


This report is the first of what we hope will be a series of reports
which together will take a comprehensive look at various
aspects of the Rockaway peninsula community.  It is our hope
that the census data contained in this report will form the first
chapter in a comprehensive needs assessment of the peninsula.
Other potential chapters were identified at the 2003 Rockaway
Community Planning Summit Meeting last December.  Future
chapters hope to look at the major issues and needs identified at
that meeting, which are: Economic Growth; Housing;
Education; Health; Transportation; and, Quality of Life.
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Foreword

On behalf of the three Neighborhood Preservation Companies serving the Rockaways (Margert Community Corporation,
the Jewish Community Council of the Rockaway Peninsula and the Rockaway Development and Revitalization Corporation),
we welcome you to the beginnings of the long-awaited revival of our beautiful seaside community.

Emerging slowly from the devastation caused by 40 years of neglect, the Rockaways are booming once again.  We invite you
to unite with us in common cause to address planning issues that impact quality of life in the Rockaways. 

Southeastern Queens has become one of the hottest real estate markets in New York City.  Homeownership opportunities are
on the rise, especially in the Rockaways.  The first phase of the Edgemere Urban Renewal Area, Ocean Pointe at Baywater, is
nearing completion, and infrastructure work for the second phase, Edgemere-By-The-Sea, is well underway.  Construction has been
completed in the first phase of the largest urban renewal site in America - the 308 acres in the Arverne Urban Renewal Area.
Although priced at market rates, these new homes, called Arverne-By-The-Sea, like all new construction in the Rockaways, are selling
as quickly as they can be built.

In addition to these urban renewal projects, new home construction on privately owned lots are going up in the thousands, from
east to west.  This construction boom is driving up property values and sales prices of existing homes.  The market is so hot that some
developers are considering new condominium development, targeted towards more affluent buyers than those interested in the two-
family home model of affordability.

A breakdown of some of the major housing development projects include:  

! Arverne-By-The-Sea
117 acres; 2,300 dwelling units; 1,262 dwelling units in one and two-family homes; 1,138 Medium-rise dwelling units;
270,000 Square Feet of Retail; 30,000 Square-foot Community Center; 800 seat school

! Arverne East
47 acres; 1,500 dwelling units; 500,000 square foot commercial development (hotel and entertainment complex); 35
acre - Arverne Central Park (Nature Preserve).

! Waters Edge
Phase 1: 80 dwelling units - 40 two-family homes; Phase 2: 130 dwelling units - 65 two family homes.

! Partnership New Homes Program
Edgemere Phase A: 137 dwelling units of one an two-family homes; Edgemere Phase B: 142 dwelling units of 71 two-
family homes.



The following NYC Housing Partnership projects have been delayed, but remain as active plans:

1. Edgemere C1: 196 dwelling units, 98 two-family homes;
2. Edgemere C2: 100 dwelling units, 50 two-family homes;
3. Edgemere C3: 85 dwelling units of one- and two-family homes.

The NYC Housing Authority is also working hard to improve the dynamics that result from a large scale concentration of
public housing units in a relatively small community.  They have successfully brought the federal HOPE VI program to the
Edgemere/Arverne houses.  These houses have been transformed into the Ocean Bay Apartments through a multifaceted
Revitalization Plan. HOPE VI on-site work includes the modernization of 1,800 apartments; creation of a Family Resource Center;
expansion of the existing Community Center (which will include a new community library) from 20,000 to 50,000 square feet; and,
on-site construction of a new recreation center that will house a gymnasium and indoor pool.  As a stimulus to investment in the
Rockaway’s, the Plan also proposes acquisition and development of off-site parcels for much-needed commercial revitalization.  A
new, vibrant “Town Center” with neighborhood retail stores, rediscovered pedestrian walkways to the nearby waterfronts, and
enhanced landscape and streetscape treatments, will help render this site a unique place to live, work, shop and socialize.

In addition to the public sector housing and commercial development projects outlined above, more than 900 units of private
housing development have gone up across the peninsula in the last five years.  One company, Rubin Management, will build 45
condos on Shore Front Parkway at points along Beach 96th and Beach 92nd Streets.  Rubin Management expects the apartments to sell
for between $350,000 and $475,000.  

Those of us actively engaged in community development feel that Rockaway’s future has never been brighter.  We have
mentioned a few, but certainly not all, of the exciting projects currently underway or planned for our community.  Following hard on
the heels of the new housing construction are such projects as the Rockaway Education and Health Care Center, the revitalized Far
Rockaway Shopping Mall, Tribute Park and hopefully, a hotel/catering hall and the establishment of high speed ferry service.  All
these efforts contribute to a true sense of renaissance in the Rockaway’s.  The success of these projects will have a tremendous impact
on improving the “quality of life” for all those residing on the peninsula.

Joseph G. Barden, Executive Director
Margert Community Corporation

Harvey Gordon, Executive Director
Jewish Community Council of the Rockaway Peninsula

Curtis L. Archer, Executive Director
Rockaway Development & Revitalization Corporation
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Introduction

This report is an initial overview of the Rockaway peninsula in Queens County, using 2000 census data.  The NYS Division of
Housing and Community Renewal [DHCR] presently specifies four  criteria to qualify a tract for service by a Neighborhood 
Preservation Company [NPC] under their guidelines. The 1990 DHCR criteria are: Housing Vacancy Rate below the county average;
Poverty rate above the county average; The percentage of buildings built in 1939 or earlier higher than the county average; and, The
percentage of households spending thirty five percent or more of their income on housing higher than the county average.  In order to
qualify for service by an NPC, the tract has to qualify on at least two of the four criteria.  Various other census data are also analyzed
to give a fuller picture of the area.  There are twenty three census tracts on the peninsula, according to the 2000 census data.  This is
three more than reported in  the 1990 census due to population increases in the tracts;  Tract 972 was split into 972.01 and 972.02, tract
1010 was split into 1010.01 and 1010.02 and tract 1032 was split into 1032.01 and 1032.02. It should be noted that any comparisons to
1990 census data are accomplished by going down to block group data from 1990 for tracts 972, 1010 and 1032 and aggregating them
into the 2000 tract boundaries. 

Methodology

Data were downloaded from the Census website and then added to the shapes of the tracts under study.  The maps are
displayed using MapInfo mapping software. 

Analysis

Figure 1, on the next page, shows the 2000 census tracts for the Rockaway peninsula.  Major roads are also shown to give the
reader a sense of the tract boundaries.

Figure 2 [page 3] looks at the housing vacancy rate.  Since the Queens County average housing vacancy rate is 4.2%, the data
are shown in multiples of this percentage. Using the present DCHR criterion, two of the twenty three tracts have a vacancy rate below
the county average; it should be noted, however, that one of these tracts [918] has only nine housing units.  Ten tracts have a vacancy
rate between 100% and 200% of the county average while six more have a rate between 200% and 400% of the average.  The last five
tracts have a vacancy rate more than 400% of the county average; a number of tracts have a significant seasonal use component to their
vacant housing, as can be seen from the chart on the map.

Figure 3, on page 4, displays the percentage of persons in poverty by tract.  The county wide average is 14.6% of persons in
poverty, so the map breaks at that point as well as multiples of the average rate. Fourteen tracts have a poverty rate higher than the
county average; five of these fourteen [Tracts 942.02, 952, 972.01, 1010.01 and 1032.01] have a rate that is at least double that of
Queens County.     

[continued on page 5]







Figure 4  [page 6] looks at the percentage of buildings built before 1940.   The county wide average is 29.4% and seven tracts 
have a higher than average percentage of older buildings.

Figure 5, on page 7, looks at the percentage of buildings built in 1959 and earlier since many grants use pre-1960 housing to
assume at least some rehabilitation needs.  Only seven tracts have a higher than average percentage of pre-1960 housing.

Figure 6, on page 8, shows the split between owners and renters in each tract.  Queens County has a little under forty three
percent of housing owner occupied.  13 tracts in the study have a lower percentage while four are well above average. 

Figure 7  [page 9] displays the percentage of homeowners paying 35% of more of their income for housing.  Since the county
average is 27.9%, the map is split at that point and at 200% of the average.  There are eleven tracts where more than the average
number of homeowners are paying thirty five percent or more of their income for housing and are, therefore, housing burdened,
including one tract [992] where the percentage is more than double the county average.

Much of the recent literature discussing housing burden has used thirty percent or more of income to estimate this burden so
this percentage is also shown. The county average is 34.5% of owners; eight tracts have a higher than average percentage at this level.

Figure 8, on page 10, looks at the percentage of renters who are rent burdened.  Twelve of the twenty three tracts qualify under
the 35% or more of household income criterion.  The county average for 30% or more of household income is 39.8% and the table
shows those percentages as well; twelve tracts are also above this mark.  

Figure 9, on page 11, looks at median household income.  Since the Queens County median household income is $42,439, the
map breaks the tracts into percentages both below and above that mark.  Five tracts have a median household income below fifty
percent of the county median, while 11 more are between 50 and 100% of that figure.  Seven tracts have a median household income
above the county average, including two that are more than double that number.

Figure 10  [page 12] displays median household income compared to the HUD Adjusted Median Family Income [HAMFI]
since many programs use that benchmark in preference to county median income. The HUD adjusted median family income for the
City of New York is $56,200.   Using this yardstick, there are nineteen tracts in the study area that are below the HAMFI.  The chart
also shows the number of households below 50% of HAMFI, those between 50 and 80% of HAMFI and those from 80 to 100% of
HAMFI.   It should be noted that even in three of the four tracts where the median income is above the HAMFI, a large number of
households are below the HUD Adjusted Median Family Income.

Figure 11, on page 13, looks at the median owner occupied home value, as reported by owners to the Census Bureau.   This
ranges from a low of $120,000 in tract 942.01 [three tracts had no value due to the small number of owner occupied homes in those
tracts]  to a high of $406,900 in Tract 928.  Fourteen tracts have a median value below the county average of $212,600.

[continued on page 14]








