
changing funding environment. Suffolk County and the local municipal governments were the
boots on the ground implementing where possible and improvising where necessary in order to
provide recovery support to their citizens.

The unsung heroes of the Sandy recovery were the volunteers across Long Island who
pitched in to help their neighbors in need. Volunteers played critical roles in distributing food
and water, staffing shelters, providing family support, removing debris, leading environmental
clean-ups, and hands-on rebuilding. According to the LI VVolunteer Center, based on the
reports from 166 Long Island organizations active in the Sandy recovery effort, 51,662
volunteers spent 521,829 hours supporting the Sandy recovery between November 2012 and
June 2016.

15 “The Hurricance Sandy Report”
16 Testimony to the SSRTF, June 20, 2018.
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PuBLIC COMMUNICATION

Background

Disasters are, by definition, chaotic. While two-way communication between
government/utilities and the public under these circumstances is subject to disarray and
disruption, it is nonetheless critical. During the SSRTF’s hearings, residents described how
their attempts to recover both in Sandy’s immediate aftermath and in the longer-term were
complicated by mixed messages, misleading information, and inadequate management of
expectations.” (See Appendix, Exhibit B). Without one centralized location that provided
updates and real-time comprehensive guidance, residents were confused about the timing of
relief and the immediate and long term resources and support available.

One of the post-Sandy communications success stories was the United Way of Long
Island’s (UWLI) 211 call system. The UWLI 211 system — in place to address non-emergency
health and human services issues — was used in Sandy’s immediate response phase and in the
long-term recovery phase as a way to identify and address residents’ needs. For example, the
UWLI 211 call system was the primary means for the Long Term Recovery Group (LTRG) to
gather information on the mucking out needs of South Shore households. Additionally, New
York Rising (NYR) utilized the 211 system to provide consistent information to low and
medium income residents about their eligibility to participate in NYR programs.

Recommendations

Public information needs to be better coordinated to provide guidance and manage expectations
with regard to recovery and rebuilding. To ensure optimal communication coordination:

1) Suffolk County and Nassau County should jointly create an information hub (“the
HUB”) perhaps in conjunction with New York State and/or a private not-for-profit
third party. The HUB should be the go-to place for residents to obtain accurate up to
date information and guidance on preparing for natural disasters (i.e. how to access
flood insurance, purchasing homeowners insurance, etc.) and recovering from them
(i.e. vetting contractors, information on the parameters and processes of federal
programs run by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), the U.S
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) and the U.S. Small Business
Administration (SBA)). Post disaster, the HUB could also be the entrée to an online
application center for government benefits and programs. The HUB information
should be disseminated via all major modern communications platforms including web
sites, mobile apps, social media, and traditional media. In Suffolk County, the HUB
could be paid for via a permanent “Community Information and Support Center” line
item in the SC FRES/OEM budget.

2) In conjunction with the HUB, an integrated, non-emergency local call center, like the
UWLI 211 call system or New York City’s 311 system should be instituted prior to

17 See “Summary of Public Testimony from Task Force Hearings,” in Appendix, Exhibit A of this report.
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the next major storm event. Such a system can be another effective tool to ensure
timely, consistent and relevant information is provided to residents.

HARNESSING THE SUPPORT
OF THE COMMUNITY

Background

While government’s role is essential in recovering from disasters, the role of volunteers
and not-for-profits cannot be overstated. Long Island has a strong ethos of volunteerism and
mutual support, evidenced by post-Sandy assistance provided by neighbor to neighbor that still
continues to this day.

The primary coordinator of institutional not-for-profit recovery efforts is the Long Island
Voluntary Organizations Active in Disaster (LI VOAD) — a coalition of nearly 100 charitable
service groups that work together to plan and prepare for regional disasters. The role of the LI
VOAD — guided by the core principles of cooperation, communication, coordination, and
collaboration — is to bring together human services organizations, not for profits, disaster
response agencies, and other community partners to prepare for, respond to, and recover from
disaster. Convened and led by the Health and Welfare Council of Long Island (HWCLI) for
nearly two decades, the LI VOAD serves as a liaison between federal, state, county and local
government and national and local non-profit organizations and communities. As part of a larger,
national VOAD network, the LI VOAD is able to leverage national best practices and resources.
Standing committees of the LI VOAD include: the LTRG (Long Term Recovery Group, which
activates to meet the needs of a specific disaster), Volunteer Management, Donations
Management, Housing and Personal Disasters, and the COADs (Community Organizations
Active in Disaster). Following Sandy, the LI VOAD - working with key partners like UWLI, the
Community Development Corporation of Long Island (CDCLI), the Long Island Housing
Partnership (LIHP), the Long Island Volunteer Center (LIVC), the American Red Cross, the
Archdiocese of New York, the Salvation Army, Family Service League, FEGS and the
Association of Mental Health and Wellness — coordinated tens of thousands of volunteers;
provided professional crisis counseling to more than 164,000 affected residents through Project
Hope; coordinated disaster case management for more than 10,000 families; created and managed
a disaster recovery and training center near the Suffolk/Nassau border; in conjunction with the
LIVC and national partners, trained volunteers on appropriate mucking and gutting rehabilitation
for storm damaged homes; established a volunteer housing facility on the campus of NYIT in
Central Islip which housed thousands of volunteers from across the country; and, through the
Unmet Needs Roundtable, raised more than $15 million to directly assist the most vulnerable and
at-risk populations impacted by Sandy.

COAD:s - volunteer community groups that seek to respond to disasters and enhance
readiness in their areas by coordinating cooperative efforts among individuals, organizations,
faith-based institutions and businesses — reflect the immediate grassroots needs of local
neighborhoods and communities and were critical contributors to the Sandy response and
recovery efforts. Ad hoc community groups like Camp Bulldog in Lindenhurst were quickly
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organized and provided meals to hungry residents who had lost their homes. In the aftermath of
Sandy, nearly a dozen COADs have formed across Long Island including in the communities of
Babylon and Shirley/Mastic.

Since Superstorm Sandy

Following the LI VOAD?’s critical role in the Sandy recovery efforts, Suffolk County has
recognized the group’s importance by providing the LI VOAD with a standing seat at the
County’s EOC, including the LI VOAD in the County’s annual emergency management table
top exercises, and by having OEM representatives attend LI VOAD meetings throughout the
year. The LI VOAD recently has also completed two plans for the Suffolk County OEM - one
for spontaneous volunteer management and the other for donation management.

Recommendations

The question in preparing for the next storm is not how to replace this volunteer energy and
empathy, but rather to determine what can be done to harness this human power most efficiently
next time.

1) Suffolk OEM should continue to partner with the L1 VOAD by maintaining close
working relationships, coordinating communication, partnering on
trainings/workshops and attending all LI VOAD meetings.

2) Suffolk OEM should work with the LI VOAD and the National VOAD to establish a
compendium of best practices and a start-up toolkit for COADs while working to
support (including a small amount of monetary support to assist with pre-
organization) and train  COADs in particularly vulnerable areas of the county.

3) Suffolk OEM should host an annual meeting in each township to enable county
legislators and municipal officials to connect with their local COAD and the LI VOAD
so that the officials can be aware of the available resources and community capacity to
assist with storm recovery.

4) Suffolk OEM and other appropriate departments of Suffolk County should partner
with the LI VOAD and its affiliates to maintain and regularly update lists of
volunteers who are specially trained and “on call” to perform certain high skill
recovery roles, for instance, electrical inspection.

5) Suffolk County departments other than OEM should also engage with the L1 VOAD
to ensure that residents’ needs are being met most efficiently through a coordinated
public/private response.

6) Since the federal census determines infrastructure dollars and funding levels from
federal agencies such as FEMA and programs such as HUD’s Community
Development Block Grant (CDBG), Suffolk County should take a leadership role in
promoting and funding census work in the county. An accurate count is critical when
a disaster occurs.

7) Suffolk County, through its elected officials, should advocate for greater philanthropic
funding for our region. While NYC-based foundations rarely fund on Long Island,
the Robin Hood Foundation did support Suffolk residents recovering from Sandy.
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The County is in a unique position to elevate the understanding of our region and its
needs in order to attract new funding sources to address regional issues and crises.

GETTING BACK INTO THE HOME

Funds and services available to homeowners come from multiple federal, state, and local
sources and agencies.'® At its hearings, the SSRTF heard from Suffolk residents about a wide
range of issues that homeowners grappled with at every stage of their return home after Sandy;
including shelter during the disaster, temporary housing during displacement, essential repairs to
structures and in-home utilities, and larger mandatory or optional resiliency projects. In addition,
homeowners grappled with an insufficient stock of affordable temporary housing for displaced
homeowners, difficulty understanding recovery program requirements and calculations for grant
funds, challenges securing adequate and accurate flood insurance settlements, managing
relationships with contractors, and contractor fraud. Helping mitigate against these difficulties
were several programs that were developed locally and which should be part of any plan for
addressing housing needs in future disaster situations.

1. The “Sheltering and Temporary Essential Power” (STEP) Program

In mid-November 2012, with Sandy’s wrath leaving many homes unable to receive
electrical power and a devastating nor’easter just having hit Long Island, FEMA and the Town of
Hempstead OEM in conjunction with the Long Island Builders’ Institute and local electrical
unions conceived of the STEP pilot program. The program made temporary repairs to a home’s
electrical, heating and/or hot water systems, thus allowing the homeowners to shelter in their own
homes — rather than seek limited alternative housing options — until more long-term permanent
repairs could be completed. FEMA formally launched the program on November 16, 2012.%°

Suffolk quickly mobilized to launch a county-wide STEP Program and turned to the
CDCLI to administer it. CDCLI performed assessments on 477 homes and ultimately performed
repairs on 184 homes. The majority of the repairs were completed in November and December
2012. The final home was completed in March 2013. The program allowed hundreds of Suffolk
residents to be able to return to their homes before the winter.?°

Recommendations

1) While the STEP program was a significant benefit to the recipients, the fact that this was
the first time this program had ever been implemented meant that there were some
lessons learned. Perhaps the most impactful of these is that residents moving back into
their damaged homes often dealt with extremely high utility bills.?* One solution is for

18 “Rebuilding After a Hurricane: Why Does it Take So Long?,” The New York Times, October 26, 2018;
www.nytimes.com/2018/10/26/nyregion/rebuild-home-hurricane.html
19 www.fema.gov/media-library-data/20130726-1858-25045-8258/step_pilot_program_final_111612.pdf
20 suffolk County Office of the Comptroller, Audit Report; www.suffolkcountyny.gov/Portals/2/documents/2014-
21CDCFEMASTEPProgram.pdf
2L “Many Sandy Victims Decide to Skip STEP,” Newsday, January 17, 2013; www.newsday.com/long-island/many-
sandy-victims-decide-to-skip-step-1.4460126
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appropriate departments of Suffolk County to work with LIPA and other utilities to
create a special reduced rate for those in the STEP program. Another possibility is to
include in the state’s Action Plan to the federal government a request to allocate some
resources to assisting those participating in the STEP program with their utility bills for
a defined period of time.

2) Appropriate departments of Suffolk County should pre-identify a list of contractors with
proper insurance and licenses who are made aware of the STEP program and pre-trained
in its particulars. This will limit homeowner frustration by reducing the time from
property inspection to actual work authorization. Similarly, the County should keep a list
of suppliers who can provide needed equipment as one difficulty that the STEP program
faced was a limited supply of hot water heaters and permanent furnaces.

3) The federal Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act limited the impact of
the STEP program because, for instance, workers could not be paid under this program to
rip out moldy sheetrock while they were making the heating upgrades.?? Suffolk County
should join with other localities who have implemented the STEP program to lobby for a
change to the Stafford Act to make it less restrictive and easier to qualify for aid.

2. Electrical Inspection Coordination Planning/Pre-Training
Background

Before the electric/gas to a household is reconnected following an outage, utility
companies need clearance from the local municipality that it is in fact safe and allowable to do
so. While it was the public’s perception and the belief of many municipal officials that LIPA
could simply re-energize damaged homes, this was not the case. The electric utility is
responsible for the transmission and distribution (T&D) system — a responsibility that ends at the
point of connection to a building’s service meter.

Everything from the meter into the building is the responsibility of the authority having
jurisdiction and building code oversight — which is the village or town. After Sandy,
reconnections were delayed because municipalities lacked the trained electricians or qualified
inspectors to provide clearance to National Grid on behalf of LIPA to turn the power back on.
As Sammy Chu testified to the SSRTF, “there was a lack of jurisdictional understanding and
intra-municipal cooperation. Unfortunately, the lack of understanding was exposed at a very
critical time.”?3 At the direction of County Executive Bellone, Chu, a former union electrician,
worked with IBEW 25, volunteer fire departments, electrical inspection agencies and others to
organize a fleet of certified inspectors. This initiative led to 6000 damaged homes being reviewed
within two weeks.?*

Since Superstorm Sandy

PSEG LI, now running the Long Island T&D system on behalf of LIPA, has adopted a
Standardized Neighborhood Flood Protocol which provides a more specific process for re-
energizing homes and businesses in flooded areas after major storms. The protocol has been
shared with local municipalities so that they understand their role in the re-energizing process.

22 Sammy Chu testimony to SSRTF, June 20, 2018.
2 Testimony to SSRTF, June 20, 2018.
% Ibid.
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Recommendations

1) Appropriate departments of Suffolk County should coordinate with the municipalities
and PSEG LI to run a training program to make sure there are adequate qualified
electrical inspectors available to expand municipal capacity following future large
storms. Unions, private electrical contractors, volunteer fire departments and the LI
VOAD should all help to recruit potential inspectors. While in-person training
should be required for all initial certifications, an online course should be created for
recertification and for briefing already qualified inspectors so that they can be
quickly and inexpensively activated when needed. A key issue that will need to be
resolved based on the circumstances of the next disaster is how to handle
indemnification for those inspectors who are not municipal employees.

2) Appropriate departments of Suffolk County should consider issuing an RFP in
coordination with the towns and villages to obtain pre-storm bids for critical
recovery services such as temporary housing, inspections, electrical installations,
and excavating equipment. Such an RFP could be re-bid every three years to
refresh prices and suppliers. This would be in keeping with best practice
guidelines from the federal government.?®

3. Bridge Loan Program
Background

At its inception following Sandy, the NY Rising housing program provided a portion of a
homeowner’s award upfront with the remainder to be paid after certain repair benchmarks were
accomplished. This was a challenge for many low and moderate income households who didn’t
have access to sufficient capital to front the money needed to complete the repairs.

To ease this situation, CDCLI and the Unmet Needs Roundtable created a bridge loan
program for households with incomes at or below 80% Long Island’s average median income
(AMI). Bank of America made a $1 million line of credit available to provide these revolving
loans to homeowners. The loan required 0% interest for eligible households. Fifteen households
utilized this bridge loan program before NY Rising recognized this gap and provided for
additional interim payments as repairs progressed. Nonetheless, some families needed a funding
bridge even between these more frequent interim payments.2®

Recommendations

1) While the parameters of NY Rising changed over time making the bridge loan
program less necessary, this revolving loan model can be replicated by CDCLI or
other leading Long Island not-for-profits in future disasters to help certain income-
eligible survivors take advantage of federal and/or state programs with phased
payment schedules. A key aspect to establishing such a program in the future will
be the willingness of local financial institutions, investors or philanthropists to
earmark capital for such a disaster response.

% “GAO Report: Action Needed to Better Ensure More Effective Use and Management of Advance Contracts,”
December 6, 2018; www.gao.gov/products/GAO-19-93
26 NY Rising
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2) Given the huge costs of some renovations such as elevating a house, even those
families with incomes above 80% of AMI struggled to come up with the funds
needed to get necessary repair work started. Future supplemental housing recovery
programs should allow up-front grants to pay a larger percentage of the project costs
provided that homeowners take adequate steps to prevent contractor fraud, including
agreeing with their contractors on a written payment for performance schedule. If
additional up front financing is needed, the programs should work with local lending
institutions and provide them with grant guarantees so that homeowners can obtain
personal loans for this purpose at reasonable interest rates.

4. Sheltering in Place
Background

In the wake of Sandy, there were 38,000 Long Island families needing contractors to
repair, rehabilitate and/or raise their substantially damaged houses. Most contractors provided
quality work in a timely fashion, but the SSRTF heard from numerous residents who suffered
long delays in getting back into their homes due to contractor overwork or neglect. Many of
these families had to stay in hotels for extended periods of time — often far from their homes and
workplaces.

Exampe of temporary housng _a Hunter Shelter.?

Since Superstorm Sandy

Hunter Shelters are 288 square foot modular houses that provide on-site emergency
shelter after natural disasters which make homes temporarily uninhabitable. The shelters, built
by a company located in Suffolk County, are flood resistant, hurricane-hardened reusable
structures that come equipped with solar-powered battery storage and a water purification system.
They can be erected in just a few hours on any property. The estimated cost of $40,000 each for
these temporary homes is substantially less than “FEMA trailers” and can be significantly cheaper
than the cumulative cost of hotels. In addition, by sheltering in place, families can remain better
connected to their local support systems as well as their schools and work. A prototype Hunter
Shelter has been used in Amityville as it is deemed a “temporary storage unit” under Town of
Babylon code.

27 www.huntershelters.com
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Recommendations

1) Local municipalities should review their codes and amend them if necessary to
allow residents to use Hunter Shelters and other temporary structures as a
“temporary storage unit” in order to allow people to quickly shelter on their own
property following a disaster.

2) Suffolk County should consider purchasing a few Hunter Shelters for use across
the region and such use should be contemplated in any future state Action Plan.

CONTRACTORMALFEASANCE

o

1. Preventing Fraud and Abuse
Background

The SSRTF heard from numerous residents at its hearings about how they were cheated
by unscrupulous contractors as they sought to have their homes repaired and/or elevated
following Sandy. As Nassau District Attorney Madeline Singas noted, “Cases involving
crooked contractors are especially disheartening because scam artists tend to target homeowners
who are in dire straits.”?

Residents’ individual grievances described to the SSRTF are corroborated by official
government statistics as well. For instance, statistics from the Suffolk County Division of
Consumer Affairs (SC DCA) indicate they fielded more than 1,550 complaints in 2013 and in
2014, up from just over 1,200 in each of the two years before Sandy. In addition, as of
September 2019 the Governor’s Office of Storm Recovery (GOSR) reported that it had
determined that 233 fraud claims on Long Island have merit and have impeded the applicant’s
ability to advance their recovery project. In response to this contractor fraud, the State has
provided more than $12 million in additional relief which has enabled 98 homes to have
completed construction, 52 additional homes to complete their elevations, and the vast majority
of the remaining homeowners to have resumed construction.

The Suffolk County District Attorney’s office is still active in prosecuting fraud cases
against Sandy repair contractors. For instance, in July 2018, Suffolk District Attorney Tim
Sini’s office prosecuted a Smithtown contractor for taking more than $62,000 from two Sandy-
affected homeowners and failing to make the agreed upon repairs.°

In Suffolk, the District Attorney’s Office frequently relies on referrals from the SC DCA
which is the licensing authority for home improvement contractors and handles initial complaints
(other than for contractors working in the towns of Southampton, East Hampton and Shelter

28 “Sandy Contractor Disputes Bedevil LI Homeowners,” Newsday, March 21, 2018; www.newsday.com/long-
island/sandy-contractor-1.17460002
2% «“sandy Contractor gets 5 Years Probation, to Pay $31G in Fraud Scheme,” Newsday, July 31, 2018;
www.newsday.com/long-island/crime/superstorm-sandy-contractor-sentence-1.20227574
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Island). Prior to the issuance of a home improvement license, County law requires that the
applicant pass a written test on county and state law relating to business and sales practices,
provide a certificate of liability and property insurance (with extra insurance required for those
engaging in home lifting/elevating), provide a Worker’s Compensation certificate, and complete
an application which includes background information. As the SC DCA notes with regard to the
home improvement license, “Home improvement is a very broad term that includes, but is not
limited to the following areas of work: Arborists, Awnings, Basements, Cabinet Makers,
Carpentry, Dormers, Driveways, Excavating, Extensions, Exterminating, Flag Poles, Flooring,
Fumigation, Garages, Insulation, Kitchens, Landscapers, Masonry, Painting, Railings, Roofing,
Siding, Storms & Screens, Swimming Pools, Tennis Courts, Termite Control, Tile Installers, Tree
Services, Waterproofing, and Weatherproofing.”3°

Recommendations

1) Since the best protection against being scammed by a contractor is self-protection,
appropriate departments of Suffolk County and local municipalities should work to
educate residents about precautionary steps they can take. New York State has produced
a list of self-protection best practices focusing on researching contractors, getting
contracts and work plans in writing, and having an inspection of the work done before
making final payments.3!

2) A Statewide /inter-County shared contractor database should be created to allow
consumers to research contractor license information, complaints, and loss of license,
among other things. All individuals/business entities that have received contracting
licenses from any of the counties in New York State should appear in this database in
order to allow a consumer to do proper research before hiring a contractor. As many
construction-related regulations are established by New York State law and not County
legislation, it might be most effective if such a database is maintained by the New York
State Attorney General’s Office. The contractor database should note which contractors
have specialized experience in projects utilizing universal design and/or on behalf of
people with disabilities. Municipal building departments should be required to post
relevant information to the database, including if a contractor’s projects repeatedly have
failed inspections. Recovery Advocates (discussed below) and other disaster
management case workers should also be able to report issues that clients have with
contractors to the database.

3) Inorder to receive payment on a project that is being funded by a homeowner pursuant to
a federal or state recovery program, a contractor should be required to (a) be licensed, (b)
be in good standing on the statewide/regional database, and (c) have proof of insurance
and a performance bond. Establishing such a requirement would entail a partnership
between the SC DCA and the entity dispersing the funds.

4) New York State law should be amended to allow a homeowner facing a situation of
contractor non-performance to seek damages through a contractor performance bond
and/or insurance if a contractor has declared bankruptcy, re-incorporated as a new
business after losing a previous license, or left the state.

30 www . suffolkcountyny.gov/Departments/Consumer-Affairs/Licensing
31 The complete list of recommendations can be found at www.dhses.ny.gov/oem/event/sandy/sandy-scams.cfm
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5) New York State law requires a contractor to place customer funds in an escrow account
or, in the alternative, to provide bond insurance.®> However, the SSRTF learned that after
Sandy these requirements were not adequately regulated and enforced, as the post-
disaster influx overwhelmed the capacity of many municipal building departments.
Municipalities should prioritize stricter monitoring and/or enforcement of this
requirement particularly at the permit application stage. Future State Action Plans
should include funding for enhanced enforcement of this critical safeguard.

6) Suffolk County does not require continuing education for holders of home improvement
licenses. However, such a requirement should be considered as a way to remind
contractors of their obligations to their customers under the law. Currently, while
contractors have to renew their licenses every two years, they do not have to retake the
test on compliance with county and state business practices after they pass it to initially
get their license.

7) Following Sandy, there was so much repair and rebuilding work to be done that there
were not enough licensed local contractors to handle all of it. This led to significant
delays in residents being able to get back into their homes and opened the door for
unlicensed contractors to prey on those who were desperate for help. As Lori Bacigalupo
of Island Park put it, “Many of us were at the point where you took what you could get,
and you crossed your fingers.”* One way to help combat this lack of capacity problem is
for appropriate departments of Suffolk County to help coordinate a regional approach to
emergency trade licensure reciprocity. This could include temporary recognition of trade
licenses across county lines, across town lines (currently Southampton, East Hampton
and Shelter Island have their own contracting licenses), and across village lines as certain
smaller villages only license a limited number of certain specific trade contractors to
work in their jurisdiction. Consideration could even be given to recognizing trade
licenses across state lines.

8) The SSRTF learned that numerous Long Island contractors have lost their license in
Nassau or Suffolk County due to failure to perform work or theft of funds but have
remained permitted to work in the other county. Suffolk County and Nassau County
should coordinate to ensure that this does not happen and that losing a license in one
county causes the loss of one’s license (or at a minimum probation and close scrutiny) in
the other county.

9) The Nassau County Legislature and NY State Senator John Brooks are exploring
additional ways to enhance penalties for home improvement contractor malfeasance.
Among the areas that should be discussed is whether the state criminal laws can be
amended to establish the requisite mens rea for criminal negligence in situations where a
contractor has failed to perform contracted work for multiple homeowners. The Nassau
County Legislature has informed the SSRTF of their desire to work with the Suffolk
County Legislature on this issue to see what changes can be made on the county level and
what mutual efforts can be put towards lobbying to change state law. The SSRTF
supports this joint approach and recommends that both County Executives and both
District Attorneys be involved as well.

32 Home Improvement Fact Sheet New York Attorney General Office; https://ag.ny.gov/consumer-frauds/home-
improvement-fact-sheet
33 “After the Hurricane Came the Con,” The New York Times, October 26, 2018.
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2. Mechanic Lien Reform
Background

If a contractor has not been paid for work on a property, they may place a “Mechanic’s
Lien” on the property by filing a notice with the county clerk’s office and notifying the
homeowner within 30 days. The lien lasts for one year unless it is renewed for one final year.
Once properly filed, a mechanic's lien — like an outstanding mortgage — is an impediment to clear
title. If a mechanic's lien has been placed on a piece of property, the owner cannot transfer the
property or obtain financing on it until the payment dispute is resolved.®*

Since Superstorm Sandy

Following Sandy, numerous unlicensed general contractors filed mechanic liens for
improper contract values in circumstances where there was no written contract and/or no written
change orders. In addition, in many cases, unlicensed general contractors failed to properly pay
their subcontractors, who then filed mechanics liens against the home when the general
contractor declared bankruptcy or was judgment proof. Often in these situations, the homeowner
had already paid the general contractor in full and had no knowledge of the failure to pay the
subcontractor — or even the fact that a subcontractor worked on the project.®

Recommendations

1) New York State law should be changed to require that a contractor filing a mechanic’s
lien should have to provide documentary proof that a contract exists between the lien
holder and the homeowner, that work was completed and/or materials provided, that
payments were requested, and whether any payments have been made. In the
alternative, each county within New York State should be permitted to impose
additional filing requirements when mechanic’s liens are filed with their respective
county clerk’s offices.

2) Another alternative would be to have New York State law more closely conform with
the law in New Jersey which requires the contractor to take some preliminary steps
before filing a construction lien. For instance, the contractor must first file a Notice of
Unpaid Balance with the property owner and the county clerk indicating the amount
the contractor says is owed. After that, the contractor must submit the proposed lien —
along with supporting documentation — to the American Arbitration Association for a
"mini- arbitration hearing" which determines whether the lien is warranted and the
appropriate amount owed. Only then can the lien be filed against the property.

3) The Suffolk County Clerk should require as part of its filing process for mechanic’s
liens that staff will review the newly required documentation and also cross reference
the SC DCA database of licensed contractors to ensure that the contractor is licensed
or was licensed at the time the work was allegedly completed/materials were supplied.
Alternatively, the filing of mechanic’s liens can be moved from the County Clerk’s
office to the SC DCA which can then perform the substantive review with a more
thorough background and knowledge base than the County Clerk’s office.

34 NY State Construction Lien Law, § 3 et seq.
35 Touro Law Center Disaster Relief Clinic.
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INTERGOVERNMENTAL DATA COORDINATION

Background

One of the difficulties faced during the Sandy recovery regarded GIS location data
incompatibilities between FEMA, National Grid, Suffolk County and other municipalities.
These entities used different data systems and, to make matters worse, it took three months
for FEMA to share data with the other governmental agencies. If there had been one unified
GIS database for all of the agencies, relief efforts would have progressed much faster.

Recommendations

1) Suffolk County and Nassau County should jointly organize a data management
conference including the various levels of government, agencies and leading client-
facing not for profits with the goal of setting a data standard that all can use for intake,
resource allocation and mapping. In addition, data sharing agreements should be put
in place to allow the seamless sharing of information between the various
governmental and utility entities.

MAKING OPTIMAL USE OF FEDERAL AND STATE
RECOVERY RESOURCES

While recognizing that all levels of government and their partners continue to work with
residents toward a full recovery, the SSRTF gained valuable insights from a review of the
implementation of federal and state recovery programs - including HUD’s Community
Development Block Grant — Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) as well as FEMA’s National Flood
Insurance Program (NFIP) and Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP). Understanding the
policy objectives and funding source regulations of government-funded recovery programs as
well as the impact of those regulations on program implementation enabled the SSRTF to
determine successes, constraints and potential improvements in order to foster informed
decision-making for future program planning.

Following the federal government’s approval of Sandy relief legislation totaling
approximately $60 billion in January 2013, Governor Cuomo established the Governor’s Office
of Storm Recovery (GOSR) to coordinate New York State’s recovery and resiliency programs
under the umbrella of the “New York Rising” program. With the establishment of GOSR, the
Governor aimed to address communities’ most urgent needs while also encouraging the

3 Sammy Chu testimony to SSRTF, June 20, 2018.
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identification of innovative and enduring solutions to strengthen the State’s infrastructure and
critical systems.

GOSR has utilized approximately $4.4 billion in funding made available by HUD’s
CDBG-DR program to concentrate aid to four main areas: Housing Recovery, Small Business,
Community Reconstruction, and Infrastructure. Paired with additional federal funding that has
been awarded to other State agencies and individual property owners — including $1 billion
awarded through FEMA Individual Assistance, over $1 billion in SBA loans, and more than $16
billion in FEMA Public Assistance — the CDBG-DR program has aimed to enable homeowners,
small businesses and entire communities to build back even better than before.*’

As of the end of September 2019, the NY Rising Housing Recovery Program has awarded
more than $1 billion to homeowners on Long Island. In Suffolk County, 92% of the more than
2600 applicants have completed required repairs and more than 84% of planned property
elevations have been completed (1027 elevations completed out of 1217 planned). In addition,
more than 500 homeowners in Suffolk received Interim Mortgage Assistance totaling over $14
million. %

While GOSR will produce more formal recommendations when the program winds down
in the next few years, as part of its Fifth Anniversary Report in 2017, GOSR published an initial
set of “Best Practices” regarding the administration of CDBG-Disaster Recovery funds:

1. Centralize interagency coordination: Using GOSR as the
centralized vehicle to drive recovery and resiliency, New York State
is promoting the existence of centralized and specialized
administrative capacity, as well as a deeper focus on meeting
numerous regulatory and geographic constraints specific to this
funding source. Thus, our programs can better coordinate with each
other and with key stakeholders to respond to new challenges and
barriers inherent in any recovery.

2. Collaborative planning: Rebuilding without consideration of
assets, hazards, vulnerabilities, and risks dooms communities to
cycles of devastating and repetitive loss, and is not a pragmatic way
to invest precious and limited disaster recovery resources. The path
to true resiliency, therefore, must go through a collaborative
planning process that unites local knowledge and expertise about
community assets with a deep technical understanding of hazards,
vulnerabilities and risks.

3. State governments are suited for connecting federal
resources to local priorities: State governments are equipped with
knowledge about local hazards and future disaster risks, and have
the capacity to foster relationships through grassroots planning
activities, facilitation of interagency coordination and different
levels of government up and down the decision making chain.

4. Data sharing is critical for disaster recovery and long-term

37 www.stormrecovery.ny.gov
8 GOSR
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disaster preparedness. Without it there is a decided risk of making
misguided policy decisions, issuing incorrect eligibility
determinations, and wrongly administering aid to individuals and
communities who already received duplicative assistance through
other programs. Inadequacies can wreak havoc on recovery
operations — making it virtually impossible to decipher whose
properties have been damaged, who is eligible for services, or who
has already received potentially duplicative funds from the Federal
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) and the Small Business
Administration (SBA). Therefore, in addition to establishing
responsive and agile recovery programs, a key goal of any disaster
response is to ensure that the data partnerships are ready and
accurate on day one — or even in advance of a disaster.

5. Federal regulations — and a lack of federal interagency
coordination — decelerate recovery efforts. New York State, like
many recipients before it, quickly discovered that two of the biggest
obstacles to administering CDBG-DR funds are that regulations
governing use of funds were not initially developed with disaster
recovery in mind, and a lack of coordination between multiple
federal agencies that may all be involved in recovery efforts. FEMA,
SBA, and HUD regulations are often conflicting or contradictory in
nature. The process of navigating those ambiguities undoubtedly
slows down the pace of recovery, as individuals and communities
must submit separate but overlapping applications — as well as
federal reviews — for each entity. At the same time, regulatory
conflicts between federal agencies has hindered the State’s ability to
disburse available resources that are within our allocation. This
removes the focus from being on those who desperately need help,
and puts it on complying with the rules of each diverse funding
stream.

6. Data management by in-house software developers enables
the fast scaling up of programs. The development of agile and
responsive systems is a key component of setting up a disaster
response. As stated above, solid data sharing and management
practices within an agency are critical to getting CDBG-DR funds
into the hands of disaster-impacted individuals and communities.
From the outset, grantee leadership must collaborate with regulatory
experts, policymakers, data analysts, and technologists to select the
proper systems that will enhance (rather than detract from) program
implementation. The systems must be modular enough to
accommodate for the constantly evolving CDBG-DR regulatory
environment, but standard enough for software developers to
quickly modify them for everyday use. The cost of choosing the
wrong application and technological infrastructure can negatively
impact the way that a grantee does business throughout the life of
its grant.

7. Open communication with HUD helps staff keep up with
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constantly evolving regulations, like CDBG-DR regulations that
make it difficult for staff to design sound and compliant disaster
recovery programs. Regulatory conditions often vary by disaster, or
may be applicable to only a single recovery effort. Staff who are
tasked with managing these programs benefit from open, frequent,
and collegial communication with HUD throughout every stage of a
recovery process. The steep learning curve requires the proven
expertise of dependable and knowledgeable staff members, and
conversely, makes it arduous for newcomers to enter the field. Yet,
the increasing frequency of disasters throughout the country
heightens the difficulty of finding expert staff who are current with
the field and who are acutely aware of the subtleties in regulations
from disaster to disaster. As one disaster recovery effort winds down
to a close, there may be value in maintaining a pre-existing entity
that could be useful for retaining and maintaining hard-won CDBG-
DR proficiency in anticipation of the next disaster. This also extends
to HUD; CDBG-DR funds are a creature of supplemental
appropriations, without sufficient capacity and resources to
administer these funds — months or years after the event — critical
decisions can remain unmade, slowing the disbursement of funds.

8. Embedded academic researchers enhance disaster recovery
efforts in real-time. In addition to focusing on recovery and
resiliency, there is a need to look at the bigger picture and
understand how we can do better, informed by the lessons of our
predecessors and others. As New York State has seen with its work
with the State University of New York’s (SUNY) Rockefeller
Institute of Government (RIG), embedding academic researchers
within disaster recovery offices can enhance efforts in real-time.
Collaborating with academics has the dual benefit of both exposing
program delivery efforts to rigorous analysis, and providing
program staff with relevant data and policy support. Researchers
provide a valuable frame of reference for teams that have limited
time to reflect on program effectiveness. In the best cases,
academics may provide internal support to staff by pointing out
blind spots, identifying areas of concern, or highlighting
opportunities to exceed requirements. When used accordingly, these
functions may assist agencies to incorporate feedback not only once
a recovery is complete, but rather, immediately through revisions to
its operations and policies.

GOSR’s NY Rising program and the federal funding that fueled it, was a tremendous boon
for the vast majority of residents working to recover from Sandy. However, as experienced
directly by some SSRTF members and as expressed by numerous residents who testified at the
SSRTF’s public hearings, for some storm victims their experience with the federal and state
recovery efforts led to frustration and confusion. Their struggles, some of which are ongoing,
generally were derived from communication breakdowns that resulted from case management
issues, policy implementation changes over time, and federal program criteria that did not fit with
the circumstances of post-Sandy Long Island.
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1. Communication, Information and Case Management
Background

After Sandy, there were multiple federal funding sources — FEMA, SBA, and HUD
CDGB-DR - that were utilized by the federal and state governments to provide relief to impacted
residents. Each of these funding sources has its own requirements, eligibility guidelines and unique
regulations. Seeing one’s way through these rules can be a quagmire, even for the most
experienced paper jugglers. The challenges of managing paperwork and application submission
through FEMA, insurance companies, and the SBA, along with changing Federal/state
requirements, municipal regulations, and dealing with potential contractor fraud, proved to be
overwhelming for many Long Island residents — especially for the most vulnerable.

The primary resource available to help the public wade through this morass have been
Disaster Case Managers (DCMs), which have included NY Rising employees and staff hired by
local non-profit organizations such as Catholic Charities of Rockville Centre, FEGS, Family
Service League, and Lutheran Social Services, using federal funding provided under the Stafford
Act. The vast majority of these caseworkers provided excellent service to recovering residents.
However, the SSRTF heard from many residents about high staff turnover among DCMs. Some
of the primary reasons for this turnover were that on-going interaction with survivors of a natural
disaster can be draining; that since DCMs knew that their position was temporary and that
ultimately they would have to get jobs elsewhere, when better paying opportunities came up there
was little incentive for DCMs to stay; and that since the Stafford Act provides DCM funding for
limited periods of time and New York State requests for program extensions would frequently be
granted just before the program expired, many trained staff looked for other work because of the
lack of certainty about program continuation.

Among other negative effects, the high turnover of DCMs slowed down the application
process for many residents and led to inefficiencies in terms of lost paperwork and replacement
caseworkers needing to get up to speed relative to individual circumstances. One Suffolk resident
complained at an SSRTF hearing that his application had been significantly delayed by the fact
that he had nine different people handling his case since Sandy. Another resident pointed out that
her paperwork went missing more than once resulting in the need to submit voluminous business
documents several times. This changed after NY Rising implemented a centralized digital
repository of all applicant documents and communications in 2014.

This information and case management challenge was compounded at times by inaccurate
and misleading information being provided to residents seeking help. For example, in the
immediate aftermath of Sandy many residents were advised by federal representatives to take
quickly available SBA loans only to be apprised after-the-fact that such loans were considered a
“Duplication of Benefits” that later prevented those residents from being eligible to receive
CDBG-DR grants. While there was a 2011 Federal Register Notice indicating the CDBG-DR
grants must supplement, rather than replace or pay off SBA loans, this information was not always
communicated to residents during the loan application period. In some situations, this led to
residents applying both loans and grants towards repairs only to later find out that their grants
were subject to recapture as a duplication of benefits. Other residents learned, after they had
signed on with a contractor at a higher price, that their NY Rising grant award would be cut back
due to a reduction in state approved unit costs for repair.*

3% Testimony to SSRTF at Babylon Public Hearing, May 2, 2018.
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Recommendations

1)

2)

3)

4)

As described above, prior to the next disaster, Suffolk County and Nassau County —
perhaps in conjunction with New York State and/or a private not-for-profit third party —
should jointly create “the HUB”, an information portal on pre-storm preparation and post-
storm recovery. The HUB would be the “go to” source for critical information about
recovery programs including details on the grant and loan application process. If the
HUB existed when Sandy hit, residents would have been provided information on critical
issues faced by victims such as how “Duplication of Benefits” analysis works and how
“substantial damage” determinations are made and the implication of such a
determination under FEMA rules.

A permanent Reconstruction Advocate (RA) program should be created by New York
State that would assist residents in navigating multiple governmental and private
(insurance companies, contractors, not-for-profits) resources and programs. For instance,
the RA could help residents in dealing with funding for contractors from the state and
reviewing contractor licensing with the county. By providing consistency and multi-
jurisdictional expertise, the RA program would help homeowners understand complex
federal program rules and requirements thus streamlining the recovery process and
optimizing public funds. Because different programs and applicant needs require
different areas of expertise, the RA program would need to be staffed with highly
knowledgeable people who, for instance, can direct applicants to a case manager
regarding documents needed to process mortgage assistance, a technical advisor to
discuss specifics of construction plans, a customer service representative to check on
project status, or an appeals/hardship specialist to review and discuss disagreements with
program policy. Funding for this RA case management effort should be integrated into
the state Action Plan related to disaster recovery efforts.

Given advances in document management and customer relationship management (CRM)
tools since Sandy, there is no reason why a modern cloud-based database
management/CRM system should not be set-up ahead of the next disaster (perhaps with
FEMA'’s national leadership) so that resident data and documents immediately are
captured and secured. A Chief Data Officer should be appointed by the state to help
ensure that data is safeguarded and duplication avoided.

A structure/mechanism should be established through which Long Island non-profit
organizations proficient in case management service provision can stand-up a more robust
case-management program immediately following a disaster.

2. CRZ Process and Results

The NY Rising Community Reconstruction (NYRCR) Program was created in April 2013

to utilize $700 million in federal funding with the goal of creating a planning and implementation
program to provide rebuilding and resiliency assistance to communities severely damaged by
Sandy and other storms. The NYRCR Program sought to be “a unique combination of bottom-up
community participation and State-provided technical expertise.” The NYRCR established nine
Community Reconstruction Zones (CRZs) in hard-hit Suffolk County South Shore communities
and created citizen panels to run the planning process with support “from GOSR, planners from the
New York State (NYS) Department of State and NYS Department of Transportation, and
consultants from world-class planning firms that specialize in engineering, flood mitigation
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solutions, and green infrastructure, and more.”4°

Suffolk Community Reconstruction Plan locations. Image courtesy of NYS Dept. of Planning.4

Ultimately, eight CRZ reports were created in Suffolk County: Amityville/Copiague,
Babylon/West Babylon, Fire Island, Mastic Beach/Shirley, Bay Shore, Lindenhurst, West
Gilgo/Captree and Oakdale/Sayville.*> The New York Rising Community Reconstruction
(NYRCR) Program is a participatory recovery and resiliency initiative established to assist 124
New York State communities damaged by Superstorm Sandy, Hurricane Irene, and Tropical Storm
Lee. The backbone of the program is a community-driven planning process — which from 2013-
2015 — empowered local residents and business owners to represent their communities on NYRCR
Committees. Over the course of 650 planning meetings and 250 public engagement events across
the State, these stakeholders engaged their neighbors to discuss strategies for recovery and
resiliency that consider specific needs and assets.

The Covernor’s Office of Storm Recovery (GOSR) is currently implementing nearly
approximately 30 Community Reconstruction projects in Suffolk County through partnerships with
the Towns of Babylon and Islip, the Village of Amityville and the Dormitory Authority of the State
of New York. These projects, which range from essential infrastructure investments to critical
public services, will help communities recover and become more physically, economically and
socially resilient.

Even with three years remaining until the expenditure deadline, nearly half of the
Community Reconstruction projects are either being bid out for construction, in construction, or
complete. The remaining projects in design are currently on schedule to be completed in advance of
the September 2022 expenditure deadline.

40 www.stormrecovery.ny.gov/nyrcr/final-plans
41 NYS Dept. Planning and Development - Community Risk and Resiliency;
www.dos.ny.gov/opd/sser/community_risk.html
42 GOSR
45



To be sure, over 30 projects (approximately one-third of which are generator projects) are
moving forward at a total cost of approximately $50 million, including an $8.5 million project to
replace two historic bridges and allow for emergency vehicle access in the appropriately named
“American Venice” in Copiague; a $1.1 million shoreline stabilization project in Babylon that will
reduce the risk of flooding and shoreline erosion on Araca Road; and an $800,000 reconstruction
of evacuation travel routes on Fire Island. (See Appendix, Exhibit D: NY Rising Community
Reconstruction Program, Suffolk County Projects).

Recommendations

1) If there is another CRZ program in the future, the State could seek federal approval to
provide block grants to municipalities for lower cost local resiliency projects, like
generators, to allow them to be obtained more quickly and reserve the CRZ process for
larger more regional projects which would require municipal buy-in up front.

2) Given the significant time and effort that went into creating thoughtful community-based
plans, the CRZ reports should be used in the future by municipalities and other
organizations in applying for grants from entities such as the NY State Regional
Economic Development Council. Municipalities should also continue to consult the
reports as a future resiliency roadmap for their area. At the conclusion of the CRZ
implementation process, appropriate departments of Suffolk County should be sure to
inventory those projects identified in the CRZ reports that do not get funding as they are
still important resiliency projects which, if they are incorporated into the SC DMP, may
be able to be funded via FEMA’s Hazard Mitigation Grant Program or Pre-Disaster
Mitigation Program or other sources.

3) Given the strict federal funding timelines, Suffolk County and New York State should
consider making investments in similar community-based planning efforts in vulnerable
communities during blue sky days so that plans are developed with stakeholder buy-in
and ready for implementation when new funding becomes available whether through
disaster recovery allocations or through pre-disaster FEMA hazard mitigation funds.

3. Duplication of Benefits Analysis
Background
Enacted in 1988, the Stafford Act gives FEMA the authority to release grants in a time of a
major disaster, such as a major storm event.
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Federal duplication of benefits analysis chart.43

The Stafford Act requires that recipients of Federal disaster recovery funding make certain
that no “person, business concern or other entity” will be paid more than once for assistance.
Because disaster assistance to each person varies widely based on insurance coverage and
eligibility for Federal funding, a “duplication of benefits” analysis must be conducted for each
applicant. This analysis determines the applicant’s total post-disaster need and then determines
what other assistance has been given including “all benefits available to the person, including cash
and other resources such as insurance proceeds, grants, and SBA loans.”** In order to avoid
duplication of benefits, each agency is required to follow a delivery sequence list provided by
FEMA in order to determine “the order in which a program should provide assistance and what
other resources it must consider before it does so0.”4> Agencies that are higher in the order are
expected to provide assistance prior to assistance from agencies lower on the sequence list. The
hierarchy is as follows:

Volunteer agencies’ emergency assistance programs (Salvation Army, etc.);
FEMA Home Repair and Replacement;

Flood and hazard insurance;

SBA and Department of Agriculture disaster loans;

FEMA Individual and Households Program assistance; and

Other federal, state, and local government agency programs (HUD and
CDBG-DR grants).

o gabkrwnE

Following Sandy, many homeowners accepted SBA loans, at the urging of FEMA,
unaware that this would limit the amount of grants they would be able to receive through CDBG
programs. Years later, these homeowners found themselves unable to receive the full amount of
assistance from CDBG assistance programs that they needed to finish rebuilding their homes.

43 USACE/FEMA - Stafford Act, slide 7;
www.nab.usace.army.mil/Portals/63/docs/EMO/Stafford%20Act%20&%20FEMA. pdf
4 HUD Notice, 76 FR 71060, November 16, 2011.
45 SBA Disaster Assistance Program Standard Operating Procedure Sec. 4.3, www.sha.gov/sites/default/files/2018-
06/SOP 50 30 9-FINAL.PDF
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Since Superstorm Sandy

Among several bills introduced to rectify shortcomings in the duplication of benefits
policy, it was H.R.302 - FAA Reauthorization Act of 2018 that became law.*® This legislation
amends the Stafford Act’s “Duplication of Benefits” section to establish that the President may
not determine that a loan is a duplication of assistance, provided that all federal assistance is
used toward a loss suffered as a result of a major disaster or emergency. However, this provision
only applies to disasters occurring between 2016 and 2021.

Recommendations

1) Long Island’s members of Congress should work to make permanent the duplication of
benefits policy amended by the FAA Reauthorization Act. The SBA and Department of
Agriculture loans are the only forms of assistance on the list of duplication of benefits
analysis that are not a grant. Loans are not grants and shouldn’t be offset in the same
way that grants are.

2) Long Island’s Congressional delegation should work to pass a bill that retroactively
would apply this elimination of loans from the duplication of benefits analysis. An
example of this type of legislation is the Disaster Survivor Benefit Clarification Act of
2015 that was proposed by New Jersey Congressman Tom McArthur.4” The bill would
amend the Stafford Act to generally provide that “an SBA disaster loan made on or after
January 1, 2012, shall not be considered financial assistance for purposes of the
prohibition on receiving duplicative disaster assistance.”

3) If Congress is not willing to change the duplication of benefits law retroactively, Long
Island’s members of Congress should work to pass a bill requiring the federal
government to forgive SBA disaster loans. A potential model for such legislation is the
Disaster Assistance Recoupment Fairness Act of 2015.48

4. The National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) and Community Rating System (CRS)
Background

The federal NFIP was created to mitigate the effects of flooding on structures owned by
individuals and businesses by providing flood insurance and by encouraging communities “to
adopt and enforce floodplain management regulations.” *° FEMA created the CRS as a means to
recognize and incentivize voluntary community floodplain management activities that exceed
the minimum NFIP requirements with the goal of reducing flood damages to insurable property
and encouraging a comprehensive approach to floodplain management thereby strengthening the
NFIP. The CRS “has been developed to provide incentives in the form of premium discounts
for communities to go beyond the minimum floodplain management requirements to develop
extra measures to provide protection from flooding.”>

Under the CRS program, communities earn “credit points” for engaging in 18 different
activities recognized as effective for minimizing a community’s exposure to floods. The

4 H.R. 302 FAA Reauthorization Act of 2018, 115th Congress (2017-2018); www.congress.gov/bill/115th-

congress/house-bill/302

47H.R.2594 - Disaster Survivor Benefit Clarification Act of 2015, 114th Congress (2015-2016);

www.congress.gov/bill/114th-congress/house-bill/2594

48 H.R.797 - Disaster Assistance Recoupment Fairness Act of 2015, 114th Congress (2015-2016);

www.congress.gov/bill/114th-congress/house-bill/797

49 www.fema.gov/national-flood-insurance-program

50 www.fema.gov/media-library-data/152364889890709056f549d51efc72fe60hf4999e904a/20_crs_508_apr2018.pdf
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activities are organized under four main categories: Public Information, Mapping and
Regulation, Flood Damage Reduction, and Flood Preparedness. As a community earns more
points, more of a premium discount is available to resident policyholders — ranging from a 0%
discount at the lowest level of CRS up to a 45% discount at the highest level.>

Suffolk municipalities have had no real success with the program as the vast majority of
them have not participated and the towns of Babylon and Southampton as well as the Village of
Brightwaters were in the program during the 1990s but never achieved enough credit points to
earn a discount. The municipalities that made the effort to participate indicated that compliance
was more arduous than it was worth. However, two Nassau villages — Freeport and Bayville —
have earned discounts of 15% and 10% respectively for their residents. Other coastal
municipalities have had success with the program, including Pinellas County, Florida which has
earned a 25% discount for its residents.%?

Since Superstorm Sandy

After initial NFIP payments resulting from Sandy damage, policyholders on Long Island
complained of widespread underpayment by FEMA. A subsequent 2015 FEMA review showed
that more than half of those who questioned their NFIP payment were indeed underpaid by an
average of more than $15,000 each.>

In 2019, FEMA announced that it will be rolling out a new version of NFIP effective in
October 2020. Currently, all homeowners in a town or village pay the same amount of premium
for flood coverage. This new version will more accurately access risk by incorporating the size
of the home and its proximity to the water into the premium calculation. This change will affect
the pricing for all 90,000 Long Islanders who have flood insurance through the federal
government. Some experts believe that most Long Islanders will see a reduction in their rates
because Suffolk and Nassau are among the relatively small number of counties in the country
with a surplus in their NFIP accounts.>

Recommendations

1) Given the widespread underpayment of flood insurance claims following Sandy, the New
York State Department of Financial Services should appoint a dedicated advocate in the
wake of the next major flood event to oversee FEMA'’s calculations and advocate for
NFIP policyholders when circumstances call for it.

2) Appropriate departments of Suffolk County should make sure that municipalities are
aware of the CRS program and should consider hosting a meeting of interested
municipalities to determine if regional resources and technical assistance might allow
more municipalities to participate in the program to the benefit of Suffolk County
residents.

S www.edf.org/sites/default/files/documents/Cunniff _Shore%20and%20Beach_Spring%202018.pdf
52 www.pinellascounty.org/flooding/pdf/New_Owners_brochure.pdf
538 “More than Half of Sandy Victims in FEMA Review Underpaid on Insurance,” Newsday, September 4, 2015;
www.newsday.com/business/more-than-half-of-sandy-  victims-in-fema-review-underpaid-on-insurance-1.10808650
54 “How 2020 Revamp of Federal Flood Insurance Rates Could Affect You,” Newsday, April 6, 2019;
www.newsday.com/long-island/national-flood-insurance-program-1.29448927
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5. FEMA Building Code Review
Background

Following Sandy, FEMA’s Mitigation Assessment Team (MAT) reviewed the role of
New York State’s building codes in preventing damage from the storm. The MAT report>
found that:

e Buildings on strong foundations elevated above the flood level performed well, but those
below the flood level either sustained inundation damage (inland and sheltered water
shoreline areas) or were damaged by hydrodynamic, wave, or floating debris loads
associated with high-energy storm surge (buildings near the oceanfront).

e Although dune erosion was widespread throughout the region, the presence of wide
beaches and tall, wide dune fields reduced damage to both low-rise buildings and other
buildings and infrastructure situated landward of the dunes. Low and narrow beaches and
dunes were completely eroded in many areas, and buildings and infrastructure landward
of these dunes were subject to damaging wave action and/or high-velocity flow.

e The effectiveness of erosion control structures (e.g., bulkheads, seawalls, revetments)
varied widely, depending on the height, age, and condition of the structures, and on the
beach condition seaward of the structures.

The MAT report (pg. 3-34) also analyzed the impact of building standards on the ability of
homes to withstand Sandy’s impact on Fire Island:

Houses along the beachfront on Fire Island were situated directly
behind the dune system before Hurricane Sandy struck. Many of
these houses had foundation-to-building connections, but the
connectors were corroded either completely or to a degree that
uplift and shear resistance would have been compromised. In some
cases, the connectors had been replaced, and in others, the houses
lacked a continuous load path. Figure 3-46 is an aerial photograph
showing two homes, labeled House A and House B, before and after
Hurricane Sandy. Figure 3-47 shows a close-up of these same two
houses. House A did not have a continuous load path, and the house
slid off its wooden pile foundation onto the sand (Figure 3-48).
Although much of the damage observed to House A was likely from
floodwater that exceeded the elevation of the house, the house next
door (House B), which was similar in construction, remained in
place. The MAT observed that House B had more load path
connectors still intact after the storm event.

%5 FEMA 2013 MAT Report for NY/NJ; www.fema.gov/media-library/assets/documents/85922
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Figure 3-46: Pre- and post-Hurricane Sandy aerial photographs of two Fire Island, NY, houses visited by the MAT;
floodwater rose to 14 feet at this location
SOURCE: USGS

Figure 3-47:

House A was unable to
maintain a continuous load
path because of significant
corrosion of the connections
between the foundation
beams and floor joists (see
Figure 3-48). House B had
some corroded connections,
but several had been
replaced, and the continuous
load paths were sufficient

to enable relatively good
performance (Fire Island, NY).

Structural Analysis from the 2013 FEMA MAT NY/NJ Report.

‘Recommendations

1)

2)

As suggested by the MAT report, the DEC should work with its counterpart, the New
Jersey Department of Environmental Protection, to evaluate the FEMA model floodplain
management ordinance (which was developed to coordinate with building codes) and
adopt a coordinated ordinance to enhance local enforcement.

As noted in the MAT report, “Unless constrained by State requirements, communities
that enforce building codes with NFIP-consistent provisions have two primary tools to
regulate development in flood hazard areas: (1) building codes that govern the design and
construction of buildings and structures and (2) either Appendix G of the International
Building Code (IBC) or local floodplain management regulations. These tools are
designed to work together to result in buildings, structures, and all other development that
are resistant to flood loads and flood damage.” Suffolk’s municipalities should review
the FEMA MAT report recommendations and determine if their building codes should be
enhanced.
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6. Substantial Damage Determination
Background

For communities that participate in the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP),
“substantial damage” determinations are required by local floodplain-management ordinances.
A building has “substantial damage” if the cost to repair such damage is 50% or more of the
building’s pre-storm value. If a building in a floodplain is determined to be *“substantially
damaged” it must be brought into compliance with local floodplain management regulations,
typically by either elevating the structure or relocating/demolishing the building. Importantly,
the decision about whether a building is “substantially damaged” is not made by FEMA (though
FEMA damage assessment teams often provide damage data on which such a decision can be
based), but rather is made at the local municipal level, generally by a building department
official or floodplain manager.%®

Following Sandy, numerous Long Island homeowners were not informed by their local
municipality that their homes were considered to be “substantially damaged” and only found out
years later. They thus were unable to later sell their homes without first bringing them into
compliance by elevating them or re-constructing them. For instance, in June 2015 a homeowner
in East Rockaway who had repaired her home after Sandy learned when putting her home up for
sale that her property had been deemed substantially damaged. As the application period for
applying for assistance from NY Rising ended in April 2014, the homeowner was unable get any
assistance. Similarly, in 2016 an elderly veteran and his wife from the Town of Hempstead
found out that their home had been determined to be substantially damaged and were too late to
apply for NY Rising benefits. As a result, the couple was forced to sell their home “as-is,” cash
only, for a price that was well below market-value in their neighborhood. While most of these
problems seemed to arise in Nassau County, there were similar situations that arose in parts of
Suffolk County as well.>

Recommendations

1) The determination of what constitutes “substantial damage” is left to municipal building
departments to determine based on their estimates of construction costs and their
professional judgment. New York State should consider requiring insurance companies
to share their damage estimates with local building departments. An insurance payout of
greater than 50% would result in the building department automatically issuing a
substantial damage letter. Conversely, smaller insurance payouts would help building
departments determine that a house is not substantially damaged.

2) Post-Sandy there were significant variations in the procedures that different towns and
villages followed for distributing substantial damage letters. Some towns and villages
provided them to homeowners at their request while others required a more in-depth
submission of documentation and/or inspection to receive a substantial damage letter.
New York State should create a state-wide standard for how substantial damage letters
will be formatted and provided, how substantial damage determinations can be disputed,
and should set a time requirement on the amount of time a municipality has after a
disaster to issue a substantial damage letter and provide notice to the building owner.

% FEMA Fact Sheet, NFIP “Substantial Damage” — What Does It Mean?, September 14, 2017, Release Number
FS008.
5" Touro Law Center Disaster Relief Clinic.
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3) Each municipality should create an online portal — similar to wheresmyrefund.com — that
would permit a homeowner to track when a substantial determination inspection took
place, to obtain a copy of the inspection report and the substantial damage letter (if any),
and to dispute any substantial damage letter if a homeowner believes an improper
determination is made.

4) Local municipalities should file substantial damage letters in the same building
department file as a title report so that a potential homebuyer would have notice of the
defect with time to cure or withdraw from a contract to purchase.

5) If there is a future CDBG-DR Buyout program or other program for which one’s home
must be determined to be substantially damaged in order to qualify, New York State
should ensure that the time to enroll in such programs should not end before the required
deadline for municipalities to complete substantial damage determinations and inform
property owners.

7. Buyouts

432-2-4.1

432-2-13.1

90 180 ft.
t Proposed Enhanced Buyout Town of kip
Scale: 1:1,004 Sites- Browns River Road #3, cch
e roratactn ey e Tavurt It epaes DT Bayport e s
s Ce 2

Example of Enhanced Buyouts in Bayport; Image Courtesy of the Town of Islip

Background
The Union of Concerned Scientists estimates that more than 32,000 homes in Suffolk
County are at risk of becoming chronically inundated by 2100.%8

58 www.ucsusa.org/global- warming/global-warming-impacts/sea-level-rise-chronic-floods-and-us-coastal-real-estate-
implications#.W-G6QZNKjZs
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Since Superstorm Sandy

Operating in select neighborhoods including six locations (Babylon, Bayport-Sayville,
Lindenhurst, Oakdale, Patchogue and Southampton) in Suffolk County, New York State’s $400
million Enhanced Buyout Program aims to improve resiliency by transforming parcels of land
into wetlands, open space, or storm water management systems, thus creating a natural coastal
buffer to safeguard against future storms. Locations selected for the program were driven by the
cooperation of individual homeowners and consultation with county and local governments.®® As
of October 2019, the program had completed demolition, grading, and seeding of all 155
properties it has purchased. The state intends to continue to evaluate the efficacy of buyouts on a
neighborhood by neighborhood basis as homes continue to move through the process from
purchase, to demolition completion, and to transfer to municipalities and/or nonprofits for long-
term management. ¢

Recommendations

1) While the Enhanced Buyout Program has been generally successful, the voluntary aspect
of the program has led to a checkerboard situation in some neighborhoods where now
vacant land is interspersed among land held by owners who chose not to participate in the
program.®* One way to mitigate against this is to allow towns and villages (rather than
the state) to control which properties will be bought out in order to ensure land use
consistency in vulnerable areas. Another tool that should be considered is the use of
eminent domain in rare circumstances where there are high risk properties and an
unwilling seller. This option should be limited to those situations where a property has
negative impacts on surrounding wetlands, where municipal maintenance of roadways
that are often underwater is required, and/or where emergency responders can be put at
risk if they need to get to the property during a storm event.

2) Suffolk County should consider creating a framework agency (or adding to the
responsibilities of an existing agency such as the Suffolk County Land Bank) to
administer future buy-outs. Such an agency initially could work with towns that
currently facilitate voluntary buyouts and donations and be ready to staff up to be larger
after a disaster or other large influx of funding for buyouts. This agency also could forge
partnerships among local governments and non-profit organizations engaged in buyouts
and facilitate communication with state and federal agencies.

8. Small Businesses
Background

An estimated 8000 Long Island small businesses were located in areas that received
flooding of one foot or more.®? The NY Rising Small Business Program utilized CDBG-DR
funds to help support independently-owned and operated small businesses that were impacted
by Sandy. The program provided grants of $50,000 or more as well as low-interest loans to help
businesses “repair or replace needed equipment or lost inventory, to renovate facilities that were
damaged/destroyed, or to provide working capital needed as a direct result of the storm.” The
state also created a “Business Mentor NY” initiative to help provide free mentoring services to
help small businesses through the recovery process.®

59 www.stormrecovery.ny.gov
%0 GOSR
61 Ed Romaine testimony to SSRTF at Brookhaven Public Hearing, April 26, 2018.
62 GOSR Fifth Anniversary Report, page 27.
83 www.stormrecovery.ny.gov/about
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Two major issues that Long Island small businesses encountered in trying to access the
Small Business Program funds were that:

o Inorder to qualify for assistance, a small business had to show future viability and
stability which was difficult to prove to the required standard for many businesses —
particularly after they suffered storm damage and business interruption.

e Included within the required paperwork for funding was proof of the location of the small
business. For many small business owners who were operating their business as a limited
liability corporation out of their homes, they were not able to provide the proper
documentation to show the business was a separate entity which was in fact paying taxes
as a small business.

Recommendations

1) New York State should meet with small business owners who went through the CDBG-
DR application process to discuss ways to improve the process in the future, including a
discussion of alternative ways to demonstrate viability — particularly for self-employed
entrepreneurs — and reductions in the volumes of paperwork that need to be submitted.

9. Creating a Pre-Storm Draft Action Plan Template
Background

The federal Appropriation Act® requires that prior to the obligation of CDBG-DR
funds, a grantee must submit an “Action Plan” detailing the proposed use of funds, including
criteria for eligibility and how the use of these funds will address disaster relief, long- term
recovery, restoration of infrastructure and housing, and economic revitalization in the most
impacted and distressed areas. At the start of the Sandy recovery, New York State created its
first Action Plan and, as the state learned from experience and circumstances changed, it has
since published 23 Action Plan Amendments which have been approved by HUD and which
vary in purpose and substance. All Action Plan Amendments and their summaries are published
on the GOSR website at www.stormrecovery.ny.gov

Recommendations

1) In order to permanently capture the lessons learned from GOSR, New York State
should create a small standing agency within the NY State Division of Homeland
Security and Emergency Services (DHSES) that can be scaled up when a disaster
strikes and that would be comprised of individuals familiar with federal recovery
programs. Such an agency would be particularly useful in prioritizing pre-disaster
mitigation funds that may now come from FEMA as a result of the passage of the
2018 Disaster Recovery Reform Act.®

2) In preparation for the next disaster, New York State in conjunction with Suffolk
County and other municipalities should create a “Draft Action Plan” (DAP)
incorporating both lessons learned from the Sandy recovery and new ideas. The DAP
can be used as a jumping off point for structuring the state response following future
natural disasters. Suffolk County should host a regional stakeholder conference to

64 Public Law 113-2.
8 www.congress.gov/hill/115th-congress/house-bill/4460
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brainstorm ideas for the DAP. Based on conversations with former leading recovery
officials consideration should be given to including the following items in the DAP:

» Providing for a state of the art data management system to enable the free flow
of information to and from residents as it relates to federal programs and case
management. Such a system could interface with state/local online
information portals such as the HUB and would improve processing times,
decrease the need for duplicative filings, and reduce misinformation and
inconsistency.

= Allowing town and villages to control enhanced buyouts to ensure land use
consistency in each area.

= Creating a Suffolk county-based call center so that local knowledge on the part
of staff can enable faster responses to recovery questions; such a center could
also serve as a “rapid response” unit for particularly urgent situations.

= Establishing funding for education and outreach by the LI VOAD and other
regional VOAD:Ss in the state to low and moderate income residents to help
them register for programs for which that they are eligible.

= Enhancing disaster case management capabilities by:

O creating a Reconstruction Advocate program,

o working with leading local not-for-profits to ensure that trusted
community partners are engaged in the recovery process,

o0 ensuring adequate numbers of case workers with local knowledge and
providing long-term structuring of positions and compensation to reduce
turnover.

= Creating a dispute resolution process for residents.

= Bifurcating the CRZ program into a block grant for cheaper items like
generators so they can be installed more quickly while maintaining a more
formal competitive process for larger regional projects.

= Providing STEP program participants with assistance in paying utility bills for
some period of time.

= Changing rules for contractor payments to allow the state to provide more of a
project’s costs at the beginning to enable contractors to secure necessary materials
and manpower, provided that steps are taken to prevent contractor fraud such as
homeowners and contractors agreeing on a written payment for performance
schedule.

= Purchasing some number of Hunter Shelters or similar types of temporary
onsite housing to allow residents to remain in their communities while their
homes are being repaired.

= Requiring that residents receiving federal housing funding only use contractors on
certified lists of licensed, bonded and insured contractors maintained by the
counties (which would need to be constantly updated) since the licensing
municipalities have leverage over contractors but individual homeowners do not.

= Providing funding for municipal building department education to ensure
awareness as to:

o municipal responsibilities with respect to substantial damage
assessments (including standardized processes and timelines) and
FEMA home elevation requirements,

o the required timing and sequence of inspections needed for specialized
recovery-related projects like home elevations,

o0 the need to monitor at the permit application stage the contractor’s
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adherence to escrow or bond insurance requirements.

= Running some aspects of the recovery effort through the counties with regard
to certain programs where the county’s close involvement with regional and
local needs and processes is useful, such as housing reconstruction efforts and
the CRZ process.

= Requiring that, when home elevation is required, the additional construction
costs needed to provide for residents’ medically documented accessibility
needs is fully reimbursed. According to the Suffolk County Office for People
with Disabilities, Sandy victims did not always receive full reimbursement.

10. Potential Changes in Federal Law
With the benefit of hindsight, it is apparent that certain aspects of federal law should be
changed to improve disaster recovery on Long Island.

Recommendations

In addition to the needed retroactive change in the duplication of benefits analysis
discussed above, federal policymakers should:

1) Provide counties with the flexibility to help run certain aspects of a recovery as a partner
of New York State by changing HUD rules that limit the flexibility of sub-grantees when
it comes to procurement and contracting.

2) Modify national HUD income eligibility standards for housing and other assistance as
they unnecessarily preclude many people of moderate means from getting assistance in
high-cost regions like Long Island.

3) Change FEMA rules that limited STEP program contractors from doing ancillary clean-
up work in a home while performing the required electrical and heating tasks.

4) Reduce redundancies and complication by creating a single shared common application
for FEMA, SBA and HUD disaster recovery programs to allow victims to simultaneously
apply for benefits from all of these agencies given their current separate (but similar)
application and eligibility processes.®®

5) Consider replacing SBA and HUD disaster assistance programs with a new integrated
federal disaster assistance paradigm that is centered under one disaster assistance agency
and thus allows recovery programs to be more streamlined and coherent.

8 www.riskcenter.wharton.upenn.edu/digital-dialogues/simplifying-and-speeding-disaster-recovery
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CHAPTER |11
PRE-STORM RESILIENT ADAPTATION

As an island that juts out into the Atlantic, we are as vulnerable to climate change as any place in
the world . . .. This is not an academic exercise for Long Island . ... This is an existential
challenge we are facing.

— Suffolk County Executive Steve Bellone®”

We live on a glacial terminal moraine - primarily a large heap of sand - that is slowly
eroding away. The very low topography and land slopes of many coastal regions of Suffolk
County allow easy access to our beaches but put us at greater peril from storms and the increasing
threat of sea level rise — which the DEC projects will be between two and six feet by 2100. Given
Long Island’s precarious location and geological composition, we need to implement measures to
take advantage of every natural attribute we have to minimize the impact of the inevitable next
major storm and enable us to co-exist with rising waters.
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Image courtesy of Hofstra University, Department of Geology.

National Research Council (NRC) defines resilience as “the ability to prepare and plan for,
absorb, recover from, or more successfully adapt to actual or potential adverse events.”%® Our
coasts have always held both economic and intrinsic value for Long Islanders, but it is only recently
that we’ve come to appreciate the expanse of its defensive role. In its 2014 report “Reducing
Coastal Risk on the East and Gulf Coasts,” the NRC, in a broad five-year overview of issues for the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, identifies two strategies for managing coastal storm risks, one for

57 IBM “Smarter Cities Challenge: Suffolk County, New York” video; smartercitieschallenge.org
8 Disaster Resilience: A National Imperative, August 2012; www.nap.edu/catalog/13457/disaster-resilience-a-national-
imperative
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remaining in place, the other for retreating:®°

e “One set of strategies aims to reduce the probability of flooding or wave impact. These
include hard structures, such as seawalls, levees, flood walls, and storm surge barriers,
and nature-based risk reduction strategies, such as beach nourishment, dune building, and
restoration or expansion of natural areas, such as oyster reefs, salt marshes, and
mangroves.”

e “Another set of strategies aims to reduce the number of people or structures in areas at
risk or to make them less vulnerable to coastal storms. These include design strategies,
such as elevating or flood proofing buildings and ‘non-structural strategies’ such as
relocation and land use planning to steer future development or redevelopment away from
high hazard areas . . . .”

LAND USE AND ZONING POLICIES

One of the primary tools that governments have to protect both our natural environment and
our built environment are land use policies and zoning regulations. These policies establish the
rules and economic incentives that drive development patterns and practices.

Unfortunately, much of Long Island was developed before it was understood that our
climate is changing, major storms are becoming more severe and more frequent, and coastal erosion
and flooding are becoming a chronic problem in our developed coastal communities. The Union of
Concerned Scientists estimates that more than 32,000 homes in Suffolk County are at risk of
becoming chronically inundated by 2100.7° While this extreme result is several decades into the
future, many areas of Suffolk County already are being repeatedly inundated, and many more
homes are in danger of storm- induced flooding from increasingly frequent severe weather events.
Land use policies need to be implemented to help reduce these risks to Suffolk County’s residents,
properties, and infrastructure.

1. Coastal/Flood Zone Land Use Regulations
Background

One of the major attractions for people moving to Suffolk County during its heavy
population growth periods in the 1960s, 1970s and 1980s was being able to live in proximity to the
water. This led to many developments at or near the shoreline, including on barrier islands, in
wetlands, and on bluffs.

With land use authority under the jurisdiction of the towns and villages across Suffolk
County, the regulation of land use in the flood zone is among the most urgent issues facing local
governments today. While Suffolk County does not have the power to change local land use and
zoning regulations, regional resources such as the Suffolk County Planning Commission, the
Suffolk County Department of Economic Development and Planning, and the Long Island Regional
Planning Council can provide assistance to local governments which may lack the resources to

8 www.nap.edu/catalog/18811/reducing-coastal-risk-on-the-east-and-gulf-coasts, page xi.
70 www.ucsusa.org/global-warming/global-warming-impacts/sea-level-rise-chronic-floods-and-us-coastal-real-estate-
implications#.W-G6QZNKjZs
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develop new codes and policies on their own.

Our system of land use regulation treats coastal boundaries as fixed lines on a map. However,
in this era of climate change and sea level rise, we now recognize that shorelines are dynamic, not
static, and that the boundary between land and water is constantly moving inland. This reality has
resulted in strong pressure — often at great financial and environmental cost — to armor shorelines,
prevent erosion, and maintain the coastline. However, as discussed later in this chapter, while not
often utilized on Long Island, other legal and regulatory mechanisms are available for managing
moveable boundaries in a way that acknowledges the inevitable encroachment of the ocean.

Recommendations

1) For too long, development in Suffolk County has occurred in risky places, including
barrier islands, wetlands, and bluffs, which puts that development at risk, leads to
increased flooding for people and infrastructure, and damages natural resources.
Appropriate departments of Suffolk County and local municipalities should discourage
further development in floodplains, marsh migration pathways and other areas that put
people in harm’s way and exacerbate flooding problems. Enabling more building in
floodplains and vulnerable coastal areas perpetuates the past problems and is a lost
opportunity to secure a safer future.

2) Regional entities such as the Suffolk County Planning Commission, the LI Regional
Planning Council and/or the proposed (see below) Long Island Coastal Commission
should assist local towns and villages in (a) formulating zoning and land use policies that
limit development in sensitive coastal areas, and in (b) reviewing local codes for potential
obstacles to recovery, remembering “that laws that make sense at the time, may become
barriers to recovery when speed, flexibility and efficiency become paramount.”’

2. Retreat

Background
While limiting additional coastal development is crucial to avoid putting more people and

property in harm’s way, many flood-prone areas in Suffolk County are already heavily developed.
As sea level rise accelerates, groundwater rises with it, and coastal storms become more extreme,
retreating from the heavily developed coast is increasingly being considered in many
communities. In some areas, it is the only viable option. Otherwise, future flooding events may
leave thousands of homeowners and business owners with stranded assets that they cannot repair
or sell; this would be an undesirable outcome for owners as well as the public due to tax base loss.
The two primary methods for effectuating retreat are buyouts and transfer of development rights
(TDR). Another way to manage retreat over time is through rolling easements.

A great deal of work is needed to develop the plans, programs, and mechanisms to allow
retreat to occur on a large scale in Suffolk County. Examples are being developed in some of the
most vulnerable communities locally, such as Mastic Beach and Montauk, as well as other
similarly vulnerable areas across the country.

1 www.governing.com/gov-institute/voices/col-local-governments-hidden-barriers-disaster-recovery-zoning-building-
codes.html; noting that limitations in Long Island land use codes on elevating houses led to an overwhelming number of
variance applications to Long Island zoning boards following Sandy.
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a. Buyouts
See “Buyouts” section in Chapter II: Storm Recovery and Reconstruction of this report.

b. Transfer of Development Rights

One mechanism that can be used to facilitate and help fund retreat is a transfer of
development rights (TDR) program that would treat flood risk areas as sending areas and safer
areas as receiving areas (these areas would facilitate transit oriented development if they are
close to LIRR stations).

Upland areas that are outside of the
Extreme Risk Zone and available for
additional construction become
part of the receiving area.

st

Developed and vacant
parcels located within
the Extreme Risk Zone
have development
rights and become part
of the sending area.

lllustration of transfer of development rights in a coastal setting.

Used successfully in Suffolk County to protect land in the Long Island Pine Barrens,
TDR programs are familiar locally and would be a way to use market forces to facilitate
coastal retreat. In 2015, more than $8 million was spent on sandbags to protect downtown
Montauk. Within four years, and after being buttressed by nearly $1 million in extra sand
covering that lasted less than one year, the sandbag structure was partially dismantled by a
handful of storms.”

As a result, East Hampton is doing initial planning around possible retreat in Montauk.
A transfer of development program is part of the current proposal to facilitate buyouts and
relocations.” According to the Town of East Hampton’s 2018 Montauk Hamlet Study®:

2 Generic Environmental Impact Statement for Long Island Transfer of Development Rights Program, NY State
Department of State, 2017.

73 “Contractor Makes Lowest Bid of $8.4 Million for Montauk Shoreline Project,” The Southampton Press, March 10,
2015, www.27east.com/news/article.cfm/Montauk/98860/Army-Corps-To-Open-Bids-For-Montauk-Project-DEC-
Issues-Water-Permit; “Montauk Beach Erosion Surfaces Sooner as Sandbags Relent to Rising Sea Levels,” Newsday,
February 2, 2018, www.newsday.com/long-island/suffolk/montauk-erosion-1.24071066

74 “Moving Montauk Landward? Some Worry It’s Not Happening Fast Enough,” East End Beacon, December 8, 2018,
www.eastendbeacon.com/moving-montauk-landward-some-worry-its-not-happening-fast-enough

75 ehamptonny.gov/DocumentCenter/View/2788/Montauk-Hamlet-Report-January-31-PDF; pages 36-37.
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Hamlet Study - Montauk | Planning & Design Recommendations

The second phase of Downtown improvements would incentivize the relocation of
hotel and resort uses from the ocean-side inland and improve the resilience of these
businesses to storms. EXxisting resort zoning is restrictive enough that little or no
development has occurred on the ocean-front in recent decades. We propose
allowing potential resort/hotel developers to purchase and transfer development
rights (hotel or condo units) from ocean-side property owners to the second row of
resort uses . . . . This Transfer of Development Rights would be contingent upon
incorporating resilience strategies into new hotel designs, such as floodable first
floor parking with breakaway walls. Ocean-front parcels and the adjacent right of
way, in turn, would be protected from development and renaturalized through dune
grass planting and sand fencing.

As sea level continues to rise . . . additional resort and mixed uses would be relocated
upland to form a new resort/mixed use corridor along Essex Street. The development
of this new corridor would gradually shift the center of downtown toward the
intersection of Essex and Montauk Highway — higher ground. This phase also
includes elevating Montauk Highway in the low area between Fort Pond and the
ocean. We also propose incorporating alternative beach nourishment practices. For
example, a "Feeder Beach," where nourishment sand could be deposited on the
"updrift” side of the main beaches for downtown and allowed to distribute using
natural currents. This has the potential to allow for cost savings in construction hours
and to minimize disturbance to the naturalized dune area as the town faces more
frequent and costly beach nourishment.

c. Rolling Easements

According to the EPA, a “rolling easement is the process of ensuring that wetlands and
beaches can migrate inland, as people remove buildings, roads, and other structures from land
as it becomes submerged.” It is a long-term retreat strategy that “allow[s] development with
the conscious recognition that land will be abandoned if and when the sea rises enough to
submergeiit. . ... From now until the land is threatened, valuable coastal land can be put to
its highest use . . . . Once the land is threatened, it will convert to wetland or beach as if it had
never been developed.”’®

Typical characteristics of rolling easements along eroding beaches may include no
shoreline armoring; a rolling design boundary (e.g. dune vegetation line), seaward of which the
owner’s property rights are reduced; no new structures seaward of the rolling design
boundary; encouragement or requirement to remove preexisting structures when erosion
leaves them seaward of the rolling design boundary; and an indication whether beach
nourishment and adding sand to dunes are allowed. Maine, Massachusetts, and Rhode Island
have each adopted some form of “rolling easement” to ensure that wetlands or dunes migrate
inland as sea level rises thus reducing the risk of loss of life and property.””

76 “Rolling Easements,” J. Titus, 2011, epa.gov/sites/production/files/documents/rollingeasementsprimer.pdf; pages iii,
3and 4.
7 Suffolk County Comprehensive Water Resources Management Plan, March 2015, pages 7-11.
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Interest

Who can
owWn or
enforce it?

Type of
Purpose

Objective

Shoreline Government or | Conservation | Prohibit shore protection. May May be costly to
migration land trust or recreation also have provisions for enforce unless
conservation removing homes. carefully drafted.
easement
Legal Developer, Any Prohibit shore protection or Strict rules for when
covenant maybe a provide for access to migrate covenant can be
neighbor inland. But court cannot enforce | created known as
the agreement; only awards “privity.” Damages
provable damages for failure to only.
comply.
Equitable Developer. Any Prohibit shore protection or Easier to create than
covenant maybe a ensure that access migrates legal covenant, but
(equitable neighbor inland. court may decide not
servitude) to enforce if harm to
owner is greater than
benefit to neighbor.
Future Anyone Limit duration | Terminate ownership when sea Abolished in some
interest in of land rises or shore retreats enough states. Careful
land’ ownership to submerge parcel. drafting needed to
show purpose.
Rolling Neighbor or Any Access along the shore Must be clear about
affirmative state migrates inland; remove intention to migrate
easement structures that block access inland.
Rolling Neighbor Any Boundary between landowners Few examples other
boundary migrates with shore; preserve than for public trust
width of road or conservation lands.
buffer.
Abate Neighbor or Abate Private owner asks court to Requires a court to
nuisance or state nuisance or prevent shore protection or make new law, which
quiet title in enforce a allow access along shore based | courts usually decline.
court right on common law.
Rolling Government or | Conservation | Amend existing conservation May be costly to
conservation | land trust or recreation easements to also prohibit enforce unless
easement” shore protection. carefully drafted.
Transferable Government Any Compensate owner who vields Difficult to define
development land to rising sea, with right to where to transfer the
rights” develop new coastal lot. development.

Options for implementing rolling easements.”®

Recommendations

1) The Suffolk County Planning Commission or another County agency/department should
help identify vulnerable communities in Suffolk where, based on federal floodplain maps,
strategic retreat may be necessary and should work with local municipalities to begin an

initial planning process based on Montauk’s experience. A first step could include
providing a model code to assist municipalities in adopting some form of “rolling

easement” to ensure that wetlands or dunes migrate inland as sea level rises thus reducing
the risk of loss of life and property as has been done in parts of Maine, Massachusetts, and

Rhode Island.

2) Appropriate Suffolk County departments should seek to partner with research
institutions and nonprofits to develop online planning simulation tools that
municipalities and civic organizations can use to educate the public about
shoreline vulnerability and to explore future planning options such as retreat.

3) The regional financial resources necessary for successful retreat initiatives will require

new state and federal coastal funding mechanisms best handled by a regional coastal
commission. (See further discussion below in this Chapter.)

78 “Rolling Easements,” page 63.
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3. Building Standards
Background
The wisest and most cost effective method to reduce flood risk is to avoid placing new

structures in flood and storm-prone areas and to relocate existing structures or people whenever
possible. Even in the case of repair or re-building of existing development, relocation should be the
first option considered given the long-term flood risks. Flood-resilient building design regulations
should act as a backstop only in those situations in which building or re-building outside the
floodplain is not feasible.

Several respected organizations have proposed resilien