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Event Participants

10/31/18 , Resilient Public Spaces and

Communities: Data Driven Explorations

NYC agencies, academics, practicing architects

and community groups

11/18/19 Resilient Public Spaces and

Communities.2

NYC agencies, academics, practicing urban

planners and community groups

07/23/20 Research Project Draft release RP3 WG (NYC capital agencies and researchers)

09/23/20 Research Project Kick Off Meeting RP3 WG (NYC capital agencies and researchers)

09/18/20 Capital Project identification exercise for mapping from publicly available budget

documents
RP3 WG (researchers)

Request to NYC capital agencies for Red Hook

projects to map

11/17/20 NAS methodology map exercise #1 for Red Hook; RP3 WG determined Red Hook not

appropriate case study neighborhood
RP3 WG (NYC capital agencies and researchers)

NYC DDC to identify neighborhoods with all 3

aspects of resiliency deficiencies (urban heat island, inland flooding and coastal flooding)

01/12/21 Meeting to discuss and select new case study neighborhoods—South Bronx and

Greenpoint Community Districts were selected
RP3 WG (NYC capital agencies and researchers)

Request to NYC capital agencies for two case

study neighborhood projects to map
05/20/21 NAS methodology map exercise #2; RP3

WG determined insufficient project data for cluster analysis of case study Community Districts
RP3 WG (NYC capital agencies and researchers)

Request to DCP for additional case study

neighborhood projects to map
07/15/21 NAS methodology map exercise #3; RP3 WG determined insufficient project data for
cluster analysis of case study Community Districts

RP3 WG (NYC capital agencies and researchers)

Waiting for DCP to release new Commitment Plan Map; T+G analysis of case study neighborhood 
Community Boards Registers by Borough revealed temporal gap in local knowledge transmission

during capital planning process

RP3.1x



RP3.1
Resilient Public Spaces and Communities: Data Driven Explorations on October 31, 2018 (RP3.1) 

Overview
• Focused on the Red Hook neighborhood 
• Pilot Town+Gown working group format 
• Red Hook served as the case study 

• Establish knowledge base 
• Explore and contextualize resilience in the built environment 
• Focus on public space and communities
• Identify issues for future research within Town+Gown

Questions: 
• What allows public space to function as community resiliency asset in both disaster and everyday life
• how to move from qualitative data analysis to quantitative data analysis. 

Key Outcomes:
• Discussions raised issues posed by the City’s capital budget process.
• Proposed research to focus on the City’s capital budget process.
• Focus on interventions during the post-adoption design stage was inadequate.
• Refocus on the annual capital budget planning period.



RP3.2 brought the planning discipline’s focus on community explicitly to bear on the complex issues raised by the
research project.

RP3.1
Resilient Public Spaces and Communities 2 on November 18, 2019 (RP3.2).



RP3 “In House” Research Project. 

The participating City agencies and academics from Pratt and AREA Research within the RP3 WG (the Study Group) 
continued to develop the research project.

Focus: 

• The capital budget planning period 
• Optimize  infrastructure investments in neighborhoods 
• Increase community resiliency
• Explore ways the “community” can participate in that process more effectively. 

Goals:

1. Apply the Neighborhood Activation Study (NAS) methodology
2. Apply the Envision framework
3. Apply AREA Research’s life cycle cost benefit analysis (LCCBA)
4. Build on the “proof of concept” analysis results



1. Apply the Neighborhood Activation Study (NAS) methodology, changing the policy objective 

from reducing crime to increasing infrastructural and community resiliency, to analyze case study clusters of routine 
capital infrastructure projects in a holistic manner during the capital budget planning period to identify ways to rethink 
them together to increase their infrastructural and community resiliency. This became known within the Study Team as 
the “cluster” analysis.



In Atlanta’s Old Fourth Ward neighborhood, flooding from nearby Clear Creek has always been an issue. In the late 

1980s and early 90s, the city drafted a $40 million plan to dig a massive underground tunnel 
in order to channel excess stormwater to a processing plant, where it would be cleaned and discharged into the 
Chattachoochee River. 

Eisenhauer believed that a solution utilizing green infrastructure could provide more benefits to both the ecosystem, 
and local residents. Eisenhauer created a plan for Historic Fourth Ward Park, a recreational area surrounding a 5-
acre stormwater retention pond. 

The new plan, costing only $23 million, was noticed by local architect Markham Smith. Smith helped 

Eisenhauer organize stakeholders, including the Trust for Public Land and the Atlanta BeltLine, who purchased the 
declining industrial property next to the former Sears warehouse, where Eisenahuer had hoped new park would 
be housed.

The stormwater drainage pond, which is set deeply into a bowl below the water table, is capable of holding up to 

4 million gallons of water and slowly transporting them to the city’s sewage treatment plant, enabling 

the park to handle a 500 year flood.



2002 Site Aerial



2022 Site Aerial



Site Photos



The NAS methodology uses a collection of place-based planned capital investments within neighborhoods to identify 
potential synergies among them where collaborative planning can strengthen ongoing community initiatives and 
agency efforts

The methodology suggested collaborative capital project planning and design as a tool for to achieve policy objectives, 
noting that multiple NYC agencies should coordinate their projects among themselves and with the communities. The 
NAS focused on the post adoption design phase, when collaborative changes to project clusters are likely to increase 
costs and delay schedules, representing a significant weakness of implementing the NAS methodology in practice.



2. Apply the Envision framework, which is a holistic framework for evaluating and rating the community, 

environmental, and economic benefits of all types and sizes of infrastructure projects and permits project owners to 
evaluate, grade and give recognition to infrastructure projects that use transformational, collaborative approaches to 
assess the sustainability indicators over the course of the project's life cycle, to determine how ideas emanating from 
the application of the NAS methodology could form the basis of Envision credits, especially innovation credits, and 
possibly further refine the holistic rethinking of the case study project begun under the NAS methodology.



3. Apply AREA Research’s life cycle cost benefit analysis (LCCBA) model to these rethought 

clustered case study projects to quantitatively analyze the ability of interagency collaboration during the capital budget 
planning period to maximize/optimize the level of total return on City capital investments within a neighborhood and 
quantify potential capital budget savings opportunities. Steps (1) through (3) became known within the Study Team as 
the “proof of concept” analysis.



The identification, planning and implementation of City capital projects is a complex process and the City's capital 
process typically assigns execution of stand-alone projects through individual agencies that have sector-specific 
criteria for project performance and desired outcomes.

Applying the LCCBA model to the synergistically rethought clustered case study projects in Phase 1 would determine 
quantitatively the extent to which it is possible to collectively enhance clusters of closely co-located projects within 
neighborhoods to provide the highest level of return from an infrastructural and community resiliency.



4. Build on the “proof of concept” analysis results to analyze the institutional community board process 

to identify opportunities to bring community infrastructural and community resiliency deficit knowledge to bear during 
the capital budget planning period. This phase of the research project would apply urban hazard mitigation principles 
to leverage state of good repair capital infrastructure projects to optimize infrastructural and community resiliency.



Preliminary Research Results from RP3 “In House” Research Project. 

Phase 1 of the project—Identification of Study Projects and Application of NAS Methodology and Envision 
Framework—was planned for Summer and Fall 2020. The Study Group agencies reviewed their agency capital plans
and programs and other projects in the City's budget documents to identify case study projects that would be mapped 
for application of the NAS methodology and Envision framework to the case study projects to identify potential points 
of convergence to support increased infrastructural and community resiliency and generate synergistic ideas for these 
case study projects for 

Phase 2—Application of AREA Research LCCBA Model to Case Study Projects.

ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY:

Step 1: Objective. Research question?

Evaluate existing (insert project) proposals and (phasing) process.

Step 2: Define principle: FEASIBILITY.

Which is the principle driving the development of (project)?

Step 3: Identify Criterion and Evaluation Methodology.

Highest Return on Investment for (Project) Investment Strategy

Step 4: Define variables.

VARIABLE 1 : (Main Variable Set)

Description

- Variable One

- Variable Two

- Etc...

VARIABLE 2: (Secondary Variable Set) 

Variable Criteria

Step 5: Correlation Analysis between the two variables. Regression Analysis.



The Study Group has been working on Phase 1 since Fall 2020, with four separate exercises, which included a change in 
case study neighborhoods in early 2021. During the NAS methodology map exercise #4 using the recent Department of 
City Planning map of Commitment Plan projects for pre-selected case study Community Districts, the RP3 WG 
determined there was insufficient density of project data for cluster analysis for the case study Community Districts . 



The last RP3 WG discussion 

(1) Concluded that pre-selecting case study neighborhoods for cluster analysis did not work and that it would be 
necessary to look at the entire city to identify Community Districts with sufficient project density for cluster 
analysis, which would require some funded academic assistance, and 

(2) Confirmed absence of effective interagency collaboration during capital budget planning period. 

The Study Team’s case study exercises, which assumed a level interagency collaboration practice during the capital 
budget planning period, discovered that NYC’s existing capital budget process based on Charter provisions does not 
require this type of interagency collaboration during the capital budget planning period and that there is currently no 
effective mechanism to facilitate such collaboration. The 



Study Group raised the idea of a platform to support interagency collaboration, which platform would also support 
transmission of community observed infrastructure and community resilience deficit knowledge. Please see the chart 
below for the Study Group’s work on its “in house” research project.

Proposed Platform

Mark Reiner
Kaleidoscope's creator and Director of Resilient Infrastructure at Jacobs



Translating Preliminary Findings to the Capital Budget Planning Process. 

The NAS suggests that multiple agencies can coordinate their projects within neighborhoods among themselves and 
with the communities as a way to optimize stated policy objectives within a neighborhood. 

The weakness of the NAS methodology is its focus on the post budget adoption design phase, when collaborative 
changes to project clusters are likely to increase costs and delay schedules.



The RP3 WG in-house research project identified the following knowledge transfer gaps during the capital budget 
planning period, which highlights the weaknesses of the NAS methodology and points to ways to address them during 
the capital budget planning period. 

The two knowledge transfer gaps discussed below together constitute the structural capital infrastructure project 
planning gap.

1. Public agencies do not collaborate closely with each other on planned capital projects that are closely co-located 
within neighborhoods during the capital budget planning period. NYC’s existing capital budget process outlined in 
the City Charter does not require this type of interagency collaboration during the capital project planning period 
and there is currently no mechanism to support it. This is the interagency knowledge transfer gap during the 
capital budget planning period.

2. The Community Boards’ observed local infrastructural resiliency deficits within the capital portions of their Capital 
Needs Statements do not reach the agencies during the capital budget planning period in a way that can inform or 
influence agencies’ planning for infrastructure projects within neighborhoods. This is the local community 
knowledge transfer gap during the capital budget planning period.



Key Conclusion:

Solving the structural capital infrastructure project planning gap during the capital project planning period will increase 
the likelihood of optimizing closely located planned project investments in neighborhoods with a cumulative budgeted 
cost that likely will not require additional post adoption funding because collaboratively rethinking clustered projects 
during the capital budget planning period provides agencies with an opportunity to capture value across all clustered 
projects, so that each single project might be able to simultaneously solve parts of the other projects’ problems, 
collectively generating long-term cost savings and increased value (across a broad spectrum of value) for 
neighborhoods and the City in general.



Way Forward



Public agencies do not collaborate closely with each other on planned capital projects that are closely co-located 
within neighborhoods during the capital budget planning period. NYC’s existing capital budget process outlined in 
the City Charter (see Exhibit 1) does not require this type of interagency collaboration during the capital project 
planning period and there is currently no mechanism to support it. This is the interagency knowledge transfer gap 
during the capital budget planning period.
10
The interagency knowledge transfer gap is structural and primarily the result of the City’s implementation of the 
Charter provisions. The departmental estimate basis of budget formation (see Exhibit 1) forces agencies working 
with OMB during the capital budget planning period to function primarily on a siloed basis. While the biennial Ten-
Year Capital Strategy provides all agencies with information about the capital plans of other agencies to theoretically 
permit interagency co-located capital project planning, this document generally does not include granular project-
level detail and the exigencies of the budget formation process during the short capital budget planning period, 
when OMB is engaged in three budgets at any single time (budget formation leading to budget adoption, budget 
administration during the fiscal year aimed at avoiding an end of fiscal year gap of more than $100,000 (see Exhibit 
2) and the post fiscal year audit process) makes location-based interagency collaboration and knowledge transfer 
during the capital budget planning period unlikely. An infrastructure-based exception does, however, occur during 
the capital budget planning period when OMB sees DEP water and sewer rehabilitation projects and DOT street 
reconstruction projects planned for the same street segments and combines them as part of budget adoption to 
head eventually to DDC to manage the design and construction of these co-located street-based infrastructure 
projects.



The Community Boards’ observed local infrastructural resiliency deficits within the capital portions of their Capital 
Needs Statements do not reach the agencies during the capital budget planning period in a way that can inform or 
influence agencies’ planning for infrastructure projects within neighborhoods. This is the local community knowledge 
transfer gap during the capital budget planning period.
The local community knowledge transfer gap is also structural and primarily the result of the City’s historical 
implementation of the Charter provision related to NYC’s 59 community districts’ operation through community 
boards, which are the smallest level of government with Charter-defined roles in citywide capital planning process 
when, in theory, community members can officially inform and influence city-wide capital planning and budgeting with 
local perspectives. One goal for community boards is to increase “... the participation of ... the people in the things that 
affect their lives,” and 1989 Charter changes sought to enhance the ability of community boards to participate in 
citywide processes.9 That goal reflects Jane Jacobs’s belief that professional urban planners, versed in techniques, 
theories and services, need to know “the terms of the precise and unique places in a city with which they are dealing” 
by turning to “the people of the place” who “understand thoroughly” the specific place.10 Jacobs’ term “locality 
coordination” describes a vertical communications mechanism that captures place-based expertise for “locality 
knowledge in planning, whether the planning is creative, coordinating or predictive,”11 which NYC’s community boards 
are intended to fulfill.



Each year during the capital budget planning period, community boards submit their Community Board Budget 
Priorities or District Needs Statements that reflect, to some extent, real time capital asset assessments reflecting 
infrastructural and community resiliency deficiencies.12 The community boards and other community organizations 
working within and outside the official community board process are widely known to feel frustrated in their attempts 
to inform and influence city-wide capital investment decisions. The OMB-agency process observed as part of the “in 
house” research with respect to these community board submissions13 during the capital budget planning period 
suggests systemic timing lags in community-based knowledge transfer of local infrastructural and community 
resiliency deficiencies during this period.14 While NYC agencies and OMB must act for the City as a whole and 
balance multiple needs in excess of resources, resolving identified systemic impediments at the community board 
level due to poorly designed interfaces within NYC’s capital planning process would optimize the impact of public 
capital investments to enhance peoples' access to essential public resources and services where these capital 
investments would significantly improve neighborhood quality of life and community resilience to disruptions caused 
by a shock or disaster.



Community boards originally functioned as a decentralized version of 311 that imparted local knowledge and navigated 
the bureaucracy at operating agencies and the central budget and planning offices on behalf of community members. 
Many of the promises from the 311 system, such as agency and citywide data-driven analytics to inform 
operations, planning and budgeting, have been realized, but agency reliance on 311 data for operations and capital 
planning purposes has drawbacks. Not only does the 311 system tend to bypass community boards’ local knowledge at 
all points in the city-wide processes, including service district agency meetings, but also known biases in 311 use, along 
with 311 data primacy at agencies for operations and capital planning purposes, can translate into biased outcomes in 
agency decisions, leaving some vulnerable and underserved neighborhoods with underestimated and unaddressed 
needs, including infrastructural and community resiliency needs.15 It is possible to address the existing practice 
interfaces to comply with Charter requirements (see Exhibit 1), without changes in law but with tools to support the 
locality coordination function during the capital budget planning period, which permit development of a methodology 
within the institutional community board function for optimal transmission of important community knowledge, 
expressed, with training to be less like complaints and more like professional infrastructural and community resiliency 
deficits, to City agencies to support capital project effectiveness in increasing infrastructural and community resilience 
on an equitable basis by correcting for 311 reporting biases



The structural capital infrastructure project planning gap can lead to missed opportunities for the City to optimize 
infrastructural and community resiliency within neighborhoods and advance city-wide resiliency policy objectives. 
Without solving for the structural capital infrastructure project planning gap during the capital budget planning period, 
the resulting inability to optimize infrastructural and community resiliency within neighborhoods can result in less-
than-optimal collections of closely located planned project investments in neighborhoods, which is a form of financial 
“waste.” Applying the NAS methodology to these projects after budget adoption will likely increase costs and delay 
schedules from what had been previously authorized, thus discouraging efforts at post-adoption change.16


