 
Coastal Resiliency Advisory Committee
Tuesday, June 13, 2023
Via Zoom
*Meetings are audio- and video-recorded

Members present:  Mary Longacre, Gary Beller, Carl Borchert, Sarah Bois, Matt Fee, Rachael Freeman, Jen Karberg, Joanna Roche, Christy Kickham
Members Absent: Peter Brace, Ian Golding
Staff present: Vincent Murphy, Leah Hill
Others: D. Anne Atherton, Arnold Robinson, Doug Rose, Rick Atherton
Recoding: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=OlnMOWbtW1Y 

1.     	Call to Order
          	10:02 a.m.

2.     	Meeting announcements 
           	Script for remotely conducting Open Meetings, read by the Chair 
           	The meeting is being audio / visually recorded.


3.      	Discussion with Arnold Robinson, Associate Regional Planning Director at Fuss & 
O’Neil, of the Market to Metacom Climate Resilience and Economic Development Plan in Warren, RI. 
Project website: https://experience.arcgis.com/experience/6243398bbb804cc794fbdfbf2e5a71c0/page/Home/ 

Mr. Robinson presented the problem statement: Town of Warren, RI lies at the head of Narragansett Bay and is the lowest lying Community in Rhode Island. Market Street is a densely populated area and transportation network hub that experiences regular flooding. Warren received funding from US EPA to examine relocation and options for resilience in the area. Relocation included Metacom Avenue. 

Mr. Robinson described a method of outreach called incremental engagement and education. This methodology included 3 distinct workshops that focused on sharing data in a graphic and compelling way and then listening to community feedback. The first session was an introduction to the problem and the flooding issues on Market Street. The second workshop included 2 options and a third, “do-nothing” option. In the third, and final, 	workshop displayed the option that was selected by the community. 

Mr. Robinson continued by explaining that there was a mixed response to the idea of relocated home and businesses from Market Street but there was a very positive response to the redevelopment of the Metacom area because the businesses and commercial activities could be increased. 

Ms. Longacre asked about the method of funding this work. Mr. Robinson explained that the early money is the hardest to get and that the federal delegation has brought in significant funding for feasibility and engineering. FEMA is targeted for relocation money, specifically a program called BRIC. FEMA would much rather fund pro-active relocation or adaptation than rebuilding after a catastrophic event. The Town of Warren is also in the midst of setting up a legal mechanism for doing a voluntary buyout program. Tax incremental financing (TIF program) is a third mechanism that the Town of Warren intends to use for the re-development of the Metacom area as they expect at least a 3-fold increase in annual tax income through re-zoning. The additional annual tax dollars can go to service debt, which can then be used to bond for a buyout program. This money can then be used as a municipal match for state and federal funding programs. Ms. Longacre asked whether the Town of Warren was buying properties on Metacom Avenue as well as Market Street? Mr. Robinson stated that the buyouts are only occurring on Market Street. Metacom Avenue is left to the private structure. Through the implementation of form-based zoning code (mixed used and high density), and not Euclidean zoning, the Town of Warren is hoping to encourage relocation and incentivize the private sector to re-develop the Metacom Avenue area. Ms. Longacre asked whether the owners leaving Market Street were going to equivalent housing on Metacom Street. Mr. Robinson said no (began sharing presentation, on Town of Warrern website) but that the complete relocation and buyout strategy with accompanying restoration is a 4 phased program that is 50-70 years long. The initial phases would focus on homes that are experiencing the greatest threat from sea level rise. Mr. Robinson began sharing slides that depicted the homes incorporated in each of the phases. He reminded everyone that all the buyouts are voluntary. There are no takings by eminent domain. Many of the property owners proposed for Phase 1 cannot get flood insurance or have extremely high policy costs. Phase 1 includes the buyout of 31 buildings, the estimated cost is $14,900,000 and the buyouts are expected to take approximately 10 years.  

Ms. Longacre opened the discussion to questions from Committee members. Mr. Fee asked whether the Town of Warren had considered TDRs or Transfer of Development Rights and having Metacom buyout Market Street instead of putting the cost on the taxpayers. Mr. Robinson stated that TDR legislation has failed at the state level a number of times and so they chose to work upzoning in the Metacom area and working with TIFs instead. Ms. Longacre asked how the TIF program worked. Mr. Robinson stated that there was an analysis of Metacom Avenue and, using a form-based code, they performed a full-buildout scenario. One of the keys to the TIF is to model what your tax dollars will be with full development so that you can determine how much funding will be available for the TIF buyouts. Mr. Robinson added that a large part of the project has been outreach to private homeowners in the Metacom area and focused on redevelopment concepts on parcels where property owners were supportive. Ms. Longacre asked for clarification on the fact that right now the zoning does not allow for this type of development so there is no opportunity for increased property values without changes in zoning. Mr. Robinson concurred and stated that zoning has to match the Comprehensive Plan, which Warren is updating now. A TIF district is predetermined and the increase in tax dollars is ear-marked for buyouts (Market Street) and a specific amount can be used for the redevelopment district (Metacom). Mr. Fee asked if Mr. Robinson looked at increased costs associated with infrastructure needed for a higher density community in reference to the Metacom area. Mr. Robinson stated that yes, they had broadly examined this with a specific emphasis on schooling needs. Mr. Fee asked whether there were historic buildings on Market Street and whether they had considered raising Market Street. Mr. Robinson noted that there were no historic buildings on Market Street. Regarding elevating the roadway, if anything is elevated in the area, Rte 103 was determined to be a much better east-west connector than Market Street. Mr. Beller noted that the buyout of 58 properties over 10 years was estimated to cost $14,900,000. He asked whether the real estate had been devalued through flooding or are these costs simply Rhode Island costs, which are very different from Nantucket costs? Mr. Robinson said that valuations are coming down in the neighborhood because of the regular flooding in the area. In addition, properties are valued lower than on Nantucket. Mr. Robinson continued by describing analogous communities performing buyouts of flood-risk properties such as Gloucester, Virginia. Onion Creek in Austin Texas is another example of a large-scale buyout program but because it was not a mandatory buyout, there are a number of homes that still remain in the area. Buyouts become easier over time and the first couple are the hardest. Mr. Fee raised the issue that the Town is responsible for the services and the roads within the community. He wants to know if this is the case in Warren, Rhode Island? Mr. Robinson referenced cases on the barrier beach islands in North Carolina. The cases are state-level and addresses the question of whether Towns are obligated to service properties that are at high flood risk and utilities are compromised. Where does the responsibility of the municipality begin in areas of repetitive loss and how does that work with their obligations to fiscal efficiency? Ms. Longacre asked about the potential to move houses as we do on Nantucket. Mr. Robinson suggested that there were too many logistical issues and therefore decided to offer a buyout program instead. Mr. Robinson closed by stating that there were a few critical pieces of their project and these included: 1) using graphics to help people to visualize outcomes, 2) including a “do nothing” option and quantified what that would be in both dollars and people’s experiences, and 3) setting expectations that this is a long-term project.  
	
4. 	Continued discussion on best next steps for ‘Sconset Bluff coastal resilience. 
	See packet for homework assignment submissions and page 210 of the Coastal Resilience Plan “Overview of Coastal Risk in Sconset”. Ms. Longacre compiled Committee members responses to the question of “what are the next best steps for ‘Sconset Bluff coastal resilience?” into a statement for the Select Board from the CRAC. 
Draft Statement: The Coastal Resilience Advisory Committee encourages the directly involved parties (Baxter Road property owners, the Select Board, the Conservation Commission, and Town staff & consultants) to continue negotiating the process for managed retreat from the Sconset Bluff and relocation of Baxter Road due to the threat of erosion cutting off access and destroying infrastructure.  The interests of the island community as a whole must also be kept in mind so that the efforts in this area do not place either adverse environmental impact or excessive cost burdens on island residents not in the project area.
	Although geotubes and other erosion control structures are effective at reducing erosion at their specific locations while they are properly maintained with the addition of sacrificial sand, the possible harm to adjacent and ‘downstream’ properties from deflected wave energy or sand starvation and the high monetary cost, disproportionate allocation of sand, significant management time, and neighborhood disruption all speak against relying on such structures in highly dynamic and vulnerable environments such as the Sconset Bluff.  

In addition, erosion of the bluff will continue to occur from other environmental factors such as wind, rain, runoff, and instability, and erosion of unprotected portions of the bluff will eventually affect currently protected portions as well, supporting a sense of urgency for the road relocation and managed retreat even if the portions of the bluff toe remain protected.

Mr. Fee stated that there needs to be a greater understanding of who should be executing this planning document because the level of analysis is necessary. Ms. Longacre restated that the CRAC was created to advise the Select Board and that the driving forces behind this statement should be those named in the first sentence of the statement itself (Baxter Road property owners, Select Board, Conservation Commission, and Town Staff & Consultants). Mr. Borchert commented that perhaps the CRP has already answered this question and asked whether we need to submit this letter at all? Ms. Karberg said that the CRP stated to hire a consultant to perform an alternatives analysis for the ‘Sconset Bluff and this was completed so the information is available. Ms. Treanor, Mr. Beller, Mr. Kickham, Ms. Freeman and Ms. Roche all agreed with and expanded upon the above statements. Included were ideas such as increased action on the part of the CRAC as well as whether or not more information on Baxter Road is necessary.

Ms. Longacre asked whether there are any Committee members that think the CRAC should close discussion on this subject and not send this statement to the Select Board. Mr. Borchert made the motion and Ms. Roche seconded. Mr. Fee added that the process of executing the plans for Baxter Road, an action plan, is missing. Mr. Beller remained interested in sending a statement to the Select Board that stated the recommendations in the CRP should be executed regarding the Sconset Bluff and Baxter Road. Discussion continued on the best ways to move forward and what the motion should be. Ms. Longacre clarified that a YES vote stops the discussion and the CRAC will not send a statement to the Select Board while a NO vote continues the discussion, which could include whether or not the CRAC chooses to send a statement to the Select Board. Mr. Beller, Mr. Borchert, Ms. Treanor, Mr. Fee, Mr. Freeman, Ms. Karberg, Mr. Kickham, Ms. Roche all voted no. Ms. Longacre abstained. Mr. Beller made a motion to accept the statement that Ms. Longacre drafted and submit to the Select Board. Ms. Longacre asked for discussion on Mr. Beller’s motion. Mr. Fee asked that we consider revising the statement. Ms. Treanor asked that the CRAC examine the statement thoroughly before submitting to the Select Board. Ms. Longacre asked to move to a vote where YES accepts the statement as written and sends it to the Select Board and NO continues discussion of the statement. Mr. Beller and Mr. Borchert voted yes and Ms. Treanor, Mr. Fee, Ms. Freeman, Ms. Karberg, Mr. Kickham, and Ms. Roche voted no. Ms. Longacre abstained and then asked for comments on how to edit the statement. Mr. Fee made a motion to continue discussion of this statement to the next meeting, Mr. Karberg seconded the motion. All members voted positively in support of the motion. 


5. Public Comment
Ms. Atherton reminded the CRAC committee of the Baxter Road Long Term Planning Memo from 2021 and stated that page 53 describes a specific pathway forward. 

6.        Updates and announcements
• CZM’s Coastal Resilience Grant Program request for proposals released. https://www.mass.gov/service-details/coastal-resilience-grant-program Leah Hill will briefly outline our grant application plans.

Ms. Hill stated that the CRAC will be resubmitting a request for money to perform a feasibility study of the proposed Downtown Neighborhood Flood Barrier. 

7. Approval of Minutes from April 25th
Minutes approved with Mr. Fee abstaining. 

8. New business, Committee & Natural Resources Dept. reports from Planning Board, 	Conservation Commission, Harbor and Shellfish Advisory Board, Select Board, 	Advisory Committee of Non-Voting Tax Payers, and other committee members. 
• 6/12/2023 Nantucket Coastal Conference day-of live stream and recording available here: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=PGh5dfI_8jA&t=12211s 
Multiple committee members concurred that the conference went well and Ms. Hill was given kudos for organizing the conference. 
• 6/2/2023 Emerging Governance Structures for Climate Resilience report from Leah Hill https://climateadaptationforum.org/event/emerging-governance-structures-for-climate-resilience/ 
Ms. Hill described Bill 547 from Maryland that allows bonds to be issued to fund coastal resiliency. She described an area in Sonoma county and in the middle of the country where FEMA said retreat was the only option. In Maryland they had created maps of the coast showing areas where living shorelines should or could be implemented. Mr. Fee agreed that this type of a map may be worthwhile for the island as well as the funding mechanisms that were being utilized in Maryland. 
• 6/5/2023 Harbor Action Plan in-person Public Meeting report from Peter Brace 
Ms. Hill and Ms. Bois described their experiences at the public meeting including the active involvement of people in-person. 
• 6/1/2023 Conservation Commission public hearing on Wetlands Regulations Update 	https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=8usJUVZhYwE
Mr. Fee told the CRAC that the proposed regulation changes are generating letters of concern to the Select Board. 
9. 	Discussion of upcoming meeting dates and topics: Next Meeting is June 27th 2023 on 	Zoom. Carl Borchert will be presenting the results of his investigation using a zoning 	review tool for coastal resilience. See https://snepnetwork.org/bylaw-review/ for the tool

No comments were made. 

10. 	Motion to adjourn at 11:46 am

