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To: Commission on Government Efficiency (COGE) 
From: Melinda Hanson, Co-Chair, Next Mile Coalition 
Re: COGE Preliminary Report (July 2026) 
Date: July 13, 2026 
 
On behalf of the Next Mile Coalition, I want to commend the Commission for the direction laid out in the 
preliminary report. The four priority areas aim to address the exact kind of bureaucratic friction that 
slows down projects that should be easy wins for the city.  
 
We're especially encouraged by the Commission's focus on the Major Transportation Projects review 
requirement, the 2009 charter provision that currently mandates extensive outreach and inter-agency 
review even for straightforward bike and bus lane projects. This requirement has slowed installation of 
critical infrastructure that has been shown to reduce crashes and save lives, and we support the 
Commission's exploration of a streamlined review process, including limiting mandated multi-agency 
review. This aligns closely with our own coalition's call for a Bikeway Streamlining Act to fast-track 
upgrades, such as converting painted bike lanes to physically protected ones. We see this as a critical 
complement to the city's goal of delivering at least 50 miles of new protected bike lanes annually. 
 
Further, the proposal to eliminate the unnecessary revocable consent requirements in the outdoor 
dining approval process is exactly the kind of high-impact fix this Commission should pursue in earnest, 
and we urge the Commission to apply that same approach to another area where revocable consent is 
currently a major bottleneck: micromobility charging infrastructure. 
 
More than 65,000 delivery workers rely on e-bikes every day in New York City, alongside a large and 
growing base of personal riders. According to NYC DOT, roughly 762,000 New Yorkers ride a bike 
regularly. A recent MIT lane-count study cited by Streetsblog found that e-bikes, including electric Citi 
Bikes, now constitute a majority of the bikes observed in NYC bike lanes. The Mamdani administration is 
doing a commendable job of expanding protected bike lanes to support this growth, but other 
infrastructure is also essential.   
 
Safe charging infrastructure is one of the most effective tools the city has to support micromobility 
riders and to prevent lithium-ion battery fires, which caused roughly $520 million in damages and 
losses between 2019 and 2023. Yet deployment of certified charging cabinets remains painfully slow. 
Applicants must navigate a regulatory framework split across FDNY, DOB, and DOT, with revocable 
consent required for any installation in the public right-of-way. That process alone can take over a year, 
on top of separate multi-agency sign-offs for electrical and fire safety review. All in all, the process can 
take 18 months and cost residential applicants tens of thousands of dollars.  
 
If the city wants to see safe micromobility charging scaled quickly, we ask the Commission to consider a 
parallel fix for micromobility charging, specifically: 

●​ A shortened or truncated revocable consent pathway for charging cabinets and stations 
installed by vendors certified through a Trusted Battery Cabinet Certification Program, verified 
through periodic audits and inspections rather than front-loaded, multi-agency approval.  

●​ A reduced revocable-consent clearance standard for cabinets that meet certain dimensional 
and safety criteria, to avoid overlapping FDNY clearances that make it virtually impossible to 
install safe charging infrastructure in the highest-need commercial corridors. 

●​ As-of-right installation authority on city-owned property, such as plazas and building setbacks, 
for certified vendors, similar to the Commission's current consideration of consolidated, 
agency-level sign-off for other public space uses. 

https://www.e-mobilityproject.org/next-mile-coalition
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/681a46071d7a437f804b1028/t/6967f9fca7f22b10400778c9/1768421884905/NYCMicromobility+Roadmap.pdf
https://nyc.streetsblog.org/2025/12/02/report-dot-is-undercounting-the-e-bike-boom
https://nyc.streetsblog.org/2025/12/02/report-dot-is-undercounting-the-e-bike-boom
https://ulse.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/05/The_Impact_of_E-Mobility_Battery_Fires_in_NYC.pdf
https://ulse.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/05/The_Impact_of_E-Mobility_Battery_Fires_in_NYC.pdf


●​ Consolidation of the currently fragmented FDNY/DOB/DOT/PDC review into a single governing 
framework, modeled on how Local Law 55/2024 codified EV charging requirements. 

●​ Adopt a published design and siting standard for FDNY-approved battery-charging cabinets, 
similar to the standardized criteria DOT already uses for the Dining Out NYC program, so that 
compliant installations do not require case-by-case review by the Public Design Commission.  

 
These changes would shift the compliance burden from a slow, case-by-case consent process to a 
certification-and-audit model, which is precisely the kind of modernization the Commission's report 
already champions for other permitting categories.  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments. We appreciate the Commission's work and look 
forward to continuing to engage as these proposals move toward the November ballot. 
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Whistleblower says Trump officials thought USAID did 'just abortions,' asked for 'Barney-style' slides before
gutting agency, per new book

Whistleblower says Trump officials
thought USAID did 'just abortions,'
asked for 'Barney-style' slides before
gutting agency, per new book
Read an exclusive excerpt from Nicholas Enrich's "Into the Wood
Chipper"

One of the first acts by the second Trump administration was the complete gutting of
the US Agency for International Development, a workforce of more than 10,000
people that had administered humanitarian aid and public health support to nations
around the world since 1961. Thousands of jobs were immediately slashed by Elon
Musk’s para-governmental Department of Government Efficiency (DOGE) and
political appointees took over posts previously held by career civil servants. An
agency once charged with fighting poverty, curbing the spread of infectious diseases,
and promoting education and democracy abroad had been effectively thrown in the
woodchipper.

It was during those critical early days that Nicholas Enrich, then-USAID’s acting
assistant administrator for global health (GH), witnessed firsthand the carelessness
and callousness with which the Trump administration destroyed the agency,
ultimately leading to him becoming a government whistleblower. As a result, he was
placed on administrative leave for sharing Trump officials’ decision to deny the
continuation of life-saving aid, and the lies they told to justify it. 

Enrich’s new book “Into the Wood Chipper: A Whistleblower's Account of How the
Trump Administration Shredded USAID” will be published on Tuesday, and The
Handbasket is proud to share an exclusive excerpt. It shows the scary lack of public
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health expertise among the Trump team—which included Ken Jackson, who was part
of the US Institute of Peace raid—their fundamental ignorance to USAID’s mission
—”I assumed it was just, you know, abortions”—and the life or death decisions they
forced people like Enrich to make in the name of supposed efficiency. This excerpt
details a meeting that took place on February 5, 2025, during which Enrich and his
colleagues Nida Parks and Ramona Godbole met with newly-installed Trump officials
at the former USAID headquarters to explain their bureau’s critical functions. 

You can purchase the book here. Excerpt below:

On Wednesday, Nida, Ramona, and I went to the Reagan Building to finally meet
with Joel Borkert and the USAID leadership team. We made our way through the
eerily empty headquarters building and entered the administrator’s suite, where we
were ushered into the executive conference room. I had last been there years earlier,
during the first Trump administration, to brief Administrator Mark Green on our
proposed restructuring of our tuberculosis strategy. I remembered nervously trying
to answer pointed questions from Green and several of his top deputies, who had
relentlessly pushed us to identify opportunities to make our programs more efficient,
to maximize local ownership, and to propel host governments toward self- reliance,
reducing the need for foreign assistance from the United States.35 3
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Today, the room felt emptier, devoid of the expertise and experience that had so often
directed policy from within its walls. Besides the three of us from GH, the group
consisted of Joel Borkert (USAID’s chief of staff), Adam Korzeniewski (White House
liaison), Meghan Hanson (director of policy), Paul Seong (senior advisor to the
administrator), and Ken Jackson (with Pete Marocco’s new designation as deputy
administrator, Ken’s title was revised to acting deputy administrator for management
and resources). Jason Gray (briefly the acting administrator, now back to chief
information officer) joined as well. The group looked tired and bored, and I got the
sense that we were not the first bureau to brief this group on our “mission- critical
functions” that afternoon.

Without introductions, Joel, who was eating a frozen Indian dinner, jumped right in.
“In full transparency, we’re drawing down USAID,” he said. “We’d like you to walk us
through your mission-critical functions so that we can close things out smoothly.
What are the key priorities that we need to keep working on in GH, and the staff
needs to carry them out?”

Draw down. Close out. The words he dropped so casually rang in my head. Our global
health programs didn’t concern him, he was only interested in the quickest way to
shutter the agency. I knew this was my only chance to make him see why our work
mattered.

“Thanks, Joel,” I began. “With the current pause on foreign aid, we’re primarily
focused right now on the waiver to restart our lifesaving activities. But emergency
response is only a tiny fraction of our work. So much of what we do is to strengthen
sustainable health systems around the world for long-term health improvements. Let
me tell you about that work as well as some of the more urgent needs.”

Joel, who had been checking his watch, shrugged and took another bite of his
microwaved paneer. Just as I was about to go on, Paul Seong spoke up. “I’d say just
stick to the lifesaving stuff,” he said. Aside from Jason Gray, Paul was the only career
official representing the front office in this meeting. My only prior engagement with
Paul was the Ebola briefing on Monday after which he had asked for the names of the
meeting’s participants, who had been the only staff spared from administrative leave
that day. Paul had been a relatively junior foreign service officer until recently, when
he had somehow ingratiated himself with our new political leaders. Now the political
appointees seemed to look to him for strategic advice on how to tear down the
agency, and he appeared to relish his newfound influence, which was affirmed by his
seat at the center of the conference table. Joel and the others nodded their
agreement.
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Disappointed, though not surprised, I began to describe various life- saving
components of USAID’s global health portfolio, highlighting how we prepare for and
respond to emerging pandemic threats; support the diagnosis and treatment of
tuberculosis, malaria, and HIV; and immunize millions of children from the deadliest
childhood diseases. I spoke for about five minutes, focusing primarily on our
infectious diseases work and hoping to keep the attention of people who seemed to
have no experience—or interest—in global health.

When I finished, the room was silent, the political appointees looking at one another
in what appeared to be disbelief. The silence was broken by Ken Jackson, who
chuckled softly and shook his head. “Wow, there really is so much that USAID does
that we never knew,” he said. “This is the story that needs to get out there.”

Joel, also smiling, chimed in next, echoing Jackson’s amazement. “I had no idea you
did all this,” he said. “As a Republican, when I think of what USAID does in global
health, I assumed it was just, you know, abortions.”

I didn’t know whether to laugh or cry. My first thought was to explain that no global
health programming supports abortions. Providing or promoting abortions with
foreign assistance funds is illegal, and we had robust systems in place to ensure that
no U.S. funds were used to support abortions. But obviously, arguing with Joel would
get me nowhere. Mostly, I was shocked to hear how unapologetically ignorant our
new leaders were about USAID’s work. Just the night before, they had triumphantly
announced that nearly the entire agency was being placed on administrative leave,
clearly without having a clue as to what we did. I willed myself to avoid eye contact
with Nida or Ramona, knowing that seeing their expressions would lay waste to my
twitching attempt at a straight face.

The first question came from Adam Korzeniewski, a veteran of the first Trump
administration where he served short stints with the departments of Treasury and
Commerce. Adam, the White House liaison to USAID, wanted to know more about
the risks associated with interruptions to TB clinical trials, which I had mentioned in
my overview. He was the only participant in this meeting who appeared genuinely
happy to be there, and he was wearing a USAID lapel pin on his suit jacket, in what I
could only explain as an apparently ironic nod to the agency he was charged with
destroying. I found it odd and vaguely offensive, like a vindictive landlord throwing a
farewell party for a tenant he was in the process of evicting.

“Some of the studies are testing new treatment regimens for drug- resistant
tuberculosis,” I explained, hoping I could convey the very real danger in terms that
would register with this audience. “Thousands of enrolled patients are at risk now
that their lifesaving treatment is stopped. But that’s not the only danger. We only35 3
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have limited options to treat drug- resistant TB. We’re using our antibiotics of last
resort in these trials. Interrupting treatment midstream risks the development of
new, even more drug-resistant strains that could be untreatable. For an airborne
infectious disease, that is a serious national security risk.”

Adam thought for a moment and then responded, noting that the political appointees
at USAID were “not health people.” It would be hard, he surmised, for nonexperts to
understand this issue. And so he suggested that we draft a simple, “Barney-style” set
of slides to help the political leadership grasp the dangers, referring to the purple
dinosaur of children’s television. He recommended that we use the term “Super TB”
instead of “drug- resistant TB” to describe the mutations that can develop when
treatment is interrupted, because it might be more likely to “catch their attention.”

Adam then made clear that he did not count himself among those po- litical
appointees who were not health experts. Though he had no relevant training or
experience, he reassured me that he understood the severity of infectious diseases,
noting that he had recently read a book about smallpox. Apparently he had watched
movies as well.

“One thing I thought of while you were talking,” he added, gesticulating wildly with
his hands to conjure the image in his mind. “If you can make one of those maps like
they have in Outbreak, where it shows the red growing over time as the disease
spreads? You know, like the zombie apocalypse? That would be great, very effective.”

The thought that Adam might have the most health expertise of anyone in the
agency’s leadership made me shudder.

Meghan Hanson, who had been appointed days ago as USAID’s new director of
policy, focused on my warnings related to the interruption of activities needed to
prevent the spread of malaria, one of the world’s leading killers of children. I had
noted that the rainy season was fast approaching in many of the African countries
with the highest burden of malaria, and that the annual preparations to combat the
disease—indoor residual spraying, distribution of bed nets, delivery of commodities
for testing and treatment—had all been stopped.

Hanson seemed to grasp the urgency. “We need to get those activities turned back on
right away,” she said. “Write up the details, including the number of lives at risk, how
quickly the interventions are needed, and where, and get that to us tonight!”

I told her that we would prioritize this action. But, I reminded her, all the malaria
division staff—the entirety of USAID’s malaria expertise—had been shut off from
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USAID’s network, making it extremely difficult to pull together accurate information
quickly.

At this, Joel’s exasperation with DOGE’s meddling boiled over, and he shouted at the
room: “See, this is why, just because it might work at Twitter does not mean you can
do it here!”

I shifted uncomfortably in my chair. If the political appointees in this room—tearing
down USAID without any comprehension of the consequences—felt that DOGE’s
tactics were reckless and destructive, we were in deeper trouble than I had realized.

Following another long silence, Joel summarized what we needed to do next. My
description of our lifesaving work had been helpful, and we would need to develop “a
very simple way to describe it to the secretary,” he told us. “To be clear, we’re not
looking for a laundry list of everything you want to do, you’re going to have to cut
things, it’s going to have to be draconian. You’re only going to get things that are
priority number one, that is all we’re going to be able to do, so don’t even send up the
things that are priorities number two, three, or four.”

At that point, Nida jumped in. Out of the corner of my eye, I had noticed her picking
nervously at her hands for most of the meeting, and I knew it was just a matter of
time before my oft-impatient colleague spoke up.

“Can I just clarify one thing?” she asked, not waiting for a response. “This group
seems very focused on what GH does to respond to infectious diseases, but we haven’t
spoken much about our other lifesaving work. Just as one example, we support
lifesaving care to mothers for emergency inter- ventions like postpartum
hemorrhaging and eclampsia, two of the leading causes of pregnancy-related deaths.
You would also consider that kind of work to fit into our ‘priority number one,’
right?”

Another brief silence followed as Joel watched the clock, and it was Paul Seong who
broke it. “I’d say that’s more of a number two,” he said dismissively, looking to Joel
and Ken for affirmation.

“That sounds right,” Joel agreed, and the others nodded. Nida, shaking visibly,
scribbled furiously in her notebook. And just like that, it was decided. Without even a
cursory nod to data or expertise, USAID’s leadership had determined purely on a
whim that lifesaving maternal health services were not a priority for this
administration.

Finally, Joel told us where things now stood. “As I said, the decision has been made
to draw down USAID,” he said. “My job is to make sure it goes smoothly, and I need35 3
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your help with that. I need you to tell me which individuals you need to do those few
core remaining activities. It’s gotta be lean, but if you need us to bring a few people
back to life—turn them back on—we can do that. Everyone else is going to stay off.”
He glanced at Jason Gray, who apparently was in charge of turning people on and off.
Jason nodded, almost imperceptibly, without looking up.

As the meeting ended, I reminded Joel that we were still waiting on his approval of
our approach to implement the waiver for lifesaving activities, and that we had also
sent him several requests to initiate our increasingly delayed response to the Ebola
outbreak in Uganda. Then we were ushered out to the elevator.

Ramona, Nida, and I sat in the food court in the basement of the Reagan Building,
trying to process the meeting we had just left. It was simply shocking that the group
currently sitting in the administrator’s suite was the team that was making decisions
about USAID’s future. They were not real policymakers, but impostors, sitting in big
chairs and pretending to grapple with complex issues that required teams of experts,
who they had just off-loaded. Clearly, they hadn’t considered how their plans to
dismantle USAID might affect lives around the world or the health and safety of
Americans. Now, having heard my warnings, they were not actually interested in—or
capable of—finding a solution to prevent people from dying.

Their job was to tear down the agency as quickly and quietly as possible, receive their
pat on the back from Pete Marocco, and move on to whatever was next.

Ramona, Nida, and I had been dismissed from the meeting with an impossible
assignment: to provide a “draconian” short list of global health activities to maintain
during the “drawdown” and a rank-ordered list of the staff needed to accomplish
them. We did not know where to start. Were we really supposed to just abandon all of
USAID’s programs to strengthen health systems, even though they were the key to
our sustainable development goals? Had they really just deprioritized our maternal
and child health programs in front of our eyes? And how could we even begin to rank
our staff?

Ramona summed things up: “They’re asking us to dig our own grave.”

Excerpted from Nicholas Enrich's Into the Wood Chipper: A Whistleblower's
Account of How the Trump Administration Shredded USAID, to be published on
April 14th by Summit Books, an imprint of Simon & Schuster.
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prosecutions involving several different city agencies. A sample of these prosecutions illustrates the 
impact of this collaboration and the importance of the proposed Charter amendments. 
 
Corruption by Public Employees (Bribery) 

• In September 2023, DANY and DOI announced five separate indictments charging Eric Ulrich 
with allegedly misusing his authority in every public service position he held – NYC Councilman, 
Senior Advisor to the Mayor, and Department of Buildings Commissioner – to benefit his friends 
and associates in exchange for bribes. 

• In December 2024 and in August 25, DANY and DOI announced five separate indictments 
charging Ingrid Lewis-Martin, former Mayor Eric Adams’s Chief Advisor, with allegedly 
accepting more than $75,000 in bribes to help her co-defendants secure City contracts, receive 
preferential treatment from City agencies, and defeat City plans to redesign a major thoroughfare 
to protect pedestrians and bicyclists. 

• In March 2026, DANY and DOI announced the indictment of Jake Udeh, a former supervisor 
at the Department of Buildings, for allegedly accepting more than $75,000 in bribes from three 
construction-industry company owners to approve over 300 of their major construction projects 
across the city.     

 
Corruption by Public Employees (Stealing from the Public Fisc) 

• In October 2023, DANY and DOI announced the guilty plea of a former Administration of 
Children’s Services employee for falsifying his timesheets and stealing taxpayer money by claiming 
he was working while he was either on international vacations or had not yet arrived at work. As 
part of his sentence, the defendant paid full restitution of $30,445 to DOI. 

• In May 2026, DANY and DOI announced indictments charging three current and former 
employees of the Office of the Chief Medical Examiner with stealing more than $222,000 in 
wages from the City by falsifying timesheets for hours they did not work. 

 
Corruption by City Licensee 

• In July 2023, DANY and DOI announced the indictment of a pedicab driver for allegedly offering 
$60,000 in a series of payments to an employee of the Department of Consumer and Worker 
Protection to obtain authentic pedicab registration plates outside the registration plate lottery. In 
this case, the employee immediately reported the offer to DOI. 

 
Wage Theft by City Contractors 

• In April 2023, DANY and DOI announced the guilty pleas of a construction company and its 
principals and project manager for stealing wages from workers on School Construction 
Authority and New York City Housing Authority projects. As part of their sentences, the 
defendants paid $900,000 in stolen wages to their workers and are barred from all SCA and 
NYCHA contracts for five years. 

• In June 2025, DANY and DOI announced the guilty plea of a city contractor for stealing wages 
from professional engineers and laborers working at a job site under a NYC Housing, 
Preservation & Development contract for emergency shoring work. The defendant’s sentence 
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included restitution of almost $37,000 to the workers and a three-year debarment from City 
contracts. 

• In July 2025, DANY announced the sentencing of a construction company owner and his 
company for stealing approximately $165,500 of wages from their workers. As part of the 
sentence, the company owner paid restitution of $110,000; the remaining amount of restitution 
was paid to the workers through DANY’s Stolen Wage Fund. DOI and DOB further pursued 
revoking the company owner’s Master Rigger license. This case also involved the Port Authority 
of New York and New Jersey, the New York State Insurance Fund, and the New York State 
Department of Labor. 

 
Fraud in the Construction Industry 

• In January 2024, DANY announced the guilty pleas of a construction company owner and his 
company for engaging in multiple criminal schemes to increase revenues to the detriment of its 
workers and fair market competition. Among other crimes, the company owner fraudulently used 
minority- and women-owned business enterprises as pass-through entities to wrongfully obtain 
contracts for affordable housing developments. DOI’s assistance was critical to the success of 
this prosecution. 

• In February 2024, DANY, DOI, and DOB announced the indictment of Valor Security & 
Investigations and six of its executives and employees for allegedly operating a sham safety 
training school and issuing safety certificates and cards to approximately 20,000 construction 
workers in exchange for a fee. An additional 19 individuals, including a NYCHA foreman and 
two master plumbers, were also charged with acting as brokers by connecting individuals to Valor. 
Four individuals and Valor were also charged with recklessly endangering the life of Ivan Frias, a 
36-year-old construction worker who died after falling from the 15th floor of a construction site, 
by allegedly failing to provide him the necessary safety training. 

 
Housing Fraud 

• In May 2024, DANY and DOI announced the indictment of a landlord and four of his companies 
for allegedly harassing rent-regulated tenants in five buildings with horrific living conditions to 
induce them to vacate their apartments and enable him to sell the buildings for significant profit. 

• In October 2025, DANY announced an indictment against three individuals and three companies 
for allegedly stealing a Harlem brownstone from the family of the deceased owner. The 
defendants are charged with fraudulently obtaining ownership of the building through deed theft 
and then obtaining a mortgage and construction loan to renovate the property to sell it for a 
profit. DOI provided important assistance in bringing this case. 

• In March 2026, DANY and DOI announced the guilty pleas of four real estate developers and 
their companies for defrauding New York State’s 421-a tax exemption program meant to 
promote affordable housing and thereby obtaining more than $1.6 million in illegal property tax 
benefits. As part of their sentencings, the defendants will pay restitution and create additional 
affordable housing units in their buildings. The defendants who continue to have ownership 
interests in properties that are in the 421-a program will also be monitored for three years by a 
DOI-approved monitor. 
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• In May 2026, DANY announced the indictment of 18 individuals and three companies for 
allegedly stealing the deed of a Harlem brownstone and using the property as collateral to 
fraudulently obtain a mortgage and construction loan totaling $1,636,000. The defendants then 
shared the proceeds of the loans. DOI was key to bringing this indictment. 

 
These cases demonstrate the strong and necessary partnership between DANY and DOI to bring 
criminal cases that impact the City’s economy, programs, operations, residents, workers, and visitors. 
Moreover, they highlight the necessity of both DOI’s independence from political pressure and changes 
in administration, and the continuity of DOI’s leadership to enable the agency to pursue and conclude 
multi-year investigations. Sufficient resources and access to City records to support those investigations 
are crucial to DOI’s work. I enthusiastically support the four proposed Charter revisions, which will help 
DOI to continue to root out public corruption, ensure free competition and a fair market, and protect 
the public fisc.  
 
Please do not hesitate to reach out if we can provide additional information about our collaborative work.  
 
        Sincerely, 

                                                                                         
        Alvin L. Bragg, Jr. 
        District Attorney 
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appreciates the opportunity submit comment to this Commission.

Primarily, I am concerned about the affordability of housing in New York 
(though I acknowledge the prior efforts of City of Yes, Block by Block, past 
commissions, etc.) and encourage the commission to continue on with the 
ideas related to streamlining DOB permitting (by centralizing authority to 
DOB) and vesting the DOB the ability to modernize the building code to 
unblock housing and unblock more types of housing. Housing is just so 
central to affordability in NYC.

Secondly, I'd encourage the commission to find expedite the review process 
for street infrastructure projects of the type of projects that add bike lanes, 
plazas, open spaces, and pedestrian spaces. These projects take an 
agonizingly long time even though so many New Yorkers would agree that 
these are beneficial things. My impression is that these would be best as 
being expedited in a different review process from 'major transportation 
projects' and may be a popular proposal considering the passage of ELURP as 
an expedited version of ULURP.

I appreciate your time and consideration and eagerly await the commissions 
proposals!
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New York City Commission on Government Efficiency 
Written Testimony of Ryan Shanahan, PhD 

Chief Research Officer, Vera Institute of Justice 
 
July 13, 2026 
 
My name is Ryan Shanahan and I am representing the Vera Institute of Justice, one of the 
oldest and largest criminal justice research and advocacy organizations in the nation. 
Thank you for the opportunity to testify. 

We urge the Commission on Government Efficiency (COGE) to consider amending the New 
York City Charter to mandate that the NYC DOC be responsible for protecting human 
dignity for all the people who work for them or are in their care.  

A jail system with human dignity at the core of operations and culture would make facilities 
safer for everyone, improve morale for staff, and improve outcomes for incarcerated 
people. When taken together, these elements can improve the efficiency of the NYC DOC.  

Human dignity’s connection to better outcomes is not theoretical—we strong evidence 
emerging. I am the Chief Research Officer at Vera and I conducted a randomized control 
study in South Carolina that showed causal effect of the impact of organizing a carceral 
space around human dignity—we saw 73 percent lower odds of being convicted for a 
violent infraction and 83 percent lower odds of being sent to restrictive housing during their 
first year of participation. Staff also reported significantly higher levels of safety and well-
being.1  

When applied to New York City, I am confident a prescriptive, clear commitment to human 
dignity will improve staff morale, decreasing or eliminating the $334.3 million NYC spends 
on overtime.2 Overtime costs are often driven by staff shortages, which are reduced when 
systems are organized around their human dignity. I am confident a prescriptive, clear 
commitment to human dignity will also improve outcomes for the people in the DOC’s 
care, decreasing or eliminating the $127 million NYC spends on settled claims against 
the DOC.3 

Government efficiency isn’t just about streamlined processes, particularly when it comes 
to safety. It requires clarity of purpose and alignment of values. Revising the charter to 
include that the DOC is responsible for protecting the human dignity of the people that 
work for them and are in their care unites us under a common principle. It allows us to hold 
the city accountable to strengthening communities and delivering safety. 
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1 Selma Djokovic and Ryan Shanahan, Changing Prison Culture Reduces Violence (New York: Vera Institute of 
Justice, 2023), 1 & 6, https://vera-
institute.files.svdcdn.com/production/downloads/publications/RP_PolicyBrief_final.pdf?dm=1691416763. 
2 Fiscal data shared directly with the Vera Institute from the Independent Budget Office on May 20, 2026. DOC 
budget total includes fringe benefits, pension contributions, and debt service. 
3 Office of the New York City Comptroller Mark Levine, “Claims Dashboard: Claims Filed and Settled,” 
accessed July 9, 2026, https://comptroller.nyc.gov/services/for-the-public/claims-dashboard/claims-filed-
settled/. 

https://vera-institute.files.svdcdn.com/production/downloads/publications/RP_PolicyBrief_final.pdf?dm=1691416763
https://vera-institute.files.svdcdn.com/production/downloads/publications/RP_PolicyBrief_final.pdf?dm=1691416763
https://comptroller.nyc.gov/services/for-the-public/claims-dashboard/claims-filed-settled/
https://comptroller.nyc.gov/services/for-the-public/claims-dashboard/claims-filed-settled/
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Commission on Government Efficiency 
Public Comment 

July 20, 2026 
 

Testimony of 
Jennifer J. Parish 

Director of Criminal Justice Advocacy 
Urban Justice Center Mental Health Project 

 
 
I am the director of criminal justice advocacy at the Urban Justice Center Mental Health Project 
and a member of the Jails Action Coalition (JAC) and HALT Solitary Campaign (HALT). Thank 
you for the opportunity to present our recommendations for charter changes to give the New York 
City Board of Correction more independence and expanded authority to address conditions in the 
New York City jails. 
 
The Urban Justice Center Mental Health Project advocates for people with mental health concerns 
involved in the criminal legal system. We represent the Brad H. Class, all incarcerated individuals 
who are assessed as requiring mental health treatment while in NYC jails. Currently the Brad H. 
Class comprises about 60% of the city jail population, which includes about 1500 people diagnosed 
with serious mental illness. Twice a week our staff meet with Brad H. class members in the jails 
to educate them about their discharge planning rights and advocate for them to receive appropriate 
services. We are deeply familiar with the difficulties people with mental health concerns who are 
involved in the criminal legal system have in accessing essential mental health services in jail and 
upon their release to the community.  
 
For more than 20 years, I have been involved in advocacy related to the NYC jails, and I have 
attended scores of Board of Correction meetings. As a member of the JAC and HALT, I have 
successfully advocated for the Board to adopt and then revise minimum standards regarding the 
use of solitary confinement and all forms of restrictive housing. I have also witnessed the Board’s 
limitations in responding to violations of the minimum standards. The recommendations set forth 
below reflect the experiences of JAC, HALT, and the Campaign to Close Rikers in advocating for 
the fundamental human rights of people incarcerated in the NYC jails. 
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The Board of Correction has a critical role in ensuring humane conditions and the fair treatment 
of people in Department of Correction (Department or DOC) custody. However, for the Board to 
provide effective oversight of the Department, it must have enhanced capacity, independence, and 
authority to set, assess, and enforce minimum standards. The following recommendations aim to 
amend the City Charter in ways that would accomplish that goal. 
 

I. The Board must have the capacity to assess compliance with minimum standards. 
 

A. The Charter must set a minimum budget for the Board of Correction, which 
should be at least 1% of the expense budget for the Department of Correction. 

In at least the last 30 years, the Board has not been funded at the level required to perform its 
vital function. Currently the Board has approximately 33 staff who are responsible for 
monitoring jail conditions, conducting investigations, compiling data, publishing reports, 
conducting rulemaking, and providing other support to Board members.   

The Board’s Correctional Standards Review Specialists (“standards specialists”) work in the jails 
to resolve systemic complaints from incarcerated people and DOC staff. Currently there are 
about nine standards specialists who are on the ground in DOC facilities. For a system that now 
incarcerates more than 6,600 people, and has six open jails on Rikers Island, prison wards and 
outposted therapeutic housing units at two city hospitals, and courthouse holding cells in all five 
boroughs, it is plainly inadequate to have so few monitoring staff in the jails. The staff barely has 
capacity to monitor facilities during regular business hours and certainly cannot provide 
coverage of the jails in the evenings and weekends when many incidents occur.  

Increasing the Board’s jail monitoring staff is needed not only to enhance the Board’s capacity to 
identify issues in the jails but to address them expeditiously. Standards specialists routinely 
address complaints from people in custody with DOC leadership and have them resolved in real 
time. However, without sufficient staff, most people in custody do not receive assistance when 
their basic needs are not met. This issue is especially concerning for people with mental health or 
developmental disabilities who may not have the capacity to make their complaints known to 
anyone outside the jail. To serve this population, standards specialists need to be in the 
specialized mental health housing units daily.   

The Board has other staff who conduct investigations, gather data, and write reports regarding 
compliance with the Board’s standards and address other important issues in the jails. But they 
are not able to report routinely on all the important aspects that their standards cover. For 
example, after the standards regarding sexual abuse and sexual harassment took effect in 2017, 
the Board monitored and reported on them frequently. However, the Board has not issued a 
report on this topic in more than five years. Also, given the sharp increase in the number of 
people diagnosed with serious mental illness in the jails, the Board should have issued a report 
about the quality of jail mental health treatment, but they have not focused on this issue. 



3 
 

Similarly, Board staff have limited capacity to take on broader time-consuming initiatives. For 
example, the Board’s mental health minimum standards were adopted in the mid-1980s and have 
not been updated since then. The standards require special housing for “those [people in custody] 
in need of close supervision due to mental or emotional disorders, and to those [people in 
custody] in the process of being evaluated for such disorders.” But the standards give little 
guidance about the care that individuals who require this special housing should receive. The jail 
mental observation units established for this purpose provide woefully inadequate treatment. In 
fact, after the deaths of Bradley Ballard and Jerome Murdough in mental observation units, 
Correctional Health Services developed PACE (Program for Accelerated Clinical Effectiveness) 
units where mental health staff are present and offer group therapy throughout the day. 
Unfortunately, there are not enough PACE units for all the people who need them, and the 
Department and CHS continue to operate mental observation units. Similarly, the mental health 
minimum standards do not include any requirements about discharge planning although it is 
recognized as a fundamental part of providing mental healthcare. Having additional funding for 
staff would enable the Board to review and update its standards regularly. 

A minimum budget of 1% of the Department’s expense budget, an increase of about $8 million, 
based BOC’s and DOC's current budgets, would enable the Board to increase its staff from 33 at 
present to approximately 100. Other NYC oversight agencies, such as the Civilian Complaint 
Review Board and the Independent Budget Office, as well as other oversight agencies across the 
country have independent budgets, as noted in previous Charter Revision recommendations from 
BOC members and staff. 1 

B. The Charter should require the Board and its members to carry out a minimum 
set of functions including: 

1. The Board shall hold monthly meetings which include time for public comment 
related to jail conditions.  

The Board meets nine times a year, and the previous chair proposed reducing the number of 
meetings to six annually. At JAC’s urging many years ago, the Board instituted a public 
comment period at its meetings, but there is no requirement for it, and the previous chair 
proposed limiting the number of people allowed to speak at each meeting. Monthly meetings 
which allow for public comment are necessary for transparency and accountability.  

2. All members of the Board must tour the jails at least quarterly, and at least two 
members of Board must tour the jails upon the death of an incarcerated person. 
Quarterly tours must include mental health housing and any restrictive housing.  

 
1 Board of Correction Statement before the 2019 Charter Revision Commission, May 9, 2019, 
2019.05.09_BOC-Charter-Revision-Hearing-Testimony.pdf. 
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For Board members to carry out their role, they must use their unfettered access to the jails to 
conduct tours regularly. Some previous Board members demonstrated little interest in providing 
oversight beyond periodically attending Board meetings and rarely toured the jails. For the Board 
to be effective, its members must be engaged in the work. 

3. The Board shall convene, on a semi-annual basis, representatives of the District 
Attorneys, defense organizations, and justices of the criminal and supreme courts 
to present reports on current jail conditions including but not limited to 
compliance with minimum standards. 

4. The Board, or Board staff if so requested by the Board, shall invite, on a semi-
annual basis, criminal court justices to tour the jails accompanied by members of 
the Board and/or Board staff. 

Judges, taking into consideration prosecutors’ and defense attorneys’ recommendations, set bail 
in criminal cases and sentence people to jail time, so it is essential that they be informed about 
conditions in the city jails. On very few occasions has the Board ever engaged these key 
stakeholders about jail conditions and minimum standards compliance. 

5. As part of the evaluation of departmental performance, the Board will submit an 
annual inspection report about each departmental facility itemizing compliance 
with all minimum standards. 

Comprehensively evaluating compliance is an essential Board function, but the Board does not 
undertake such reporting. 

6. The Board must conduct a periodic survey of visitors to departmental facilities to 
survey the impact of pre-trial detention on families of detained individuals, the 
results of which must be made public. 

Maintaining family connections promotes successful reentry and reduces recidivism. The Board 
should be involved in monitoring and reporting on the impact of incarceration on families. 

There are currently no requirements for Board members or staff to carry out the specific duties 
outlined above. The charter should be amended to require these responsibilities. 
 

II. The Board must have enhanced independence to set, assess, and enforce minimum 
standards. 

Having a protected budget will not only expand the capacity of the Board but will also give the 
Board more independence. The second part of our recommendations address changes to the 
charter that will give the Board greater independence from the Mayor. 

A. The Board shall consist of nine members who will be appointed as follows: three 
by the Mayor, three by the City Council, one by the Public Advocate, one by the 
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Comptroller, and one appointed on a rotating basis by the longest serving 
Borough President. 

1. The board must include at least two people who have been detained in DOC 
facilities, and at least one person whose immediate family member has been 
detained or is currently detained in DOC facilities. 

2. The Board must include at least two additional people who are medical 
professionals, including doctors, nurse practitioners, physician assistants, and 
nurses, at least one of whom shall have expertise in mental health.  

3. The Board should reflect the diversity of experiences of people impacted by 
incarceration in New York City including people of all genders, people of color, 
people with mental health diagnoses, people with disabilities, and LGBTQIA 
people. 

4. The Board should include people with a demonstrated commitment to equitable 
treatment of people and/or communities disproportionately impacted by the 
criminal legal system. 

5. Board members shall receive compensation on a per-session basis, though some 
Board members may choose to serve pro bono.2 

To promote the Board’s independence, the charter should provide appointment power to more 
elected officials. Currently the Mayor has an outsized role in appointing Board members as the 
Mayor not only selects three members but also appoints those selected by the appellate division 
courts. The appellate courts have little connection to the NYC jails, and often these seats go 
unfilled for months on end. Previous Mayors regularly suggested Board appointments to the 
courts, and once even rejected the court’s nomination.  

We also urge requirements about the composition of the Board to ensure that the perspectives of 
incarcerated people and their family members are represented on the Board. When JAC formed, 
there were no Board members who had personal experience of incarceration, and almost all the 
members were white. At times individuals have been appointed to the Board who have little 
experience with the criminal legal system or concern about communities disproportionately 
impacted by the criminal legal system. 

 
2 This change matches the provision for CCRB members. 
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B. The chair of the Board shall be appointed jointly by the Mayor and the City 
Council. 

The chair is currently appointed by the Mayor. Requiring that the Mayor and City Council jointly 
appoint the chair will give the Board greater independence. 

C. The Board shall establish such committees as it deems necessary. The Board shall 
appoint members of each committee, taking into account the preferences and 
expertise of Board members and shall designate one committee member as chair. 
Board Committees cannot be dissolved, or their members removed, without a 
majority vote of the Board. 

D. The Board shall appoint an executive director, taking into account diverse needs 
of the organization, who can only be hired and removed by a majority vote of the 
board, after a hearing and a finding of good cause.  

1. A member of the Board cannot be the executive director. 

2. The executive director shall have the power to determine staffing and budget 
utilization as necessary within appropriations, taking into account the diverse 
needs of the organization. 

The previous chair dissolved committees and removed members who were critical of DOC, 
attempted to limit the power and independence of the executive director, and attempted to direct 
BOC staff himself. The executive director must be empowered to run the agency in keeping with 
its mission and not be constrained by a chair who is not interested in providing oversight of the 
Department. 

E. The Board may retain outside counsel to carry out its duties. 

This power is important for situations in which the Law Department may have a conflict of 
interest, such as when they are also representing DOC. 
 

III. The Board must have the authority to enforce its minimum standards. 
 
A. The Board shall be authorized to close facilities that fail to comply with 

minimum standards. The Board shall have, and shall exercise, the authority to close 
any jail, facility, or unit which does not meet the Board’s minimum standards; or 
which is unsafe, unsanitary or inadequate to provide for the safety, health, well-being, 
and programming of people in its custody required by law or the Board’s rules; or 
which has consistently failed to adhere to or comply with the Board’s rules, 
regulations, or recommendations. Upon a finding that a jail, facility, or unit meets 
these criteria, or a finding that there is a reasonably foreseeable risk that failing to 
close a jail, facility, or unit will cause significant harm to, or death of, incarcerated 
persons, the Board shall direct the closure of the facility. 
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B. The Board shall be authorized to release people subjected to inhumane 
treatment. The Board shall have, and shall exercise, the authority to release any 
person or persons in city custody who has been incarcerated for excessive periods of 
time or who has been subjected to treatment or conditions that do not meet the 
Board’s minimum standards; or that are unsafe, unsanitary, or inadequate to provide 
for the safety, health, well-being, and programming of the person or persons required 
by law or the Board’s rules; or that have consistently failed to adhere to or comply 
with the Board’s rules, regulations, or recommendations. Upon a finding that a person 
has been subjected to treatment or conditions that meet this criteria, the Board shall 
provide notice to the Department of Correction and the Court about the violation and 
provide the Department the opportunity to correct the violation. If the Department 
fails to correct the violation in an expeditious manner, the Board shall direct the 
person to be released from city custody. 

Finally, it is vital that the Board have the authority to enforce its standards. Currently even a Board 
that wants to hold the Department accountable for complying with the minimum standards can do 
little more that issue a resolution about noncompliance. If the Board had the authority to close 
facilities and units where the Department was violating the minimum standards or release people 
who had been incarcerated for excessive amounts of time in unsafe conditions, the Department 
would be more responsive to the Board’s oversight.  

Currently the Department has little incentive to work with the Board to address violations of the 
standards. If the Board could respond by requiring that a unit be closed or a person or persons be 
released, then the Department would have to be accountable for jail operations.  

We urge this commission to advance amendments to the charter that will strengthen the oversight 
authority of the Board of Correction. Doing so is a critical step toward ending the horrific 
conditions that exist in New York City jails. 
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2. Only well-capitalized or privately funded ideas can advance. Any project requiring 
revenue generation — user fees, advertising, sponsorships — to sustain itself must go 
through the concession process. The cost and complexity of that process, combined 
with short concession durations, effectively screens out projects that lack significant 
upfront funding or institutional backing. 

3. The process is opaque and slow, even for existing, trusted partners. Even organizations 
with City contracts and authorization to pursue subconcessions face multi-year 
timelines. The MDMA's own plaza subconcession, developed in coordination with DOT, 
is more than 15 months into review, with an additional 3–4 months still expected. The 
lack of process transparency makes it difficult for partners or the City to predict or 
manage these timelines. 

4. Restrictions on commercial activity undercut community-based programming. Limits on 
well-regulated commercial activity make it difficult for community organizations to 
operate sustainable public space programming, since there are few ways to recoup 
operating costs. Groups that could otherwise sustain their own programming are 
instead left dependent on external subsidy or forced to scale back — even as 
unpermitted commercial vendors operate in the same public spaces with impunity. 

5. Neither available concession track fits real-world program needs. The two available 
tracks fail in opposite directions: short-term concessions are too limited in scope and 
duration to achieve real impact, while major concessions are so onerous — often 
requiring ULURP action — that they deter all but the most resourced applicants. There is 
no middle path suited to the programming most UPMOs need. 

6. Rigid rules push organizations toward informal workarounds. The difficulty of navigating 
concession rules has produced a system of workarounds that undercuts the purpose of 
the process itself. For example, holiday market operators form multiple LLCs so each can 
hold a single 29-day concession to operate for the holiday season, and operators adjust 
site plans slightly each year to qualify for a new short-term concession in the near-
equivalent vicinity of the previous year's site. 

7. Agency rules and requirements are inconsistent citywide. Every City agency develops its 
own concession policy, so DOT, Parks, and other agencies apply different standards, 
insurance requirements, and indemnification language. As UPMOs take on more 
responsibility across the public realm, it is increasingly common for a single organization 
to manage adjacent spaces under entirely different sets of rules — as is currently the 
case in Times Square, 34th Street/Herald Square, and Union Square, where 
organizations hold contracts with both DOT and Parks. A BID managing a DOT plaza and 
a conservancy managing a Parks property may be performing the same work in directly 
adjacent spaces under substantially different contractual terms on liability, 
indemnification, insurance, and reporting, simply because each agency negotiated its 
own boilerplate independently. 
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8. UPMOs must independently negotiate with numerous agencies with no single point of 
accountability. Organizations managing public space must simultaneously navigate DOT, 
Parks, SAPO, SBS, LPC, and the relevant Community Board — with no single City official 
accountable for coordinating outcomes across these agencies or resolving conflicts 
between their requirements. 

9. Insurance and indemnification requirements impose disproportionate costs. UPMOs 
that manage City-owned public space on the City's behalf must independently purchase 
and maintain commercial general liability insurance at their own expense. This cost 
consumes a disproportionate share of operating budgets, particularly for smaller BIDs 
serving lower-income commercial corridors, and discourages both smaller organizations 
from taking on new public spaces and larger organizations from expanding 
programming. 

10. DOT's public art review process does not distinguish between established applicants and 
first-time applicants. Every public art installation proposed for DOT-managed space is 
subject to a full, undifferentiated 90-day review, regardless of the applicant's 
demonstrated curatorial history, or status as a contracted partner of the City of New 
York. Art projects' development timelines not infrequently fall within this 90-day review 
window, resulting in time-pressured projects or missed opportunities. The review does 
not currently distinguish between the artistic judgment of an experienced, established 
partner and that of an unknown applicant, so all projects face the same lengthy, 
discretionary timeline. Ultimately this means less art projects are advanced through 
DOT. Groups find alternative permitting pathways or potential projects never get 
advanced. 

II. Landmarks Preservation Commission Constraints on Public Realm Modernization 

Landmark designation, and the review processes administered by the Landmarks Preservation 
Commission (LPC), directly affect the ability of BIDs and other public realm managers to 
modernize streetscapes and adapt public infrastructure to current conditions and safety needs. 

1. Landmarked cobblestone streets face the greatest barriers to modernization, despite 
being the streets most in need of it. Many of New York City's cobblestone streets were 
constructed before the introduction of the automobile, yet LPC review makes it most 
difficult, and often cost-prohibitive, to install basic pedestrian safety and streetscape 
improvements on these streets. As a result, streets that predate cars are frequently the 
last streets in the City able to be adapted to accommodate them safely, or to be 
reconfigured for pedestrian and public realm use. 

2. LPC review contributes to substandard and unsafe roadway conditions. Cobblestone 
streets under landmark designation frequently lack adequate roadway markings, as DOT 
does not apply standard lane striping to cobblestone surfaces. Where these streets are 
wider than a single travel lane, the absence of lane markings creates ambiguous and 
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unsafe conditions for pedestrians, cyclists, and vehicles alike. Landmark rules also 
complicate efforts to maintain roadways that can safely support the weight and 
frequency of truck deliveries and other heavy commercial vehicle traffic that these 
streets carry today. 

3. LPC review increases the cost and difficulty of climate-related streetscape 
improvements. Installing street trees and tree pits — infrastructure widely recognized as 
critical to urban climate resiliency, stormwater management, and heat mitigation — is 
more difficult and more expensive on landmarked blocks. This is true even where 
property owners or other stakeholders are prepared to fund these improvements 
themselves, meaning that willing private investment in public realm climate 
infrastructure is frequently deterred by landmarks review requirements, cost of hiring 
consultants, and the onerous timeline. 

III. 311 Service Request Accountability 

The City's 311 system is the primary channel through which residents and organizations like 
MDMA report public realm conditions in need of City response. In its current form, however, 
the system offers little accountability once a report has been filed. 

1. There is no mechanism to reopen or reissue a 311 report when the underlying condition 
remains untreated. When a City agency closes out a 311 report, the individual who filed 
it currently has no way to reopen or reissue that same report if the condition was not 
actually addressed. Instead, they must file an entirely new report, re-entering the same 
information and restarting the process, even though the underlying issue is not new. 

2. Chronic or recurring conditions at a single location cannot be tracked under one report. 
Individuals experiencing a recurring problem at the same location — a condition that 
reappears repeatedly at a given address or intersection — have no way to track that 
issue through a single, ongoing 311 report. They must instead resubmit substantially 
identical reports each time the condition recurs, generating duplicative records rather 
than a single trackable history for a chronic location. 

3. There is no way to flag a closed report as unresolved for independent verification. When 
an agency marks a 311 report as closed, there is currently no mechanism for the person 
who filed it to flag that closure as inaccurate or premature if the underlying condition is 
still present. As a result, there is no reliable way to trigger a follow-up visit by a manager 
or inspector to independently verify whether a closed report was, in fact, resolved. 

Summary 

The issues documented above span three areas of City process: DOT franchise, concession, and 
permitting administration; Landmarks Preservation Commission review; and 311 service 
request handling. Each issue is based on MDMA's direct, documented experience managing 
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public space in the Meatpacking District. Supporting detail and documentation are available on 
request. 

Submitted by: 

Jeffrey LeFrancois 

Executive Director 

Meatpacking District Management Association 













Office of Circularity Concept Brief 

Working Title:​
Office of Circularity​
A Municipal Framework for Resource Recovery and Reallocation 

Premise 

New York has built sophisticated systems to collect, transport and dispose of 
waste. 

It has not yet built comparable systems to recover, inventory and reallocate 
valuable materials before they enter the waste stream. 

Construction materials, fixtures, furniture, institutional surplus and commercial 
interiors often retain significant economic value at the time of disposal, yet no 
single municipal entity exists whose primary responsibility is coordinating their 
recovery and redistribution across sectors. 

We present an intentionally practical framework. 

Rather than creating another regulatory office, the Office of Circularity would 
serve as the city's operational backbone for recovering reusable physical 
materials, coordinating existing organizations and building the infrastructure 
necessary to move valuable materials back into productive use. 

Initial Phase 

The proposal focuses on four primary material streams: 

●​ Commercial construction and renovation materials 
●​ Municipal surplus 
●​ University move-out programs 
●​ Commercial furniture and fixtures 

The objective is to recover, inventory, store and redistribute these materials 
through a network of Borough Resource Centers and a citywide Municipal 
Resource Exchange. 

Why This Matters 

 

 

 



The Office is designed to: 

●​ Reduce disposal costs by diverting recoverable materials before they enter 
the waste stream. 

●​ Increase access to materials for nonprofits, schools, artists, affordable 
housing projects and small businesses. 

●​ Create measurable public value through material recovery, workforce 
development and economic circulation. 

●​ Support developers and property owners through streamlined logistics, 
impact reporting and voluntary participation programs. 

●​ Build upon successful existing models such as Materials for the Arts, ​
Big Reuse and other organizations. 

Current Direction 

The proposal is still under development, and I'm currently working through the 
governance, implementation, logistics, staffing, public-private partnerships, 
incentives, and long-term scalability needed to make it successful. 

My hope is to develop a practical framework that is both ambitious in vision and 
realistic in implementation. 

If there are individuals you think would strengthen this work—whether from city 
government, the nonprofit sector, academia, construction, economic 
development, or circular economy practice—I would be grateful for any 
introductions. 

My goal is to build this collaboratively with the people already doing the work. 

Ultimately, I hope this becomes a practical framework that reduces waste while 
strengthening and connecting the organizations already leading this work. By 
recovering and redistributing materials where they are needed most, we can 
reduce waste transport costs, create measurable public value through 
track-and-trace systems, and share transparent impact through annual 
reporting. 

I welcome any thoughts, questions or introductions you believe would help 
strengthen the proposal as it evolves. The document is formatted to accept 
comments. 

 

Looking forward, 

Suzanne Ventura 

Founder, Greeningfullife 
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While New York City 

boasts innumerable 

characteristics of a 

vibrant metropolis, 

a fair, simple, and 

transparent property 

tax system is not 

among them.

“

”



Dear Mayor de Blasio and Speaker Johnson:

On behalf of the members of the New York City Advisory Commission on Property Tax Reform, I am pleased to 
transmit this final report on reforming New York City’s property tax system. Real property tax reform is a com-
plex and not easy subject to undertake. Carrying out this reform effort and holding public hearings through the 
COVID-19 pandemic added additional unforeseen obstacles. 

The Commission was proud to release a preliminary report on January 31, 2020 with 10 initial recommen-
dations that, if enacted, would constitute the most significant reforms to the current property tax system 
since its inception 40 years ago. After the Commission released the preliminary report, we were poised  
to immediately continue our work. A hearing in Staten Island was scheduled for March 12, 2020, to 
solicit feedback on the 10 initial recommendations, hearings in other boroughs were being sched-
uled, and further modeling was underway for the Commission’s consideration. The notion that our work 
would be interrupted by a once-in-a-century pandemic was not contemplated in our workplan, so when it  
became necessary to cancel the Staten Island hearing and pause our deliberations, our momentum was natu-
rally interrupted.

We are glad that we were able to continue the work we started and deliver this final report that will hopefully 
be a resource to you and your successors, other policymakers, the general public, and to all stakeholders who 
want to see a fair, equitable and transparent property tax system. 

The Commission resumed its work in the Spring of 2021, holding another five public hearings and meeting 
regularly to discuss and analyze data and modeling. The Commission’s work in the past several months was 
to refine its initial recommendations to meet the mandate you set forth to evaluate the existing property tax 
system with the goal of issuing recommendations to make the system “simpler, clearer, and fairer, while ensur-
ing there is no reduction in revenue used to fund essential City services.” We believe this final report accom-
plishes the mandate with which we have been charged. 

I want to express my deep gratitude to members of the Commission who voluntarily devoted countless hours 
to the effort and participated with vigor, creativity, and intellect. I also want to acknowledge the team of dedi-
cated and talented expert staff who provided detailed information and analysis without which the Commission 
could not complete its work.

This project could not have been completed without the staff leadership provided by Sherif Soliman who began 
the effort as Senior Advisor to the First Deputy Mayor and completed it as he took on the additional role of 
Finance Commissioner for the City of New York. On behalf of the entire Commission and its staff, I thank him 
for his service.  

Sincerely, 

Marc V. Shaw 
Chairperson
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E X E C U T I V E  S U M M A R Y

Opaque. Arcane. Inequitable. 

While New York City boasts innumerable characteris-
tics of a vibrant metropolis, a fair, simple, and trans-
parent property tax system is not among them. 

Since the current property tax system was enacted 
in 1981, it has been overly complex and difficult to 
understand. Despite significant changes in the land-
scape over the past 40 years, from the sharp increase 
in coop and condo conversions in the 1980s to the 
reshaping of the west side of Manhattan with the 
development of Hudson Yards over the last decade, 
a cohesive strategy for changing the property tax 
system has been too elusive. A collection of exemp-
tions and abatements enacted over the years, such as 
the coop-condo tax abatement which sought to miti-
gate tax burdens for coop and condo owners relative 
to 1-3 family homeowners, has attempted to remedy 
inequalities piecemeal, but problems persist. 

New York City’s storied history is laden with powerful 
examples of its preeminence and its ability to tackle 
tough problems. In keeping with this tradition, the 
New York City Advisory Commission on Property Tax 
Reform (the Commission) established by Mayor Bill 
de Blasio and City Council Speaker Corey Johnson in 
2018 endeavored to make the property tax system 
simpler, clearer, and fairer. The Commission released a 
preliminary report on January 31, 2020 that included 
10 initial recommendations for property tax reform 
which, taken together, would constitute the most 
significant reform to the City’s property tax system 
since 1981. The Commission’s work was disrupted by 
the COVID-19 pandemic, but after a delay for more 
than a year, the Commission reactivated the work it 
had begun in 2018—to modernize the current prop-
erty tax system of 1.1 million parcels valued at $1.3 
trillion. 

Before the Commission’s work was disrupted by 
the pandemic, the Commission was set to hold an 

additional five public hearings (the Commission had 
conducted eight public hearings in 2018-2019) to 
solicit the public’s input on the 10 recommendations 
in its preliminary report and to further develop and 
refine its recommendations in a final report.

The Commission conducted remotely the additional 
five public hearings across the City from May 11, 
2021 to June 16, 2021. The public feedback received 
at the hearings and via written testimony, including 
from elected officials, reinforced much of the criti-
cisms of the system that had been made during the 
first set of hearings: 1-3 family homes, coops and 
condos should be subject to the same rules for val-
uation but are not; differences in Effective Tax Rates 
(ETR, defined as tax per $100 of sales-based market 
value1) among neighborhoods are too wide; and, the 
system is too difficult to understand. The second set 
of hearings also included testimony on the proposed 
structural changes to the system, which proved to 
be instructive for the Commission’s deliberations 
and aided in the refinement of the recommen-
dations in this final report. Hearing videos can be  
found at https://www1.nyc.gov/site/propertytaxre-
form/hearings-meetings/hearings-meetings.page; 
the Introductory Section of this report includes high-
lights of the public feedback received at the hearings. 

From the outset, the Commission’s work has been 
guided by a set of basic principles—any property tax 
system should be fair, simple, and transparent; sim-
ilar properties should be taxed similarly; and owner 
relief programs should be expanded in the interests 
of affordability. The Commission’s general approach 
was to strip the system of the features that lead to 
structural inequalities, reconstruct the system to align 
with these basic principles, and then layer on owner 
relief programs to help ensure low- and moderate-in-
come owners have affordable tax bills and primary 
residents are not displaced from neighborhoods that 
they have called home.

1 ETR is a standard tool used to compare tax burden across properties.
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The 10 recommendations in the preliminary report 
would make the system more equitable and under-
standable by:

	r Creating a new tax class for small residential 
property owners: 1-3 family homes, condos, 
coops, and 4-10 unit rental buildings, ensur-
ing that rules are applied uniformly regard-
less of property type;

	r Valuing property in this new residential class 
based on sales-based market value, thereby 
ending the statutory requirement to value 
coops and condos based on comparable 
rental buildings;

	r Ending fractional assessments which differ by 
property class and confuse property owners;

	r Removing assessed value (AV) growth caps, 
widely recognized as one of the primary driv-
ers of inequity, and phasing in market value 
changes over five years instead;

	r Creating targeted owner relief programs—a 
partial homestead exemption and a circuit 
breaker; and

	r Replacing the complicated class shares system 
with a simple, more transparent system 
where individual tax class rates are fixed for 
five-year periods, unless deliberately changed 
by the City Council and the Mayor. If deliber-
ately changed, all class rates would change 
proportionally. 

At the same time, the Commission recommends that 
the coop-condo tax abatement be eliminated, since 
the inequities between 1-3 family homes and coops 
and condos are addressed through the recommended 
structural changes. Other personal exemption pro-
grams should be continued2.

The thrust of the recommended changes in the pre-
liminary report would make the system simpler, fairer, 
and transparent since 1-3 family homes, coops, 
condos, and small rentals would be in the same tax 
class, valued using the same methodology, and treated 

the same way with respect to market value changes. 
The removal of fractional assessments would make 
it much easier for taxpayers to understand their bills. 
These structural changes would redistribute approxi-
mately $1.8 billion of the tax burden within the new 
residential class without changing the total levy gen-
erated by the property types in the new class (for 
Fiscal Year 2021) or altering the tax burden of other 
property classes. The re-distributive impact within the 
new residential class is a significant change, making 
New York City’s property tax fairer and easier to 
understand. 

The Commission decided to include small rentals in 
the new residential class because there are enough 
of them to base assessments on comparable sales, 
like the rest of the class. In contrast, from an own-
ership perspective, large rentals (more than 10 units) 
are akin to other income-producing commercial prop-
erties, and as such are valued and taxed by the same 
approach as class 4 commercial parcels. Therefore, 
the Commission does not recommend their inclusion 
in the new residential class.  

In addition, the targeted owner relief programs would 
make the system fairer by helping low- and moder-
ate-income primary residents better afford their tax 
bills. The programs would also reward primary resi-
dent ownership as an important contributor to the 
stability of neighborhoods.

Upon the conclusion of the public hearings, 
Commission members met regularly to review the 
feedback from the public and analyze additional 
modeling with the goal of refining the recommen-
dations. The Commission reviewed several models 
and determined that relying on structural changes 
alone would mean applying a blunt instrument to 
change a complex, interrelated system that needs tai-
lor-made solutions. The Commission concluded that 
successful and far-reaching reform requires that hori-
zontal equity—the principle that properties of similar 
value should be taxed similarly—should be tempered 
given the diversity and complexity of New York’s 
residential market. Specifically, the Commission rec-
ognized that the ability-to-pay principle has been 

2	 Current personal exemption programs include Senior Citizen Homeowner Exemption (SCHE), Senior Citizen Rent Increase Exemption 
(SCRIE), Disabled Person Rent Increase Exemption (DRIE), Veterans Exemption, Disabled Homeowner Exemption, Physically Disabled 
Crime Victim Exemption, Clergy Exemption & School Tax Relief (STAR).
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the longstanding foundation for tax exemptions 
and abatements for particular populations, such as 
the Senior Citizen Homeowners Exemption and the 
Disabled Homeowners Exemption.

The Commission has chosen to present options—
choices and alternatives (some complementary)—in 
order to generate a wide discussion and policy debate 
over property tax reform. While options may differ, 
they all share a common purpose: they would make 
ETRs more equitable, reverse the regressivity seen in 
condo and coop valuations, and create a more dura-
ble model where inequities caused by assessed value 
growth caps are eliminated. 

The following options for targeted owner relief are 
presented for consideration by City and State offi-
cials, community and advocacy groups, industry 
stakeholders, and all members of the general public 
who have a stake in ensuring New York City has a fair 
and understandable property tax system. 

Targeted Owner Relief Programs
The new residential class proposed by the Commission 
is comprised of approximately 1.36 million properties, 
including individual coop units, with an approximate 
sales-based market value of $1.45 trillion. The com-
position of the new residential class, in and of itself, 
represents a dramatic reshaping of the residential 
landscape for purposes of property taxation in New 
York City. Providing meaningful relief to primary resi-
dent owners is costly as inequalities have built up over 
a number of years. Relief programs, even targeted 
ones, are expensive; trying to address them has been 
a critical part of the Commission’s work.

The Commission recommended a partial homestead 
exemption in its preliminary report that would reward 
owners who use their property as their primary resi-
dence. The Commission presents here two versions of 
this partial exemption—a flat rate partial homestead 
exemption and a graduated marginal rate partial 
exemption—to illustrate different possibilities. Either 
could be adopted.

1.	 Flat Rate Partial Homestead Exemption or 
Graduated Marginal Rate Partial Exemption 

A.	 Flat Rate: A flat rate partial homestead exemp-
tion of 20 percent of sales-based market value 
would be available to primary residents with 
income less than $500,000; the exemption 
gradually phases out beginning at $375,000. 
For primary residents with income less than 
$375,000, the 20 percent exemption would 
remain unchanged. However, as incomes 
increase above $375,000, the exemption per-
centage decreases as shown in Table 1, below. 

Table 1

20% Flat Rate Exemption

Income Exemption Benefit 
Percentage

≤ $375,000 20%

$400,000 16%

$425,000 12%

$450,000 8%

$475,000 4%

$500,000 0%

The flat rate exemption of 20 percent is available to 
eligible primary resident owners regardless of sales-
based market value. Since it is a fixed percentage, 
higher-valued parcels will receive a higher dollar ben-
efit. As shown in Example 1, a homeowner with a 
$400,000 income would receive a 16 percent partial 
exemption. Since the property’s value is $2,500,000, 
the exempt value would be $400,000.

Example 1

20% Flat Rate Exemption

Income
Sales-Based 

Market 
Value

Exemption 
Benefit 

Percentage

Exempt 
Value

$100,000 $400,000 20% $80,000 

$100,000 $800,000 20% $160,000 

$400,000 $1,000,000 16% $160,000 

$400,000 $2,500,000 16% $400,000 

$500,000 $2,500,000 0% $0 
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Owner-occupied units of small rental buildings would 
qualify for a prorated exemption based on the number 
of units in such buildings.

B.	 Graduated Marginal Rate: A graduated mar-
ginal rate partial exemption applies a variable 
exemption percentage of up to 30 percent, 
depending on a parcel’s sales-based market 
value. Like the flat rate partial exemption, the 
benefit is available to primary residents with 
income less than $500,000; the exemption 
gradually phases out beginning at $375,000 
(using the same method to calculate the ben-
efit reduction in the phase-out range as used 
in the flat rate exemption). Unlike the flat rate 
partial exemption, the exemption benefit per-
centage for lower-valued parcels is higher than 
that for higher-valued parcels. 

As shown in Table 2, the marginal exemption bene-
fit percentage declines as sales-based market value 
increases. For example, the maximum exempt value 
a primary resident owner of a $1 million home could 
receive is $250,000 based on a 30 percent exemp-
tion for the first $500,000 in value ($150,000), and a 
20 percent exemption for the remaining $500,000 in 
value ($100,000). There is no exemption benefit for 
any sales-based market value over $5 million; there-
fore, the maximum benefit an eligible property owner 
can receive is $525,000.

Table 2: Example of The Graduated Marginal 
Rate Exemption Structure

For the Portion 
of Sales-Based 
Market Value 

Between

Primary Resident with Income <$500K

Marginal Percent 
Exempt

Maximum 
Exempt Value

$0-$500K 30% $150,000

$500K-$1M 20% $250,000

$1M-$2.5M 10% $400,000

$2.5M-$5.0M 5% $525,000

$5M or More 0% $525,000

Notes: 	Marginal exemption percentage in each row applies to all 
value above the previous exemption percentage category, up 
to the value in the row. Sales-based market value in excess 
of $5M is 0% exempt.

Once the owner’s income is evaluated, the correct 
exemption percentage would be computed based 
on the parcel’s sales-based market value. As shown 
in Example 2, an owner with income of $100,000 
would receive the unreduced exemption benefit 
of $120,000 in exempt value on a property with a 
sales-based market value of $400,000 or $210,000 
in exempt value on a property with a sales-based 
market value of $800,000. However, the owner of a 
$1 million property with $400,000 in income would 
see a 6 percentage point benefit reduction for the 
first $500,000 in market value and a 4 percentage 
point benefit reduction for the remaining $500,000 
in market value. 

30% Graduated Marginal Rate Exemption

Income Sales-Based  
Market Value Exemption Benefit Percentage Exempt 

Value

$100,000 $400,000 30% $120,000 

$100,000 $800,000 30% of first $500K, 20% of additional $300K $210,000 

$400,000 $1,000,000 24% of first $500K, 16% of additional $500K $200,000 

$400,000 $2,500,000 24% of first $500K, 16% of next $500K and  
8% of remaining $1.5M $320,000 

$500,000 $2,500,000 0% $0 

Example 2

While the features of this partial homestead exemption introduce another layer of complexity in a system that 
the Commission is trying to simplify, it is progressive since it supports deeper benefits for lower-valued parcels. 
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Like the flat rate partial exemption, owner-occupied 
units of small rental buildings would qualify for a 
prorated exemption based on the number of units in 
such buildings. 

2.	 Circuit Breaker

Property tax circuit breakers address the problem of 
affordability. They are common across the country. 

Several options exist on how to design them with 
levers such as tax-to-income ratio, benefit percent-
age, and the income threshold at which primary resi-
dent owners would qualify. Some circuit breakers are 
implemented through the property tax system while 
others may take the form of a credit against personal 
income taxes. Last year, as part of the enacted state 
budget, the New York State Legislature enacted a cir-
cuit breaker as a credit against personal income taxes. 

The Commission is recommending a circuit breaker, 
implemented through the property tax system, 
because even after applying the partial homestead 
exemption (flat or graduated), property owners may 
still be facing unaffordable tax bills relative to their 
income. The circuit breaker presented here provides 
an additional tax reduction for primary residents 
with incomes below $90,5503. The benefit gradually 
phases out beginning at $58,000. If a primary res-
ident owner’s property tax bill, after including the 
partial homestead exemption and any other existing 
exemptions, exceeds 10 percent of their income, the 
owner is eligible for the circuit breaker. For incomes 
below $58,000, the benefit is 100 percent of the tax 
above the property-tax-to-income threshold of 10 
percent, up to $10,000. For incomes above $58,000, 
the benefit percentage would be reduced according 
to the schedule in Table 3.

Table 3

Circuit Breaker

Income Benefit Percentage*

≤ $58,000 100%

$65,000 78%

$70,000 63%

$75,000 48%

$80,000 32%

$85,000 17%

$90,550 0%

*Note:	 Percent of tax above property tax to income threshold 
eligible for the circuit breaker

The Commission believes that the elements of this 
circuit breaker would meaningfully alleviate the tax 
burden for eligible primary resident owners. Example 
3 illustrates the benefits that would be provided to 
homeowners at certain income levels. For example, 
a primary resident owner with an income of $75,000 
would be eligible for a circuit breaker equal to 48 
percent of their property taxes exceeding the tax-to- 
income threshold of 10 percent, up to the maximum 
benefit of $10,000.

Example 3

Circuit Breaker

Income
Tax Bill 
After 

Reform

Tax Amount 
Over 10% of 

Income

Benefit 
Percentage

Circuit 
Breaker  
Value

$30,000 $5,000 $2,000 100% $2,000

$50,000 $8,000 $3,000 100% $3,000

$75,000 $10,000 $2,500 48% $1,194

These relief programs need to be funded and any 
enhancements to the programs’ design carry an addi-
tional cost. Regardless of what the ultimate design 
might be, the Commission’s mandate of revenue neu-
trality means that reform proposals must be funded 
so there is no reduction in revenue used to fund City 
services. Potential revenue sources are covered in the 
following section.

3	 The $90,550 threshold was chosen as it is the FY21 income limit for enhanced School Tax Relief (STAR). In FY22, the enhanced STAR limit 
is $92,000. Enhanced STAR is for primary resident owners where one owner is over 65, with income under the stated threshold.
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Funding Targeted Owner Relief Programs
The Commission examined different funding sources 
for the primary resident owner relief programs in order 
to maintain the Commission’s revenue neutrality man-
date. Various options exist and the ultimate need will 
depend on the final approach that is adopted. The 
Commission highlights potential funding approaches 
for policymakers to evaluate and potentially consider. 
The funding options are not mutually exclusive – a 
hybrid funding approach could be applied to gener-
ate the necessary revenue to fully fund relief.

1.	 Fund relief by calibrating the tax rate for the 
new residential class

Property taxation under the proposed reforms would 
be significantly different from today’s system. One 
of the most common concerns expressed during the 
public hearings was the misperception that elimi-
nation of fractional assessments would mean that 
today’s tax rate would be applied to a property’s full 
market value and lead to large property tax increases. 
However, with relief the tax rate needed to provide 
current revenue would be lower, since it would be 
levied on a much larger tax base (full market value).

For example, Fiscal Year 2021 tax rates for class 1 and 
class 2 properties of 21.045 percent and 12.267 per-
cent, respectively, would not be the tax rates used in 
the new system because the structural reforms are 
expanding the market value of properties in the new 
residential class and, with the elimination of fractional 
assessments, the taxable base. With the larger taxable 
base, a lower tax rate achieves revenue neutrality. 

The Commission’s models estimate a revenue 
neutral tax rate of 0.814 percent, prior to imple-
mentation of the recommended homeowner 
relief programs. 

The partial homestead exemption and circuit breaker 
could be funded directly through the tax rate. This 
would require adjusting the 0.814 percent tax rate 
to achieve the revenue neutrality mandate given 
the desired combination of relief programs, i.e., 
flat rate homestead exemption and circuit breaker 

or graduated marginal rate exemption and circuit 
breaker. The targeted primary resident relief would 
more than offset the tax impact of a higher tax rate, 
resulting in lower ETRs for most primary residents 
than without such relief. This rate adjustment could 
also be applied across the entire system.

2.	 Fund relief with new revenue sources

The generation of new revenue to fund relief could 
come from various sources – some ideas have been 
proposed in the past and are pending in the State 
Legislature, while other ideas were raised during the 
public hearings. Commission members recommend 
considering a diverse set of options to fund relief, 
options that would either fully fund relief or gener-
ate enough funding when paired with a recalibrated 
tax rate to achieve the same result. The Commission 
reviewed different funding sources that all require 
additional legal, economic and policy evaluation, 
in particular given the ongoing concerns regarding 
the COVID-19 pandemic and the recovery efforts 
underway. 

Some Commission members support State legislation 
that would increase property taxes for properties with 
a market value exceeding $5 million which are not 
primary resident owner occupied4. Such legislation 
would apply new rates on the marginal value over 
bracket thresholds defined in the legislation for 1-3 
family homes, coops, and condos.

Some Commission members want to explore a public 
safety fee to help support specifically the provision of 
police and fire protection. Their argument is based on 
the concern that fully exempt private parcels account 
for 20 percent of the total billable assessed value. 
Therefore, the remaining taxpayers are responsible 
for all police and fire protection in New York City. By 
imposing a fee on all or a select group of these prop-
erties in the City, such a new revenue source could be 
used to offset a rate increase. The Commission rec-
ommends a review of the legal, economic and policy 
considerations associated with the imposition of such 
a fee, including an impact analysis of the fiscal conse-
quences and any hardship that the fee would impose. 
The findings of the analysis will help inform both the 

4	 Senate Bill S44 and Assembly Bill A4540, introduced in the 2019-2020 regular session, use sales-based market values for 1-3 family, 
condos, and coops to determine the pied-a-terre surcharge for eligible properties. More recent versions of the bill specify using assessed 
value thresholds for condos and coops since they are not currently valued via a comparable sales model.
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future determination of the universe of parcels5 to 
which the fee would apply, and the extent to which 
exempt parcels could absorb the fee.

Renter Issues
Commission members felt it was important to under-
stand the degree to which landlords pass on the 
property tax, a cost of operating a building, through 
their rents. This is an obvious concern in New York 
City where rental housing is a major source of shelter 
and studies have indicated high rental burdens. 

The Commission convened expert panels in 2018 and 
2019 to hear testimony about the existence of empir-
ical data and analysis, or lack thereof, that would pro-
vide insight into how much of the property tax may 
be included in an average tenant’s rent. Expert tes-
timony received at the hearings covered issues such 
as the percentage of property tax included in rent, 
whether the amount of property tax included in rent 
depends on the size of rental properties and rental 
market conditions, and how income tax-based renter 
circuit breakers can be structured. Unfortunately, the 
testimony did not reveal conclusive evidence regard-
ing the degree of the property tax borne by renters. 

Importantly, renters do not pay the property tax 
directly, so there is no mechanism through the prop-
erty tax to provide them relief. Those jurisdictions that 
provide renters tax relief generally do so through the 
personal income tax. Further, there is no guarantee 
that any relief provided directly to renters would pre-
vent landlords from increasing rents. 

The Commission knows that many low- and mod-
erate-income renters in New York City need relief, a 
need that was intensified for some by the pandemic. 
The Commission does not believe that the prop-
erty tax system can or should provide relief. Rather, 
the mechanism for providing rental relief should be 
through a personal income tax credit, as is done in 
most other jurisdictions, and through other types 
of rent affordability programs. Identifying a funding 
source for providing such relief is a matter for policy-
makers to evaluate. 

Proposed Replacement of the Class Share 
System
Each year the total tax levy is apportioned to each of 
the four classes via the class share system, which is a 
convoluted and opaque process that leads to ineffi-
ciencies. The class share system is annually updated 
to reflect relative market value changes from the base 
year, 1990, to the current year. 

To add to the opaqueness, the market values used are 
determined by New York State Office of Real Property 
Tax Services (ORPTS), rather than by the Department 
of Finance. There is also an additional constraint, as 
mandated in New York State’s Real Property Tax law, 
that the class share in any given year cannot grow by 
more than the statutory cap of 5 percent from the 
prior year.  

Currently, via the class share system, individual class 
tax rates change year-to-year despite the citywide 
average tax rate being held constant since 2009. 
However, the individual class tax rates are generally 
not available until the City adopts its budget, mean-
ing that the rates are generally not available in time 
for the first set of tax bills of any fiscal year. This timing 
requires constant mid-year tax bill adjustments. These 
changes are both unpredictable and difficult to explain 
to taxpayers. Given the issues highlighted above, it is 
clear that the class share system is an esoteric way for 
apportioning the total property tax levy to each of the 
four tax classes. The system is understood by very few, 
and has created inefficient dynamics that were not 
likely the intent of the original legislation. It would be 
remiss of the Commission to recommend structural 
changes to how parcels are valued and taxed with-
out reviewing how tax class levies are determined and 
providing a proposal to make the determination of 
tax rates simple, transparent, and understandable to 
legislators and taxpayers alike. 

The Commission views that the current conceptual 
underpinning of tying the tax classes together should 
be maintained. However, rather than using the com-
plex and opaque class shares system to do this, the 
relationship should rest on a simple fixed ratio. 

5	 Department of Finance Annual Real Property Tax Report https://www1.nyc.gov/site/finance/taxes/property-reports/property-reports-annu-
al-property-tax.page.
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In the first year of the transition to the new system, the 
tax rates should be set so that the share of total levy 
paid by properties in each of the newly reconfigured 
classes remains the same as the last year under the 
current system. Then, the rates would be fixed from 
year to year for five-year periods. The City would have 
direct control over the tax rates and would be able 
to make a deliberate policy decision to adjust them. 
However, any rate changes would have to be applied 
to all classes proportionately. For example, if the City 
decided to lower the tax rates by 10 percent, then all 
classes would see their rate lowered by 10 percent. 

This replacement system would make the tax rate set-
ting process clearer, straightforward, and much more 
predictable. 

Additionally, the Commission recommends that 
every five years, the City should conduct a sales ratio 
study in order to review the ETRs among the four 
classes and adjust the ratios among the class rates 
as needed. Since changes in the relationship of ETRs 
among the classes may occur from intentional policy 
decisions to provide tax relief to certain properties, 
this adjustment should be focused on drift that stems 
from unintentional sources, such as varying valuation 
methods capturing changing shares of actual sales 
prices among tax classes.

Treatment of Large Rentals, Utility and 
Commercial Properties
Large rentals, utility, and commercial properties gen-
erate almost two-thirds of the property tax levy. In 
its preliminary report, the Commission recommended 
continuing to value large rental, utility and commer-
cial properties based on current use, which involves 
valuing these properties by direct capitalization of 
current net operating income using DOF capitaliza-
tion. The Commission, after continued review, retains 
its preliminary recommendation.

Additionally, the value of commercial space may be 
in flux due to changes in the market unleashed by 
the pandemic. The long-term impact of teleworking 
on the office, retail, and hotel sectors has yet to be 

determined. Analysis of the impact of the pandemic 
on these properties needs to be studied, so it would 
be premature to consider any changes to the taxation 
of these sectors at this time.

While these parcels are not valued based upon 
sales, the current valuation approach conforms to 
International Association of Assessing Officers (IAAO) 
standards and the City’s income and expense models 
meet guidelines for horizontal equity. There is also 
consistency in capitalization rates among buildings of 
the same type with similar incomes. The Commission 
also recommends that special franchise utility parcels 
continue to be valued by NYS Office of Real Property 
Tax Services (ORPTS), and non-special franchise util-
ity parcels continue to be valued by the New York 
City Department of Finance using cost indices. In the 
interests of simplicity and to match the treatment 
applied to the new residential class, the Commission 
recommends removing fractional assessments for 
large rental, utility, and commercial properties. As dis-
cussed above, tax rates would be reduced accordingly 
to recognize the expanded base value. 

The annual Lincoln Land Institute of Land Policy and 
Minnesota Center for Fiscal Excellence report on 
property tax burden provides comparisons between 
homestead, apartment, and commercial proper-
ties in New York as well as across 52 other cities6. 
In the 2020 version of the report, the City’s ETRs for 
apartment and commercial parcels ranked 34th and 
35th (in descending order of ETRs), respectively. The 
Commission noted that while New York City ranks 
high in terms of the ratio of ETRs between home-
stead and commercial properties, the ratio is driven 
by the preferential treatment of residential properties.

Transition to the New System
The Commission’s proposed structural changes are 
substantial and wide ranging. To avert abrupt impacts 
on some owners, the Commission is proposing a tran-
sition period to move all parcels in the new residential 
class from their tax bills under the current system to 
their tax bill under the proposed system. After con-
siderable discussion, the Commission recommends a 
five-year transition period.

6	 https://www.lincolninst.edu/publications/other/50-state-property-tax-comparison-study-2020.
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At the heart of the Commission’s deliberations was 
how the duration of the transition period must bal-
ance two opposing forces. A longer transition helps 
reduce abrupt impacts to the real estate market and 
helps to mitigate any tax increases as a result of 
reform; a shorter transition prioritizes relief sooner 
to those disadvantaged by the current system and 
moves the City more quickly toward a fairer, simpler, 
and more transparent system. 

After deciding upon a recommendation for the dura-
tion of the transition period, the Commission had 
to identify a mechanism for the transition itself. The 
Commission’s aim has been to make this as simple 
and transparent as possible. As a result, in each year 
of the transition, a parcel’s tax bill will be calculated 
via three components: its prior year’s bill, its annual 
phase-in due to reform, and its phase-in due to 
annual market value changes. 

The annual phase-in due to reform is the differ-
ence between a parcel’s current tax bill and its tax 
bill under reform divided by the number of transition 
years (five). The phase-in due to annual market value 
changes accounts for the tax liability change due to 
changes in market value in each of the transition 
years. 

An example of how each parcel’s final tax bill will be 
calculated in each year of the transition can be found 
in the “Transition to the New System” section. By the 
end of the transition period, all parcels will be fully 
phased into the new system, and the five-year transi-
tion rule for market value changes will continue as a 
feature of the new system. 

Additionally, as described in the preliminary report, 
the Commission recommends that if a property is 
transferred during the transition period, its tax bill will 
be reset to equal its tax under the new system. New 
York City is one of only a handful of major jurisdic-
tions that does not currently have an assessed value 
reset upon the sale of a property7.

The Commission discussed the impact that a full tran-
sition to a new system upon transfer would have on 
the residential real estate market. Rational buyers 
and sellers in the market evaluate various factors—
tax laws, building codes, zoning regulations, etc.—to  
calculate ongoing affordability, resale values, profit, 
etc. The Commission’s proposed reforms will affect 
the calculations made by sellers and buyers. The real 
estate market will adjust to these changes over time.

Conclusion
It is in the spirit of renewal that we offer to our 
elected leaders this blueprint for reform. We provide 
these recommendations at a time of new leadership 
at both ends of City Hall and immediately prior to a 
new legislative session in Albany.

The current property tax system is getting more unfair 
with time. Reform is long overdue; but knowing that 
has not been enough in the past to generate action. 

Still, this Commission has worked through the 
past three and a half years with the resolve to pro-
duce a product that merits acceptance as a road-
map toward improving the City’s largest revenue  
source —the nation’s largest property tax. The road 
ahead will not be easy; it belongs to the policymakers 
who will evaluate our proposals and hear more from 
the varied interests and stakeholders. This report pro-
vides the data and the analysis, but we do not write 
the laws. That task should now be taken on. New 
Yorkers deserve nothing less. 

7	 See Lincoln Institute of Land Policy and Minnesota Center for Fiscal Excellence 50-State Property Tax Comparison Study, available at 
https://www.lincolninst.edu/sites/default/files/pubfiles/50-state-property-tax-comparison-for-2020-full_0.pdf.
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The Commission has reached consensus on 10 final recommendations:

1.	 The Commission recommends creating a new expanded residential class, consisting of 1-3 family homes, 
coops, condominiums, and 4-10 unit rental buildings. The property tax system would continue to consist  
of four classes of property: residential; large rentals; utilities; and commercial. 

2.	 The Commission recommends using a sales-based methodology to value all properties in the  
new residential class.

3.	 The Commission recommends ending fractional assessments for all property types. Each property would be 
assessed at its full market value. This will result in an increase in the taxable base and the tax rate required 
to generate the same level of revenue will decrease.

4.	 The Commission recommends eliminating current assessed value growth caps for the new residential class 
and instituting five-year transitional treatment for market value growth, whereby year-on-year changes in 
market values are phased-in over five years at 20 percent per year. 

5.	 The Commission recommends creating a partial homestead exemption for primary resident owners in the 
new residential class. This exemption should be either a flat rate or a graduated marginal rate exemption 
for primary resident owners with incomes up to $500,000, with a phase-out of the benefit for owners 
with incomes exceeding $375,000. The Commission recommends retaining all existing personal exemption 
programs and eliminating the current coop-condo abatement, since recommendations 1-4 negate the need 
for an abatement to address inequities between 1-3 family homes and coops and condos.

6.	 The Commission recommends creating a circuit breaker, based on the ratio of property tax to income, in order 
to reduce the property tax burden on primary resident owners. The circuit breaker should be for primary 
resident owners with a ratio of tax paid to income exceeding 10 percent and incomes below $90,550, with 
the benefit phasing out for incomes exceeding $58,000. The benefit amount should be capped at $10,000.

7.	 The Commission recommends eliminating the current class share system and replacing it with a system that 
freezes relative tax rates for five-year periods. Under the new system, while the Mayor and the City Council 
can adjust tax rates, the tax rates for all classes may only be altered on a proportional basis within each 
five-year period. There would no longer be changes in tax rates driven by market value shares, as under the 
current system.  Every five years the City would conduct a mandated study to analyze whether adjustments 
are needed in order to maintain consistency in the share of taxes relative to the fair market value borne by 
each tax class.

8.	 The Commission recommends that for properties not in the new residential class (rental buildings with 
more than 10 units, commercial parcels, and utilities), current valuation methods be maintained. There will 
be separate tax classes for rental buildings with more than 10 units, commercial parcels, and utilities. As 
noted in recommendation 3, the Commission recommends removing fractional assessments for all these  
tax classes. 

9.	 The Commission recommends that for the new residential class, phase-in to the new system should occur 
over five years. When a property transfers during the five-year transition period, it will be fully phased into 
the new system the fiscal year after the transfer. 

10.	The Commission recommends the City institute a mandatory comprehensive review of the property tax 
system every 10 years by the City.

Further details on the Commission’s recommendations can be found in the main body of this final report.
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I N T R O D U C T I O N

I.	 The Commission

Members

The New York City Advisory Commission on Property 
Tax Reform was appointed by Mayor de Blasio and 
Speaker Johnson in May, 2018. They charged the 
Commission with evaluating all aspects of the City’s 
current property tax system and recommending 
reforms to make that system fairer, simpler, and more 
transparent, while ensuring that there is no reduction 
in revenue used to fund City services8.  

The members of the Commission are: 

M A R C  V.  S H A W

Chair: Marc V. Shaw is Chair of the Advisory Board and 
Senior Advisor at the CUNY Institute for State and Local 
Governance. From 2010 to 2014, he was Senior Vice 
Chancellor for Budget, Finance and Financial Policy 
at CUNY. Mr. Shaw served as a Senior Advisor to the 
Governor on Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
(“MTA”) finances during 2009. From 2006 to 2008, 
he was the Executive Vice President for Strategic 
Planning at Extell Development Company. From 2002 
to 2006, he was the First Deputy Mayor and Deputy 
Mayor for Operations to Mayor Bloomberg. In 1996, 
was appointed as the Executive Director and Chief 
Operating Officer for the MTA. Mr. Shaw has served 
as NYC Budget Director, NYC Finance Commissioner, 
and Finance Director for the NYC Council. Mr. Shaw 
also worked for the NYS Senate Finance Committee.

A L L E N  P.  C A P P E L L I

Allen P. Cappelli is a practicing attorney from Staten 
Island who also serves on the board of the City 
Planning Commission. He served as a Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority Board Member, as Civil 
Service Commission member, as vice chairman and 
land use chairman for Staten Island’s Community 

Board One, and as a Commissioner on the New York 
State Charter Commission for Staten Island. He has 
served as a board member of Project Hospitality, St. 
Vincent’s Medical Center of Richmond County, and 
President of Staten Island Community Television. 

K E N N E T H  J .  K N U C K L E S

Kenneth J. Knuckles is a prominent business and 
civic leader from the Bronx who serves as the Vice 
Chair of the City Planning Commission. Previously, he 
served as President and Chief Executive Officer of the 
Upper Manhattan Empowerment Zone Development 
Corporation (UMEZ), Vice President of Support 
Services at Columbia University, Commissioner of 
the New York City Department of General Services, 
Deputy Bronx Borough President, and Assistant 
Housing Commissioner.

C A R O L  O ’ C L E I R E A C A I N

Carol O’Cleireacain is an Adjunct Professor at 
Columbia University’s School of International & 
Public Affairs, with a Ph.D. in economics from the 
London School of Economics. She was NYC Finance 
Commissioner and Budget Director under Mayor 
Dinkins and has held appointments as Detroit’s 
Deputy Mayor for Economic Policy (Mayor Duggan), 
NJ Deputy State Treasurer (Gov. Corzine), consultant 
to NY Lieutenant Governor Richard Ravitch, Senior 
Fellow at the Brookings Institution, and chief econo-
mist of District Council 37 AFSCME during the 1970’s 
fiscal crisis. 

J A M E S  A .  PA R R O T T

James A. Parrott is Director of Economic and Fiscal 
Policies at The Center for New York City Affairs at The 
New School. In previous positions, Parrott worked 
for the Fiscal Policy Institute, the Office of the State 
Deputy Comptroller for New York City, the City of New 
York (as chief economist for economic development), 

8	 See https://www1.nyc.gov/site/propertytaxreform/about/about-the-property-tax-reform-commission.page. 
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and for the International Ladies’ Garment Workers’ 
Union. Parrott was a member of Governor Cuomo’s 
2012-13 Commission on Tax Reform and Fairness 
and a member of the City Council’s 2015 Task Force 
on Economic Development Tax Expenditures.

E L I Z A B E T H  V E L E Z

Elizabeth Velez is President and Chief Contract 
Administrator of the Velez Organization, and serves 
as chairperson of the New York Building Congress. 
Elizabeth also serves on the boards of the National 
Hispanic Business Group, the Association of Minority 
Enterprises of New York (AMENY), the Mayor’s 
Commission on Construction Opportunity, the Board 
of ACE Mentor of New York, and the NYC Department 
of Business Services Advisory Board.

Additionally, Vicki Been served as Co-Chair of the 
Commission until she returned to City government 
in April 2019 as Deputy Mayor for Housing and 
Economic Development, and Gary Rodney served as 
a commission member until his resignation in 2020.

The Commission also includes ex-officio members 
from City agencies and the City Council. They are: 

Sherif Soliman, Commissioner of the 
Department of Finance  

Jacques Jiha, Director of the Office of 
Management and Budget 

Latonia McKinney, Director of the City Council 
Finance Division 

Raymond Majewski, Deputy Director and Chief 
Economist, Council Finance Division

In addition, the Commission’s work was sup-
ported by employees from City Hall, the City 
Council Finance Division, Department of Finance 
and Office of Management and Budget:

Francesco Brindisi, Office of Management  
and Budget

John Campagna, Department of Finance

Emre Edev, City Council Finance Division

Joshua Goldstein, Office of Management and 
Budget

Di Han, Department of Finance

Michael Hyman, Department of Finance

Alexander James, Department of Finance

Patrick McCandless, First Deputy Mayor’s Office

Matthew Penfold, Department of Finance

Karen Schlain, Department of Finance

Richard Suweidan, Department of Finance

Andrew Wilber, City Council Finance Division

Lars Woodul, Department of Finance
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II. Public Hearings and Meetings 
The Commission held its first public meeting on July 
20, 2018; at that meeting the Department of Finance 
provided a primer about the current property tax 
system. The second meeting, held on September 4, 
2018, featured a presentation from the City Council 
Finance Division team on the levers that can be used 
to reform the system.

The Commission then held a series of public hearings 
in each borough to solicit specific feedback about the 
challenges taxpayers face in neighborhoods across 
the City. The first such hearing was held on Staten 
Island on September 27, 2018; followed by Queens 
on October 3, 2018; the Bronx on October 11, 2018; 
Brooklyn on October 15, 2018; and Manhattan on 
October 23, 2018.

The Commission then convened three hearings of 
experts on a variety of subjects such as:

1.	 Who pays the property tax, and how the 
property tax impacts land and housing prices 
and the rent charged to tenants living in 
rental properties? (December 13, 2018), avail-
able at https://councilnyc.viebit.com/player.
php?hash=4GJH2nSgvus6

2.	 How does the property tax affect rents, 
and the decisions that owners and devel-
opers make about using their properties 
for rentals? (January 22, 2019), available 
at https://councilnyc.viebit.com/player.
php?hash=AwCqy0jCqYLh

3.	 Circuit breakers and other mechanisms to pro-
vide relief to particular taxpayers, and transi-
tion systems for reforms  (February 28, 2019), 
available at https://youtu.be/CHSZdwmZill

With the January 31, 2020 release of the preliminary 
report, a second round of public hearings was sched-
uled to resume on March 12, 2020 in Staten Island. 
The hearing was canceled due to the COVID-19 pan-
demic. The Commission resumed public hearings in 
the Spring of 2021, with a hearing on Staten Island 
on May 11, 2021; Brooklyn on May 27, 2021; Queens 
on June 9, 2021; The Bronx on June 14, 2021; and 
Manhattan on June 16, 2021. 

Since the release of the Commission’s preliminary 
report, 224 residents (including two elected offi-
cials) have submitted written testimony. At the 2021 
remote hearings, 97 residents provided oral testi-
mony, including 18 elected officials. A summary of 
testimony received during each of these hearings, as 
well as written testimony, is found below.

HEARING SUMMARIES

Staten Island (May 11, 2021)	

Attendees of the Staten Island hearing 
discussed high taxes, tax equity, the 
circuit breaker and homestead exemp-
tion proposals, assessing homes at full market value, 
and property tax exemptions for large universities. 
Residents said Staten Island pays higher taxes com-
pared to neighborhoods with rapidly appreciating 
property values and compared to New Jersey. A few 
said high property taxes would force them out of 
the City and that Staten Island subsidizes wealthier 
neighborhoods.

Some expressed support for a circuit breaker and 
homestead exemption, while others asked the 
Commission for more details on these proposals. A 
few called for a longer phase-in of the AV cap elimi-
nation. One resident mentioned the misunderstand-
ing that eliminating the cap would increases taxes 
on all homeowners.  Another said NYC needs more 
transparency and clarity in the property tax system. 
A representative of a hotel industry association said 
taxing hotels in Class 4 hurts the industry. A member 
of the Professional Staff Congress (PSC) at the City 
University of New York (CUNY) said the Commission 
should eliminate property tax exemptions for New 
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York University (NYU) and Columbia to fund CUNY; 
other members of the PSC made the same argument 
at the other four hearings. 

Brooklyn (May 27, 2021)	

Brooklyn residents discussed the impacts 
of rapidly appreciating Brooklyn prop-
erty values, the racial impacts of prop-
erty tax reform, assessing homes at full market value, 
and the circuit breaker proposal. 

Testimony centered on the sharp increase in Brooklyn 
property values and called attention to owner 
incomes which have failed to keep pace and how 
it is impacting their ability to pay current and future 
property taxes. One attendee said the Commission 
should provide discounts for long-time, low-income 
residents. Another said DOF should assess coops 
based on comparable properties instead of compar-
ing them to newer luxury developments. Testimony 
also highlighted high property taxes that may impact 
small landlords’ ability to charge affordable rents to 
artists and other low-income residents. An elected 
official said the Commission should address inequi-
ties between neighborhoods and repeal the AV cap 
for high income owners with high value properties. 

Several presentations argued that assessing homes 
at full market value carries racial justice implications, 
noting especially the concerns of residents living in 
inherited multigenerational homes. They expressed 
belief that the current system allows these residents 
to keep their homes.

On assessing homes at full market value, residents 
said this would impact those who have lived in their 
homes for decades, including seniors and multigen-
erational homeowners. Some expressed support for 
the homestead exemption and circuit breaker pro-
posals but others asked for more specifics on who 
would qualify. Several asked how the Commission’s 
proposals would impact their property taxes and 
said the Preliminary Report was too complicated to 
understand.

Queens (June 9, 2021)	

At the Queens hearing, residents dis-
cussed coops, single family homes, the 
AV cap elimination, the homestead 
exemption and circuit breaker propos-
als, and the Queens foreclosure crisis. Many residents 
said that the current system penalizes middle- and low-
value coops compared to multi-million-dollar condos, 
with one saying an equitable system is needed for 
middle-valued coops.  

Some residents said that single-family homes should 
be in a separate tax class from two-family homes, 
because the latter are income generating. Several 
mentioned the need for a system that protects mul-
tigenerational wealth and seniors. Others mentioned 
that tax breaks for developers should be limited.  

Regarding the AV cap, some said that getting rid of 
the cap would increase taxes for all homeowners, 
some favored its elimination, and one said the elim-
ination should be phased-in over 10 years instead 
of five. A few questioned how resetting the AV for 
coop units would work since coops are assessed at 
the building level. Many expressed support for the 
homestead exemption and circuit breaker proposals 
and said it would be an important part of the new 
system, but asked for more details on eligibility. A few 
said the Queens foreclosure crisis illustrates the need 
for homeowner relief policies and one expressed con-
cern regarding lien sales in the Rockaways.

Bronx (June 14, 2021)	

Attendees at the Bronx hearing dis-
cussed assessing homes at full market 
value, tax exemptions for different 
groups, and the homestead exemption and circuit 
breaker proposals. Regarding the proposal to assess 
properties at full market value, some said residents 
will be displaced or face economic hardship, while 
another said a gradual transition would primarily ben-
efit the wealthy. A non-profit advocate said that if 
done right, assessing properties at full market value 
would decrease the property tax burden for most. 

One resident called for a lower property tax rate for 
seniors, another called for a veteran’s exemption, 
and a third called for a cold-war veterans exemption. 
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Some expressed support for the circuit breaker pro-
posal, and one resident suggested the homestead 
exemption be based on property value instead of 
income. 

Manhattan (June 16, 2021)	

At the Manhattan hearing, residents 
discussed the impact of property taxes 
on maintenance fees, the elimination 
of the AV cap and its phase-in, and the homestead 
exemption and circuit breaker proposal. A couple 
of residents mentioned that maintenance fees have 
increased significantly in recent years due to increas-
ing property taxes, and that this constrains a build-
ing’s ability to make capital improvements. 

Regarding the elimination of the AV cap, some were 
in favor, saying that the current system creates ineq-
uities, but others said eliminating the cap would price 
them out of the City or would impact seniors. Many 
expressed support for the homestead exemption and 
circuit breaker proposal, but said more detail was 
needed. Some said a homestead exemption should 
be available for all homeowners regardless of income.

With respect to eligibility, one speaker said that 
earned income should be considered differently from 
retirement income, another said that first responders 
should receive a discount, and another recommended 
tax credits for carbon reduction expenditures.

W R I T T E N  T E S T I M O N Y  S U M M A R Y

Many said the current system is inequitable and ben-
efits high-value property owners and boroughs at 
the expense of low-and-middle-value owners and 
boroughs. 

Residents raised concerns regarding the proposal to 
assess homes at full market value, the homestead 
exemption and circuit breaker proposals, coops, how 
the Department of Finance values properties, and the 
phase-in of reform among other issues.

The recommendations that received the most com-
ments related to the proposal to assess all residen-
tial properties at full market value. Many residents, 
especially those living in Brooklyn and Manhattan 

single-family homes (but also in other boroughs), said 
this would impact affordability, especially for those 
who purchased their home decades ago and whose 
incomes do not reflect their home’s value. A few sup-
ported the proposal, arguing it was the solution to 
addressing the current system’s inequities. 

Regarding the circuit breaker and homestead exemp-
tion, some supported, but many said more details 
were needed to understand how they would ben-
efit. A few said the homestead exemption should 
be offered to all NYC primary resident owners and 
others said the Circuit Breaker should provide relief 
to a wide range of residents, not just those with the 
lowest incomes. 

A number of residents discussed issues specific to 
coops. Coop owners questioned how the phase-in 
of full market value assessments would occur given 
that coop taxes are assessed on entire cooperatives, 
not just individual units. Some asked that coops be 
assessed and billed individually. Others agreed that 
coops should be assessed based on their value as 
opposed to comparable rentals. 

A few said the City should not assess properties at full 
market value until they are sold, while others called 
for a 10-year phase-in of the Commission’s recom-
mendations. A small number said 1-4 family rental 
homes would be burdened under the new system. 
Several called for exemptions for seniors, veterans, 
and other populations. Many said the current system 
is inequitable and benefits high-valued property 
owners at the expense of low/middle valued owners. 
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III.	Data Updates. Fiscal Year 2019 vs. Fiscal Year 2021
The Commission’s preliminary report outlined the current property tax system and described the eight steps the 
Department of Finance (DOF) takes to calculate the property tax liability for any given property. The method of 
calculation remains unchanged and is therefore not included in this introductory section. However, the latest 
available data are now Fiscal Year 2021, so Commission members have used the updated information to for-
mulate recommendations for the final report. A side-by-side comparison of data from the preliminary report 
and final report is found below.

It should be noted that the updated data does not alter the evaluations made by the Commission in the 
“System Challenges and Issues Addressed in Reform” section of the preliminary report. For example, the Fiscal 
Year 2021 data does not change the fundamental conclusion that the current system for valuing coops and 
condos based on comparable rentals pursuant to state law is regressive. Higher-valued properties are assessed 
at a smaller fraction than lower valued properties. Nonetheless, the updated data with minor adjustments are 
included here for readers’ reference.

TA B L E S  A N D  F I G U R E S

Table 4 shows that DOF values capture a relatively small share of the sales-based market value of coop units. In Fiscal Year 
2021, the median coop carries a DOF assessed value of 25 percent of the sales-based market value, which is the same as it 
was in Fiscal Year 2019. There is variation by borough, however, as DOF captures the smallest share of sales-based market 
value in Brooklyn (0.22) and the largest share in the Bronx (0.30). These ratios were 0.21 and 0.32, respectively, in Fiscal 
Year 2019.

As discussed extensively in the preliminary report, even though the IAAO recommends the use of comparable sales to value 
coops where sales data are sufficient, Section 581 of the New York State Real Property Tax Law requires that coops and 
class 2 condos be valued as if they were rental properties. Therefore, to comply with New York State law, assessors impute 
rental income based upon rents received in comparable rental buildings. 

There is considerable evidence that this has resulted in the undervaluation of coop properties relative to sales-based market 
value, in part because (depending on the age and location of the coop building being valued) comparable buildings may fall 
under rent stabilization laws and regulations that constrain rental income.

Table 4:	 Coops: Ratio of DOF Value to Sales-Based Market Value by Borough, Fiscal Year 2019 
vs. Fiscal Year 2021

Borough

Fiscal Year 2019 Fiscal Year 2021

Number of 
Parcels

Ratio of DOF Value to Sales-Based 
Market Value Number of 

Parcels

Ratio of DOF Value to Sales-Based 
Market Value

25th 
Percentile Median 75th 

Percentile
25th 

Percentile Median 75th 
Percentile

Manhattan 169,128 0.18 0.23 0.28 169,189 0.20 0.25 0.30

Bronx 30,327 0.25 0.32 0.41 30,129 0.24 0.30 0.38

Brooklyn 69,577 0.16 0.21 0.28 69,487 0.17 0.22 0.28

Queens 105,632 0.23 0.27 0.34 105,530 0.21 0.25 0.32

Staten Island 1,971 0.18 0.26 0.32 1,978 0.19 0.24 0.33

Total 376,635 0.19 0.25 0.31 376,313 0.20 0.25 0.31

Source:	 New York City Department of Finance, Division of Tax Policy Analytical File
Notes: 	 Restricted to taxable billable non-easement properties. Coop units are counted as parcels.
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Table 5 shows that current DOF values capture a decreasing share of a coop unit’s sales-based market value as sales-based 
market value increases. One of the key reasons for this is the scarcity of appropriate comparable rental properties for very 
high-end properties. The median ratio of DOF value to sales-based market value in Fiscal Year 2021 decreases from 0.57 
for coop units with sales-based market values less than $100,000 to 0.11 for units valued greater than $10,000,000. The 
corresponding ratios for Fiscal Year 2019 were 0.49 and 0.10, respectively. 

Table 5:	 Coops: Ratio of DOF Value to Sales-Based Market Value, Fiscal Year 2019 vs. Fiscal 
Year 2021

Sales-Based Market 
Value Category

Fiscal Year 2019 Fiscal Year 2021

Number of Parcels
Median DOF Value to 
Sales-Based Market 

Value Ratio
Number of Parcels

Median DOF Value to 
Sales-Based Market 

Value Ratio

Less Than $100K 7,544 0.49 5,387 0.57

$100K to $150K 18,908 0.37 11,861 0.38

$150K to $200K 30,667 0.31 21,629 0.33

$200K to $250K 36,799 0.28 31,598 0.29

$250K to $300K 38,939 0.26 33,786 0.27

$300K to $400K 48,355 0.24 62,774 0.24

$400K to $500K 30,708 0.22 38,471 0.23

$500K to $750K 50,825 0.23 57,875 0.24

$750K to $1M 34,867 0.23 34,610 0.25

$1M to $2.5M 55,064 0.21 55,859 0.23

$2.5M to $5M 17,689 0.18 16,408 0.19

$5M to $7.5M 3,857 0.14 3,646 0.16

$7.5M to $10M 1,320 0.13 1,241 0.13

$10M or More 1,093 0.10 1,168 0.11

Total 376,635 0.25 376,313 0.25

Source:	 New York City Department of Finance, Division of Tax Policy Analytical File
Notes: 	 Restricted to taxable billable non-easement properties. Coop units are counted as parcels.
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Condos also must be valued as if they were rental properties instead of using actual transaction prices. Table 6 below shows 
that, as with coop units, DOF value generally captures only a portion of the sales-based market value of condo parcels. 

For the median condo in New York City in Fiscal Year 2021, DOF value captures 22 percent of sales-based market value. The 
median share ranges from 18 percent in Queens to 34 percent in the Bronx. In Fiscal Year 2019, the lowest shares were 
found in Brooklyn and Queens (18 percent) and the highest in the Bronx (34 percent)

Table 6:	 Condos: Ratio of DOF Value to Sales-Based Market Value by Borough, Fiscal Year 
2019 vs. Fiscal Year 2021

Borough

Fiscal Year 2019 Fiscal Year 2021

Number of 
Parcels

Ratio of DOF Value to Sales-Based 
Market Value

Number of 
Parcels

Ratio of DOF Value to Sales-Based 
Market Value

25th 
Percentile

Median
75th 

Percentile
25th 

Percentile
Median

75th 
Percentile

Manhattan 99,802 0.16 0.20 0.24 104,933 0.18 0.22 0.27

Bronx 14,219 0.27 0.34 0.41 14,293 0.29 0.34 0.43

Brooklyn 40,783 0.14 0.18 0.25 44,367 0.15 0.20 0.26

Queens 27,122 0.15 0.18 0.24 29,820 0.15 0.18 0.24

Staten Island 2,855 0.17 0.23 0.29 2,858 0.18 0.23 0.26

Total 184,781 0.15 0.20 0.26 196,271 0.17 0.22 0.28

Source:	 New York City Department of Finance, Division of Tax Policy Analytical File
Notes: 	 Restricted to taxable billable non-easement properties, excluding Class 2 condos smaller than 100 square feet (e.g., storage units, 

parking).

Again, like with coop units, DOF values capture a decreasing share of the sales-based market value of a condo unit as sales-
based market value increases, as shown in Table 7.

The median ratio of DOF value to sales-based market value for Fiscal Year 2021 decreases from 0.53 for condo units 
with a sales-based market value less than $100,000, to 0.12 for condo units valued at greater than $10,000,000. The 
corresponding ratios for Fiscal Year 2019 were 0.34 and 0.10, respectively.
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Table 7:	 Ratio of DOF Value to Sales-Based Market Value by Sales-Based Market Value,  
Class 2 Condos, Fiscal Year 2019 vs. Fiscal Year 2021

Sales-Based Market 
Value Category

Fiscal Year 2019 Fiscal Year 2021

Number of Parcels
Median DOF Value to 
Sales-Based Market 

Value Ratio
Number of Parcels

Median DOF Value to 
Sales-Based Market 

Value Ratio

Less Than $100K 1,370 0.34 301 0.53

$100K to $150K 9,828 0.37 7,674 0.31

$150K to $200K 1,873 0.33 4,634 0.37

$200K to $250K 3,753 0.31 1,961 0.28

$250K to $300K 3,417 0.24 2,505 0.24

$300K to $400K 7,052 0.22 7,065 0.23

$400K to $500K 9,913 0.21 10,859 0.21

$500K to $750K 31,449 0.21 37,070 0.22

$750K to $1M 27,172 0.21 31,635 0.23

$1M to $2.5M 62,132 0.19 64,796 0.21

$2.5M to $5M 18,398 0.17 18,929 0.19

$5M to $7.5M 4,634 0.15 4,742 0.17

$7.5M to $10M 1,620 0.13 1,831 0.15

$10M or More 2,170 0.10 2,269 0.12

Total 184,781 0.20 196,271 0.22

Source:	 New York City Department of Finance, Division of Tax Policy Analytical File
Notes: 	 Restricted to taxable billable non-easement properties, excluding Class 2 condos smaller than 100 square feet (e.g., storage units, 

parking). 

For small rental buildings, defined as having between four and 10 units, DOF uses an income-based approach known as 
the gross income multiplier (GIM) which establishes ratios of value to gross income for comparable properties. A GIM is 
determined by dividing typical sales prices within a neighborhood by typical annual income from properties that did file a 
Real Property Income and Expense (RPIE) statement, and is adjusted for growth rates for these properties. This factor is then 
applied to estimated annual income to derive a value.
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Table 8 compares DOF values for small rentals with market values generated instead by using the comparable sales 
approach for Fiscal Year 2021. Among all small rentals citywide, for the median property, DOF captures half of the sales-
based market value. DOF values cover the lowest share of sales-based value in Brooklyn (47 percent) and the largest in the 
Bronx (67 percent). In Fiscal Year 2019, the lowest ratio was found in Manhattan (45 percent) and the highest in the Bronx 
(78 percent).

Table 8:	 Ratio of DOF Value to Sales-Based Market Value by Borough, Small Rentals, 
Fiscal Year 2019 vs. Fiscal Year 2021

Borough

Fiscal Year 2019 Fiscal Year 2021

Number of 
Parcels

Ratio of DOF Value to Sales-Based 
Market Value

Number of 
Parcels

Ratio of DOF Value to Sales-Based 
Market Value

25th 
Percentile

Median
75th 

Percentile
25th 

Percentile
Median

75th 
Percentile

Manhattan 7,676 0.36 0.45 0.53 7,612 0.41 0.50 0.62

Bronx 4,404 0.66 0.78 0.86 4,431 0.58 0.67 0.74

Brooklyn 29,113 0.35 0.46 0.58 29,455 0.39 0.47 0.57

Queens 11,857 0.42 0.49 0.59 11,885 0.42 0.49 0.56

Staten Island 839 0.51 0.70 0.85 841 0.46 0.56 0.68

Total 53,889 0.38 0.48 0.62 54,224 0.41 0.50 0.59

Source:	 New York City Department of Finance, Division of Tax Policy Analytical File
Notes:	 Restricted to taxable billable non-easement properties. 

Disparities among the tax liability of class 1 properties is one of the key issues in the current property tax system.  
Class 1 properties are subject to AV growth caps, which has meant that similarly valued properties may pay different 
property taxes, violating a principal component of fairness. 

For example, class 1 properties are not typically taxed at the 6 percent assessment ratio because of statutory AV growth 
caps. As a result, two similarly valued class 1 properties could face different ETRs depending on their history of appreciation. 
As market appreciation persists over time, the accumulation of growth caps can lead to situations where high-value class 1 
properties pay a lower tax (as well as a lower ETR) than more moderately priced properties.
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Table 9 shows the resulting distortions among boroughs caused by the caps, for 1-3 family homes9. Citywide, the median 
ratio between Billable AV and DOF Value (AV ratio) for Fiscal Year 2021 is 4.20 percent, well below the target AV ratio of 
6 percent. The median AV ratio in Manhattan and Brooklyn, the two boroughs that have seen dramatic property value 
appreciation, are 2.22 percent and 3.38 percent, respectively. Staten Island, where appreciation has been comparatively 
slower and therefore AVs are less frequently subject to growth caps, has the highest median AV ratio of 4.89 percent.

In Fiscal Year 2019, the median AV ratio was slightly lower in Manhattan (2.10 percent) compared to Fiscal Year 2021, but 
higher in the outer boroughs. Staten Island also had the highest AV ratio in Fiscal Year 2019 (5.20 percent).

Table 9:	 AV Ratio of 1-3 Family Homes by Borough, Fiscal Year 2019 vs. Fiscal Year 2021 

Borough

Fiscal Year 2019 Fiscal Year 2021

Number of 
Parcels

AV Ratio
Number of 

Parcels

AV Ratio

25th 
Percentile

Median
75th 

Percentile
25th 

Percentile
Median

75th 
Percentile

Manhattan 5,404 1.40% 2.10% 2.95% 5,449 1.48% 2.22% 3.24%

Bronx 62,615 4.40% 4.97% 5.52% 62,414 4.06% 4.53% 4.95%

Brooklyn 191,058 2.25% 3.41% 4.29% 190,495 2.24% 3.38% 4.17%

Queens 269,614 3.81% 4.35% 4.90% 269,671 3.70% 4.22% 4.71%

Staten Island 107,423 4.68% 5.20% 5.68% 107,960 4.43% 4.89% 5.32%

Total 636,114 3.54% 4.37% 5.07% 635,989 3.46% 4.20% 4.80%

Source:	 New York City Department of Finance, Division of Tax Policy Analytical File
Notes: 	 Restricted to taxable billable non-easement properties.

9	 AV growth caps also apply to small Class 2 properties (4 to 10 unit rentals buildings and 2 to 10 unit coop and condo buildings), with 
yearly increases limited to 8 percent, or 30 percent cumulatively over five years. The implications of the caps for small Class 2 properties 
are similar to those observed for class 1 properties.
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Table 10, below, shows how the share of DOF value, sales-based market value, and tax levy varies by property type. The DOF 
value is as of the Fiscal Year 2021 assessment roll, and the sales-based market values are current DOF values for class 1 and 
estimated values for all other tax classes. The tax levy is net of all exemptions and abatements.

The disconnect between existing DOF values and tax levy shares is illustrated by class 1 representing 48 percent of value but 
only 14 percent of taxes in Fiscal Year 2021. However, when using a common valuation method across all property types, 
that being sales-based market values, class 1 represents 24 percent of value. Coop and condo buildings’ market value shares 
go from 9 percent in DOF value to 22 percent. These buildings currently account for 15 percent of taxes paid.

Any class with a market share greater than its share of the tax levy is receiving a tax preference. However, it is necessary to 
measure market values consistently. Once all properties are valued using the sales-based methodology, class 1 properties, 
coops, condos, and small rentals show a tax preference, accounting for 51 percent of sales-based value and paying 33 
percent of the levy. 

Large rentals and Class 4 properties, on the other hand, comprise 45 percent of value and pay 58 percent of the levy. With 
the common denominator of sales-based market value, the apparent tax preference for class 1 properties, coops, condos, 
and small rentals is less pronounced compared to current legally mandated DOF values.

These figures have remained largely stable since Fiscal Year 2019.

Table 10:	 Share of DOF Value, Tax Levy, and Sales-Based Market Value by Property Type,  
Fiscal Year 2019 vs. Fiscal Year 2021

Tax 
Class

Property 
Type

Fiscal Year 2019 Fiscal Year 2021

DOF Market 
Value

Sales-Based 
Market Value

Tax Levy
DOF Market 

Value
Sales-Based 

Market Value
Tax Levy

Total 
($B)

%
Total 
($B)

%
Total 
($B)

%
Total 
($B)

%
Total 
($B)

%
Total 
($B)

%

1
All  

Class 1
$594 48% $594 23% $4.20 15% $657 48% $657 24% $4.60 14%

2

Condos $52 4% $292 11% $1.83 6% $61 4% $311 11% $2.22 7%

Coops $66 5% $316 12% $2.43 9% $72 5% $318 11% $2.68 8%

Small  
Rentals

$61 5% $123 5% $0.97 3% $69 5% $137 5% $1.06 3%

Large  
Rentals

$113 9% $352 14% $4.61 16% $125 9% $384 14% $5.12 16%

Other  
Class 2

$17 1% $58 2% $0.45 2% $22 2% $68 2% $0.57 2%

3
All Class 3 

Utilities
$34 3% $34 1% $1.84 7% $38 3% $38 1% $2.19 7%

4
All  

Class 4
$312 25% $810 31% $11.99 42% $326 24% $861 31% $13.45 42%

Total  $1,251 100% $2,580 100% $28.33 100% $1,369 100% $2,774 100% $31.89 100%

Source:	 New York City Department of Finance, Division of Tax Policy Analytical File
Notes: 	 Restricted to taxable billable non-easement properties.



28 THE ROAD TO REFORM:

Figure 1 provides a comparison of ETRs by property type in Fiscal Years 2019 and 2021 using sales-based market values for 
consistent treatment across property types. The property types with the highest median ETR in Fiscal Year 2021 are offices 
($1.72), a slight increase from $1.66 in Fiscal Year 2019. Offices make up a large portion of the square footage in Class 4. After 
Offices, the highest Fiscal Year 2021 median ETRs are for large rentals ($1.53) and class 4 non-utility properties ($1.31). Both 
large rentals and class 4 non-utility properties had similar ETRs in Fiscal Year 2019.

For the remaining residential property types, the Fiscal Year 2021 median ETRs vary within a relatively small band, ranging 
from $0.72 for small rentals to $0.93 for coops. In Fiscal Year 2019, for these property types median ETRs ranged from $0.63 
for Class 2 condos to $0.88 for coops. 

Other studies10 of ETRs in New York have painted a somewhat different picture due to the lack of a common denominator, 
such as sales-based market values, to calculate ETRs. Previous studies have used DOF values for non-class 1 properties which 
are much lower than sales-based market values, as shown in the tables above, resulting in higher and non-representative ETRs.

Figure 1:	 Effective Tax Rates by Property Type, Fiscal Year 2019 vs. Fiscal Year 2021

Bars represent the Median, with Interval for 25th and 75th Percentiles.
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Source: 	 New York City Department of Finance, Division of Tax Policy Analytical File
Notes:	 Restricted to taxable billable non-easement properties. Class 4 All Non-Utilities includes office parcels.

ETRs vary among the different property types and also within the various property types. As Figure 1 shows, for all property 
types there is a considerable gap between 25th percentile and 75th percentile ETRs. Exemption and abatement programs 
contribute to differences in ETRs within specific property types. Details of current housing and economic development 
programs are shown in the Appendix.

Among 1-3 family homes, variation in ETRs is caused primarily by the differential effects of AV growth caps. Specifically, in 
neighborhoods where market values are appreciating rapidly, ETRs will tend to be lower as a result of these growth caps. 

10	NYU Furman Center Distribution of the Burden of New York City’s Property Tax, available at  
https://furmancenter.org/files/sotc/Distribution_of_the_Burden_of_New_York_Citys_Property_Tax_11.pdf
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As Table 11 shows, the median Fiscal Year 2021 ETR for 1-3 family homes is lowest in Manhattan ($0.45) and highest in 
Staten Island ($0.97). Manhattan and Staten Island had the lowest ($0.41) and highest ($1.02) median Fiscal Year 2019 
median ETR respectively. 

Within boroughs, there is also considerable variation. In Brooklyn, for example, the difference between a taxpayer at the 
25th percentile and one at the 75th percentile is $0.45 (the difference was $0.46 in Fiscal Year 2019). 

Table 11:	 Effective Tax Rates for 1-3 Family Homes by Borough, Fiscal Year 2019 vs.  
Fiscal Year 2021

Borough

Fiscal Year 2019 Fiscal Year 2021

ETR After Exemptions and Abatements ETR After Exemptions and Abatements

25th Percentile Median 75th Percentile 25th Percentile Median 75th Percentile

Manhattan $0.27 $0.41 $0.61 $0.29 $0.45 $0.67 

Bronx $0.82 $0.98 $1.10 $0.78 $0.91 $1.00 

Brooklyn $0.39 $0.65 $0.85 $0.38 $0.65 $0.83 

Queens $0.73 $0.86 $0.98 $0.71 $0.84 $0.95 

Staten Island $0.89 $1.02 $1.13 $0.85 $0.97 $1.07 

All $0.65 $0.85 $1.01 $0.64 $0.83 $0.96 

Source: 	 New York City Department of Finance, Division of Tax Policy Analytical File
Note: 	 Restricted to taxable billable non-easement properties. 
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As shown in Table 12, ETRs also vary considerably by property value category. In general, lower-valued homes face a 
substantially higher ETR, largely the result of homes in higher-valued and more rapidly appreciating neighborhoods 
disproportionately benefiting from AV growth caps. This is true in both Fiscal Years 2019 and 2021.

Table 12:	 Effective Tax Rates for 1-3 Family Homes by Sales-Based Market Value Category, 
Fiscal Year 2019 vs. Fiscal Year 2021

Sales-Based 
Market Value 

Category

Fiscal Year 2019 Fiscal Year 2021

ETR After Exemptions and Abatements ETR After Exemptions and Abatements

25th Percentile Median 75th Percentile 25th Percentile Median 75th Percentile

Less Than $100K $1.24 $1.26 $1.26 $1.26 $1.26 $1.26 

$100K to $150K $0.90 $1.25 $1.26 $0.93 $1.26 $1.26 

$150K to $200K $0.88 $1.10 $1.26 $0.82 $1.12 $1.26 

$200K to $250K $0.82 $1.03 $1.19 $0.68 $0.98 $1.19 

$250K to $300K $0.86 $1.06 $1.15 $0.67 $0.93 $1.10 

$300K to $400K $0.87 $1.03 $1.15 $0.79 $0.94 $1.06 

$400K to $500K $0.85 $0.99 $1.10 $0.79 $0.93 $1.05 

$500K to $750K $0.77 $0.91 $1.03 $0.78 $0.90 $1.01 

$750K to $1M $0.66 $0.80 $0.93 $0.70 $0.82 $0.94 

$1M to $2.5M $0.41 $0.63 $0.80 $0.45 $0.66 $0.82 

$2.5M to $5M $0.19 $0.25 $0.38 $0.21 $0.28 $0.42 

$5M to $7.5M $0.29 $0.42 $0.58 $0.27 $0.41 $0.58 

$7.5M to $10M $0.35 $0.45 $0.64 $0.34 $0.47 $0.66 

$10M or More $0.33 $0.47 $0.62 $0.34 $0.51 $0.73 

All $0.65 $0.85 $1.01 $0.64 $0.83 $0.96 

Source: 	 New York City Department of Finance, Division of Tax Policy Analytical File
Note: 	 Restricted to taxable billable non-easement properties. 

There is also considerable variation in ETRs among condos, coops, and small rentals, as shown previously in Figure 1. Similar 
to 1-3 family homes, smaller condos, coops, and small rental buildings are subject to AV growth caps. In addition, there is 
another important factor affecting variation in ETRs for all condos, coops, and rentals regardless of size: the varying degrees 
to which DOF value captures sales-based market value. 

Specifically, In Fiscal Year 2021 DOF value captures a lower share of sales-based market value for higher-priced coops (Table 
5). DOF value captures 57 percent of sales-based market value at the lowest end of the coop price spectrum (less than 
$100K), and this percentage declines as price increases, with only 11 percent of sales-based value captured for those at the 
highest end (greater than $10M). Table 5 also shows the same pattern for Fiscal Year 2019 data.
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As shown in Table 13, this translates to a regressive pattern of ETRs: the lowest-valued coops have a Fiscal Year 2021 
median ETR of $1.78, while the highest-valued coops are subject to a median ETR of only $0.45 (in Fiscal Year 2019 these 
figures were $1.76 and $0.39, respectively). 

Table 13:	 Effective Tax Rates for Coops by Sales-Based Market Value Category, Fiscal Year 2019 
vs. Fiscal Year 2021

Sales-Based 
Market Value 

Category

Fiscal Year 2019 Fiscal Year 2021

ETR After Exemptions and Abatements ETR After Exemptions and Abatements

25th Percentile Median 75th Percentile 25th Percentile Median 75th Percentile

Less Than $100K $1.34 $1.76 $2.37 $1.35 $1.78 $2.48 

$100K to $150K $0.93 $1.25 $1.70 $0.99 $1.35 $1.83 

$150K to $200K $0.83 $1.12 $1.43 $0.86 $1.14 $1.50 

$200K to $250K $0.75 $0.99 $1.24 $0.78 $1.05 $1.31 

$250K to $300K $0.68 $0.90 $1.15 $0.74 $0.97 $1.22 

$300K to $400K $0.59 $0.81 $1.09 $0.65 $0.87 $1.14 

$400K to $500K $0.55 $0.81 $1.14 $0.59 $0.84 $1.18 

$500K to $750K $0.58 $0.88 $1.20 $0.61 $0.95 $1.27 

$750K to $1M $0.65 $0.88 $1.13 $0.72 $1.00 $1.24 

$1M to $2.5M $0.60 $0.81 $1.02 $0.67 $0.89 $1.13 

$2.5M to $5M $0.49 $0.65 $0.83 $0.56 $0.74 $0.92 

$5M to $7.5M $0.40 $0.52 $0.66 $0.46 $0.60 $0.75 

$7.5M to $10M $0.39 $0.48 $0.61 $0.43 $0.54 $0.64 

$10M or More $0.29 $0.39 $0.48 $0.34 $0.45 $0.56 

All $0.63 $0.88 $1.18 $0.67 $0.93 $1.23 

Source:	 New York City Department of Finance, Division of Tax Policy Analytical File
Note: 	 Restricted to taxable billable non-easement properties. 

The pattern of DOF values capturing a declining portion of sales-based market values is similar for condos (Table 7). DOF 
value captures 53 percent of sales-based market value for condos valued at less than $100K in Fiscal Year 2021, and this 
percentage generally decreases as sales-based market value increases, reaching only 12 percent for condos with sales-based 
values greater than $10M. In Fiscal Year 2019 these shares were 34 percent and 10 percent respectively.
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However, as shown in Table 14, condos do not show the same pattern in their median ETRs as coops. In Fiscal Year 2021, 
condos valued at less than $100K have a median ETR of $0.57, while condos at the highest end pay $0.50, and there is 
significant variation at intervening price levels. This is primarily due to the 421-a tax exemption. In Fiscal Year 2019, these 
median ETRs were $0.41 and $0.44, respectively.

Table 14:	 Effective Tax Rates for Class 2 Condos by Sales-Based Market Value Category, 
Fiscal Year 2019 vs. Fiscal Year 2021

Sales-Based 
Market Value 

Category

Fiscal Year 2019 Fiscal Year 2021

ETR After Exemptions and Abatements ETR After Exemptions and Abatements

25th Percentile Median 75th Percentile 25th Percentile Median 75th Percentile

Less Than $100K $0.33 $0.41 $0.42 $0.37 $0.57 $0.67 

$100K to $150K $0.27 $0.32 $0.36 $0.38 $0.47 $0.52 

$150K to $200K $0.26 $0.47 $1.14 $0.34 $0.40 $0.50 

$200K to $250K $0.24 $0.56 $1.01 $0.38 $0.71 $1.10 

$250K to $300K $0.45 $0.72 $1.06 $0.56 $0.80 $1.08 

$300K to $400K $0.38 $0.65 $0.91 $0.52 $0.75 $1.03 

$400K to $500K $0.16 $0.58 $0.89 $0.34 $0.69 $1.00 

$500K to $750K $0.09 $0.54 $0.93 $0.22 $0.66 $1.10 

$750K to $1M $0.09 $0.68 $1.02 $0.26 $0.84 $1.18 

$1M to $2.5M $0.34 $0.73 $0.97 $0.43 $0.85 $1.10 

$2.5M to $5M $0.54 $0.70 $0.87 $0.61 $0.80 $0.99 

$5M to $7.5M $0.47 $0.61 $0.78 $0.53 $0.69 $0.88 

$7.5M to $10M $0.41 $0.53 $0.70 $0.47 $0.62 $0.81 

$10M or More $0.31 $0.44 $0.59 $0.35 $0.50 $0.68 

All $0.27 $0.63 $0.93 $0.39 $0.74 $1.06 

Source:	 New York City Department of Finance, Division of Tax Policy Analytical File
Note: 	 Restricted to taxable billable non-easement properties. 
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E V A L U A T I N G  T H E  
R E C O M M E N D E D  C H A N G E S  T O  
T H E  P R O P E R T Y  T A X  S Y S T E M 

The Commission’s mandate has been to evaluate 
all aspects of the property tax system with the goal 
of increasing fairness and transparency. It has spent 
more than two years analyzing data and examining 
various reform simulation models that comport with 
its mandate. Based on the extensive deliberations of 
Commission members, ex-officio members and staff, 
the Commission is advancing 10 final recommenda-
tions in this report. This section evaluates their impact.  

Structural Changes to the Property  
Tax System
This Commission recommends four structural changes 
to address many of the current inequities that were 
identified:

1.	 Creating a new expanded residential class, 
consisting of 1-3 family homes, as well as 
coops, condominiums, and 4-10 unit rental 
buildings. The property tax system would 
continue to consist of four classes of prop-
erty: residential, large rentals, utilities, and 
commercial. 

The proposed new residential class would consist of 
current class 1 properties and current class 2 condos, 
coops, and 4-10 unit small rental buildings. This rec-
ommendation furthers the principles of fairness and 
transparency since coops and condos are very similar 
to current class 1 properties in terms of residential 
usage. Grouping them together helps ensure that 
they receive the same tax treatment.

Small rental properties can be argued to contain fea-
tures found in both residential properties and large 
rentals, but the Commission has recommended that 
they be included in this new residential class because 
the volume of sales for small rentals is sufficient to 

value these parcels using the comparable sales valu-
ation method, as the rest of the new residential class 
will be valued11. 

2.	 Using a sales-based methodology to value all 
properties in the residential class.

This recommendation would eliminate Section 581 
of the New York State Real Property Tax Law (RPTL), 
which requires the valuation of coops and condos 
based on comparable rental properties. As the data 
indicates, Section 581 has resulted in considerable 
inequity, including higher-valued properties being 
assessed at a fraction of their true values. The under-
valuation of such properties and the difficulty of find-
ing comparable rents for high-end coops and condos 
demonstrate the need to end the current valuation 
method. 

This recommendation achieves valuation equity, both 
between and within property types, since all prop-
erties in the new residential class will be subject to 
similar methods for determining values for taxation. 
Further, this recommendation would allow DOF to 
use the comparable sales approach recommended by 
IAAO to determine market values for all parcels in the 
new residential class, helping to ensure uniformity in 
administration. 

3.	 Ending fractional assessments for all property 
types and assessing each property at its full 
market value. This will result in an increase 
in the taxable base; therefore, the tax rate 
required to generate the same level of reve-
nue will decrease.

11	In contrast, from an ownership perspective, large rentals are akin to commercial properties and are valued and taxed using the same net 
income capitalization approach; therefore, the Commission does not recommend their inclusion in the residential class.
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The Commission’s recommendation of eliminating 
fractional assessments would provide uniformity 
among properties, removing the disparities in taxable 
values created by the current system of varying frac-
tional assessments of 6 percent (class 1) and 45 per-
cent (classes 2, 3 and 4). 

This recommendation would also enhance transpar-
ency by eliminating the calculation of assessed value 
as a separate step in determining a property’s taxes. 

Since the taxable base would increase, given the 
removal of fractional assessments and valuation of 
coops and condos based upon sales, the tax rate 
needed to achieve the same amount of revenue 
would be lower than the current statutory class 1 and 
class 2 rates. 

4. 	Eliminating current assessed value growth 
caps for the new residential class and insti-
tuting five-year transitional treatment for 
market value growth, whereby year-over-year 
changes in market values are phased-in over 
five years at 20 percent per year. 

Assessed value growth caps are among the pri-
mary drivers of the current inequitable system, as 
the Commission’s data analysis has demonstrated. 
In order to lessen the impact of market value vola-
tility on tax bills, the Commission recommends that 
year-over-year market value changes (both increases 

and decreases, excluding those due to physical alter-
ations) be phased-in over five years. The market 
value reflecting these phase-ins would be referred 
to as transitional market value. During most multi-
year time periods, this approach essentially creates 
a moving average of market value changes, serving 
as a smoothing mechanism. This methodology is the 
same as the one currently used for class 2 parcels 
with more than 10 units and for class 4 properties. 
During volatile time periods, the minimum of tran-
sitional market value or actual market value would 
be used for purposes of establishing taxable value, 
thereby providing tax relief for properties that experi-
ence significant market value reductions.

Under this transitional approach, changes in market 
value in any given year would be fully reflected in 
tax bills within five years, and in contrast to assessed 
value growth caps, disparities in ETRs (ETR, defined as 
tax per $100 of sales-based market value12) caused by 
different rates of property value appreciation would 
only be temporary. Replacing assessed value growth 
caps with transitional treatment would be a critical 
step towards eliminating structural inequities among 
property types subject to such caps, since the caps 
have limited the amount of market value appreciation 
that has flowed through to assessed value.

12	ETR is a standard tool used to compare tax burden across properties.
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Analyzing the Impact of Implementing the Structural Changes in the  
Commission’s Recommendations
The Commission’s analysis rests on a simulation model that assumes an immediate switch to these recommen-
dations, without any transition period; thus, reported results are after all recommendations are fully phased-in. 
In keeping with the Commission’s mandate of revenue neutrality, the aggregate tax for the new residential class 
equals the aggregate tax for these properties in Fiscal Year 2021.  

The model is intended to highlight the general redistributive impacts of reform and does not attempt to 
project the ultimate tax incidence and economic results of a new property tax regime. The model does not 
make assumptions about possible real estate market adjustments resulting from reform and does not include 
assumptions about future economic conditions. 

The simulation model assumes that all current exemption and abatement programs will continue, except for 
the coop-condo abatement, which would not be required post-reform.13

A N A LY S I S  O F  T H E  S T R U C T U R A L  R E F O R M S 

Under the Commission’s structural reform recommendations, the nominal property tax rate required to gener-
ate the same amount of revenue would be 0.814 percent, reflecting the new larger tax base. The ETRs for all 
parcels in the new residential class would be identical before exemptions and abatements because all parcels 
would be valued at their full sales-based market value.  

Table 15:	 Impact of Structural Reform Recommendations 1-4 on ETRs Before Exemptions and 
Abatements by Major Property Type, Fiscal Year 2021 

Property Type
Fiscal Year 2021 After Reform

25th 
Percentile Median 75th 

Percentile
25th 

Percentile Median 75th 
Percentile

1-3 Family $0.73 $0.88 $1.01 $0.81 $0.81 $0.81

Class 2 Condos $0.79 $1.05 $1.35 $0.81 $0.81 $0.81

Coops $0.93 $1.21 $1.52 $0.81 $0.81 $0.81

Small Rentals $0.50 $0.79 $1.16 $0.81 $0.81 $0.81

Source:	  New York City Department of Finance, Division of Tax Policy Analytical File 
Note: 	 Restricted to taxable billable non-easement properties.

Table 15 shows ETRs before exemptions and abatements for Fiscal Year 2021 under the current system and after the 
Commission’s four structural reform recommendations. As a result of the recommended structural changes to the property 
tax system, horizontal equity would be increased as all parcels within the new residential class, irrespective of property type 
or value, would be taxed at the same ETR prior to the application of exemptions and abatements. The system would also 
be simpler, since a property’s tax calculation starts with its full sales-based market value, and more transparent, making it 
easier for taxpayers to understand how their tax bills are calculated. Under the current system, the median ETR varies by 
major property type, as does the interquartile range 14. After structural reform recommendations 1-4, all properties in the 
new residential class would have the same ETR ($0.81) before exemptions and abatements.

13	The coop-condo abatement, created in 1996 to offset some of the inequities between class 1 and class 2 properties, is no longer needed 
since the Commission’s recommendations address these inequities.

14	The interquartile range is the difference between the 25th percentile value and the 75th percentile value.
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To mitigate tax burden on vulnerable populations, policy decisions have been made to provide subsets of parcels with 
exemptions and abatements. The inclusion of exemptions and abatements creates variation in ETRs. Figure 2 below 
compares current Fiscal Year 2021 ETRs after all current exemptions and abatements to post-reform ETRs after all current 
exemptions and abatements15. In Fiscal Year 2021, the median ETRs among the major property types in the new residential 
class range from $0.72 for small rentals to $0.93 for coops. 

The chart shows that after the implementation of the Commission’s four structural reform recommendations, median ETRs 
would be much more uniform across property types, ranging from $0.79 to $0.81. 

Figure 2: 	 Median ETRs Before and After Including Structural Reform Recommendations 1-4, 
by Major Property Type, FY2021

$0.00 $0.20 $0.40 $0.60 $0.80 $1.00

1-3 Family 
$ 0.83
$ 0.79

$ 0.74
$ 0.81

$0.93
$ 0.80

$ 0.72
$ 0.81

Condos

Coops

Small Rentals

Median ETR After Exemptions and Abatements Per $100 of sales-based market value

Before Structural Reforms

After Structural Reforms

Source:	 New York City Department of Finance, Division of Tax Policy Analytical File
Notes:	 Restricted to taxable billable non-easement properties.  

A parcel is defined as a unit for coops and as a tax lot for all other property types (with tax lot defined as unique combination of 
borough, block and lot identifiers, or a “BBL”).

15	In the proposed system the coop-condo abatement would be eliminated and therefore is not included in the ‘After Structural Reforms’  
ETR calculation. 
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Table 16 below shows the impact of the Commission’s four structural reform recommendations on ETRs by sales-based 
market value category. In Fiscal Year 2021, for all parcels and for primary resident owners16, as sales-based market value 
increases, median ETR decreases. For properties valued at less than $100,000, the median ETR in Fiscal Year 2021 is 
$1.22, whereas the median ETR for properties valued at over $10 million is only $0.52. The Commission made fixing this 
regressivity a major focus of its work. 

Table 16: Impact of Structural Reform Recommendations 1-4 on ETRs by Sales-Based Market 
Value Category, Fiscal Year 2021

Sales-Based Market 
Value Category

All Parcels Primary Resident Owner Parcels Only

Number of 
Parcels

Fiscal Year 
2021 ETR

Post 
Reform ETR Number of 

Parcels

Fiscal Year 
2021 ETR

Post 
Reform ETR

Median Median Median Median

Less Than $100K 11,818 $1.22 $0.81 3,609 $1.47 $0.51
$100K to $150K 23,868 $0.85 $0.58 9,736 $1.14 $0.58
$150K to $200K 30,707 $1.00 $0.76 17,339 $1.00 $0.65
$200K to $250K 38,681 $1.01 $0.77 25,219 $0.94 $0.68
$250K to $300K 42,338 $0.95 $0.78 28,374 $0.88 $0.71
$300K to $400K 94,318 $0.87 $0.77 65,132 $0.81 $0.73
$400K to $500K 114,460 $0.89 $0.76 83,188 $0.87 $0.75
$500K to $750K 349,352 $0.89 $0.77 258,549 $0.88 $0.77
$750K to $1M 231,910 $0.84 $0.80 166,882 $0.83 $0.78
$1M to $2.5M 336,374 $0.72 $0.81 214,510 $0.72 $0.80
$2.5M to $5M 59,427 $0.63 $0.81 33,916 $0.62 $0.81
$5M to $7.5M 14,181 $0.64 $0.81 6,741 $0.59 $0.81
$7.5M to $10M 5,492 $0.59 $0.81 2,348 $0.54 $0.81
$10M or More 5,739 $0.52 $0.81 2,116 $0.46 $0.81
Total 1,358,665 $0.84 $0.80 917,659 $0.83 $0.78

Source:	 New York City Department of Finance, Division of Tax Policy Analytical File
Notes:	 Restricted to taxable billable non-easement properties.  

A parcel is defined as a unit for coops and as a tax lot for all other property types (with tax lot defined as unique combination of 
borough, block and lot identifiers, or a “BBL”).

As Table 16 illustrates, the regressivity that is in the current system would be removed after incorporating the four structural 
reform recommendations proposed by the Commission. Median ETRs would be more similar for all properties in the new 
residential class irrespective of sales-based market value. 

16	A parcel is classified within the Commission’s analysis as occupied by a primary resident homeowner, either by a successful match of a Tax 
Year 2018 personal income tax return to FY2019 property ownership information, or receipt of an exemption (such as School Tax Relief, 
or Senior Citizen Homeowners Exemption) or an abatement (such as the Coop-Condo Tax Abatement) in FY2021 which requires primary 
residency.
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Table 17 shows the impact of the Commission’s four structural reform recommendations on ETRs by primary resident owner 
income17. Under the current system, in Fiscal Year 2021, median ETRs are lowest for those with the highest incomes (ETRs 
between $0.66 and $0.70), but highest for those with incomes between $75,000 and $400,000 (ETRs between $0.84 and 
$0.89). About 70 percent of primary resident owners have incomes below $150,000, and most of their parcels have higher 
ETRs than the parcels owned by primary residents earning over $1,000,000. Addressing this has been a top priority of this 
Commission.

Table 17:	 Impact of Structural Reform Recommendations 1-4 on ETRs, by Primary Resident 
Owner Income, Fiscal Year 2021

Income Category

Primary Resident Owner Parcels Only

Number of 
Parcels

Fiscal Year 2021 ETR Post Reform ETR

Median Median
$0 to $25k 72,708 $0.70 $0.76
$25k to $50k 123,942 $0.75 $0.76
$50k to $75k 151,262 $0.82 $0.77
$75k to $100k 132,444 $0.84 $0.77
$100k to $150k 164,331 $0.86 $0.78
$150k to $200k 91,810 $0.89 $0.79
$200k to $300k 86,166 $0.88 $0.80
$300k to $400k 26,891 $0.85 $0.81
$400k to $500k 14,422 $0.83 $0.81
$500k to $1M 31,282 $0.81 $0.81
$1M to $2.5M 15,055 $0.76 $0.81
$2.5M to $5M 4,525 $0.70 $0.81
$5M to $10M 1,768 $0.70 $0.81
$10M or More 1,053 $0.66 $0.81
All 917,659 $0.83 $0.78

Source:	 New York City Department of Finance, Division of Tax Policy Analytical File
Notes: 	 Restricted to taxable billable non-easement properties. 

A parcel is defined as a unit for coops and as a tax lot for all other property types (with tax lot defined as unique 
combination of borough, block and lot identifiers, or a “BBL”).

After incorporating the Commission’s four structural reform recommendations, median ETRs would be much more equal 
across the various income ranges. Median ETRs would be slightly lower for primary resident owners earning less than 
$400,000 (median ETRs between $0.76 and $0.80).

Table 18 shows the impact of the Commission’s four structural reform recommendations on ETRs across the City’s five 
boroughs. For all parcels, under the current system in Fiscal Year 2021, the highest median ETR is found in Manhattan 
($0.98), followed by Staten Island ($0.96). The lowest median ETR is found in Brooklyn ($0.63). 

17	Owner income data is TY18 “augmented income,” defined as AGI plus untaxed sources of income (e.g., social security payments) plus 
losses added back.
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After implementing the Commission’s four structural reform recommendations, the citywide median ETR would decrease 
from $0.84 to $0.80. Among the boroughs, for all parcels, the largest decrease in median ETR would be in Staten Island, 
from $0.96 to $0.77. As a result of Brooklyn’s current Fiscal Year 2021 ETR, which is significantly lower than the citywide 
ETR, Brooklyn would be the only borough to see an increase in median ETR, from $0.63 to $0.80. 

For primary resident owners only, the highest median ETR is found in Staten Island ($0.95) and the lowest in Brooklyn 
($0.64). The overall primary resident median ETR would decrease from $0.83 to $0.78.

Table 18: 	 Impact of Structural Reform Recommendations 1-4 on ETRs by Borough,  
Fiscal Year 2021 

Borough

All Parcels Primary Resident Owner Parcels Only

Number of 
Parcels

Fiscal Year 
2021 ETR

Post 
Reform ETR Number of 

Parcels

Fiscal Year 
2021 ETR

Post 
Reform ETR

Median Median Median Median

Manhattan 310,562 $0.98 $0.81 199,481 $0.93 $0.81

Bronx 119,536 $0.89 $0.77 74,080 $0.89 $0.76

Brooklyn 359,457 $0.63 $0.80 228,721 $0.64 $0.79

Queens 442,816 $0.84 $0.79 316,304 $0.83 $0.78

Staten Island 126,294 $0.96 $0.77 99,073 $0.95 $0.76

All 1,358,665 $0.84 $0.80 917,659 $0.83 $0.78

Source:	 New York City Department of Finance, Division of Tax Policy Analytical File
Notes: 	 Restricted to taxable billable non-easement properties.  

A parcel is defined as a unit for coops and as a tax lot for all other property types (with tax lot defined as unique combination of 
borough, block and lot identifiers, or a “BBL”).

E VA L U AT I O N
As shown in the tables above, the current property tax system is regressive when ETRs are analyzed by sales-
based market value and by owner income. 

The four structural recommendations would enhance horizontal equity, as shown by the equalizing of median 
ETRs within and across property types in the new residential class, and across sales-based market values, pri-
mary resident owner incomes, and boroughs. 

The recommendations would also make the system much simpler for all taxpayers in the new residential class, 
and make it easier for taxpayers to calculate taxes and their ETR. Differences in ETRs would be due only to the 
impact of current exemption or abatement programs, which represent intentional deviations from horizontal 
equity for specific policy purposes.
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The Commission recommends two primary resident 
owner relief programs:

5.	 A partial homestead exemption for primary 
resident owners in the new residential class. 
This exemption should be either a flat rate 
or a graduated marginal rate exemption for 
primary resident owners with incomes up to 
$500,000, with a phase-out of the benefit 
for incomes over $375,000. The Commission 
recommends retaining all existing personal 
exemption programs and eliminating the cur-
rent coop-condo abatement, which would no 
longer be necessary. 

6. 	A circuit breaker to lower the property tax 
liability for primary resident owners burdened 
by property taxes based on the ratio of prop-
erty tax to income. The circuit breaker should 
be for primary resident owners with a ratio of 
tax paid to income exceeding 10 percent and 
incomes below $90,550, with a phase-out of 
the benefit beginning at $58,000. The max-
imum benefit amount would be capped at 
$10,000.

A partial homestead exemption would provide 
significant relief to primary resident owners and 
the circuit breaker would target primary resident 
owners who, even after the homestead exemp-
tion and all other exemptions and abatements, are 
still heavily burdened by property taxes. The cir-
cuit breaker would be provided as an abatement 
against an owner’s property tax.

Options for a Partial Homestead Exemption
Below are the two options for a homestead exemp-
tion that the Commission is recommending: 

1.	 Flat Rate Partial Homestead Exemption: A 
fixed exemption percentage rate for all eligi-
ble parcels.

	� Exemption benefit would be 20 percent of 
market value for all eligible parcels.

	� Benefit would be for primary resident owners 
with incomes up to $500,000, with a bene-
fit phase-out for incomes over $375,000, as 
shown below in Table 19. Example 4 illustrates 
how the phase-out impacts the benefit percent-
age for different incomes.

Table 19: Exemption Benefit Percentages for 
Incomes in the Phase-Out Range

20% Flat Rate Exemption

Income Exemption Benefit Percentage

≤ $375,000 20%

$400,000 16%

$425,000 12%

$450,000 8%

$475,000 4%

$500,000 0%

Providing Targeted Relief for Primary Resident Owners 
Fairness in taxation involves more than horizontal equity, the goal of these four structural reform proposals. As a 
result, the Commission views its four structural reform recommendations as the first step to a better property tax 
system. The second step is the ability-to-pay imperative, which has been a longstanding foundation for providing 
property tax exemptions and abatements to vulnerable populations. Targeted property tax relief for vulnerable 
populations, e.g., the Senior Citizen Homeowners Exemption and Disabled Homeowner Exemption, have been 
widely embraced and are policies that the Commission has determined should stay in the new system.

The Commission concluded that there is a need for additional targeted tax relief for primary residents. Such 
targeted programs would make the system fairer by rewarding owners who use their property as their primary 
residence and help low- and moderate-income primary resident owners better afford their tax bills. 

There are limitless combinations for designing homeowner tax relief programs, and a final decision on the exact 
specifications is for policymakers to decide. In this final report, the Commission has attempted to find a balance 
between providing meaningful relief to a significant number of primary resident owners and maintaining reve-
nue neutrality within the restructured property tax system. 
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Example 4

20% Flat Rate Exemption

Income
Sales-Based 

Market 
Value

Exemption 
Benefit 

Percentage

Exempt 
Value

$100,000 $400,000 20% $80,000 

$100,000 $800,000 20% $160,000 

$400,000 $1,000,000 16% $160,000 

$400,000 $2,500,000 16% $400,000 

$500,000 $2,500,000 0% $0 

2.	 Graduated Marginal Rate Partial Homestead 
Exemption: The exemption percentage is 
higher for lower-valued parcels, so as a par-
cel’s value increases, the marginal exemption 
percentage decreases. The exemption sched-
ule is set out in Table 20.

	� Like the flat rate exemption above, the benefit 
would be for primary resident owners, with 
incomes up to $500,000, with a benefit phase-
out for incomes over $375,000.

	� The maximum exemption benefit would be 30 
percent for parcels with a sales-based market 
value of $500,000 or less.

	� The maximum dollar exemption would be 
$525,000, which would be a diminishing 
percent of value for properties at higher market 
value levels above $5 million.

As sales-based market value increases, the marginal 
exemption percentage benefit decreases up to a max-
imum sales-based market value of $5 million. A prop-
erty with a market value over $5 million would receive 
the benefit of the marginal exemption structure on 
the first $5 million of value (parcel would receive 
exemption of $525,000), but no additional benefit 
for value above that amount, as shown in Table 20. 

Table 20: Graduated Marginal Rate  
Exemption Structure

For the Portion 
of Sales-Based 
Market Value 

Between

Primary Resident with Income <$500K

Marginal Percent 
Exempt

Maximum 
Exempt Value

$0-$500K 30% $150,000

$500K-$1M 20% $250,000

$1M-$2.5M 10% $400,000

$2.5M-$5.0M 5% $525,000

$5M or More 0% $525,000

Notes: 	Marginal exemption percentage in each row applies to all 
value above the previous exemption percentage category, up 
to the value in the row. Sales-based market value in excess of 
$5M is 0% exempt.

The marginal exemption percentage in each row 
applies to all value above the previous exemption per-
centage category, up to the value in the row. 

Example 5 illustrates that for both the flat rate par-
tial homestead exemption and the graduated exemp-
tion models, eligible primary resident owners of small 
rental buildings may qualify, but the benefit would be 
prorated to the unit in which they reside. 

Given the different structures of the two potential par-
tial homestead exemption programs, the Commission 
considers the following to be the pros and cons of the 
two options.

30% Graduated Marginal Rate Exemption

Income Sales-Based Market Value Exemption Benefit Percentage Exempt Value

$100,000 $400,000 30% $120,000 
$100,000 $800,000 30% of first $500k, 20% of additional $300k $210,000 
$400,000 $1,000,000 24% of first $500k, 16% of additional $500k $200,000 
$500,000 $2,500,000 0% $0 

Example 5
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1.	 Flat Rate Partial Homestead Exemption: 

Pros:
	� The exemption is simple, transparent and easy 
to calculate: sales-based market value * benefit 
percentage. 

Cons:
	� Parcels with the highest value receive the 
largest dollar benefit. For example, a 20 percent 
exemption on a $5 million parcel is worth $1 
million in exempt value.

2.	 Graduated Marginal Rate Partial Homestead 
Exemption: 

Pros:
	� The exemption value is progressive, since the 
benefit percentage is larger for lower-valued 
parcels.

	� A larger portion of the total benefit goes to 
parcels with lower values compared to the flat 
rate exemption.

Cons:
	� Progressivity based on market value is not a 
standard feature of property taxation and has 
not been used in any other major jurisdiction18. 

	� The exemption is complex and potentially con-
fusing to property owners, since the exemption 
percentages are tied to a parcel’s market value. 

Both recommended partial homestead exemption 
options would provide substantial relief to primary 
resident owners who occupy their home, thereby 
mitigating their property tax burden and lowering  
their ETRs. 

Circuit Breaker
A robust circuit breaker would provide meaning-
ful relief to tax burdened individuals after all other 
benefits have been applied. The Commission heard 
testimony from numerous New Yorkers who are con-
cerned that they are currently tax burdened, or could 
be after reform is introduced, and would welcome 
additional relief. 

The Commission has identified the parameters for a 
circuit breaker, which would provide meaningful relief 

to a large number of tax burdened low- and moder-
ate-income primary resident owners.

The circuit breaker presented here provides an 
additional tax reduction for primary residents with 
incomes below $90,55019. The benefit gradually 
phases out beginning at $58,000. If a primary res-
ident owner’s property tax bill, after including the 
partial homestead exemption and any other existing 
exemptions, exceeds 10 percent of their income, the 
owner is eligible for the circuit breaker. For incomes 
below $58,000, the benefit is 100 percent of the tax 
above the property-tax-to-income threshold of 10 
percent, up to $10,000. For incomes above $58,000, 
the benefit percentage would be reduced according 
to the schedule in Table 21. 

Table 21: Exemption Benefit Percentages for 
Incomes in the Phase-Out Range

Circuit Breaker

Income Benefit Percentage*

≤$58,000 100%

$65,000 78%

$70,000 63%

$75,000 48%

$80,000 32%

$85,000 17%

$90,550 0%

Note:	 Percent of tax above property tax to income threshold 
eligible for the circuit breaker

Example 6

Circuit Breaker

Income
Tax Bill 
After 

Reform

Tax Amount 
Over 10% of 

Income

Benefit 
Percentage

Circuit 
Breaker  
Value

$30,000 $5,000 $2,000 100% $2,000

$50,000 $8,000 $3,000 100% $3,000

$75,000 $10,000 $2,500 48% $1,194

18	Washington DC has a graduated tax rate structure for commercial/industrial properties based on sales-based market value (https://otr.cfo.
dc.gov/page/real-property-tax-rates). However, this structure is not applied to residential properties nor is it marginal. 

19	The $90,550 threshold was chosen as it is the FY21 income limit for enhanced School Tax Relief (STAR). In FY22, the enhanced STAR limit 
is $92,000. Enhanced STAR is for primary resident owners aged 65 and over with income under stated threshold.
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As noted, several options exist to modify the circuit breaker design including adjusting the tax-to-income 
threshold, the benefit percentage, and the income threshold at which owners would qualify. Ultimately, the 
circuit breaker with the parameters specified above would meaningfully alleviate the tax burden for eligible 
primary resident owners and is, therefore, a key feature of reform that the Commission is advancing.

Analyzing the Impact of a Partial Homestead Exemption and a Circuit Breaker
Most primary resident owners who receive either of the proposed homeowner relief benefits, or both, would 
see a reduction in their tax liability compared to their Fiscal Year 2021 tax before reform and compared to 
reform with structural changes only (no owner relief). The following series of tables illustrate the impact of 
these owner relief programs on ETRs by sales-based market value, by primary resident owner income and by 
borough. Non-resident parcels would have a slightly higher liability and ETR compared to reform with structural 
changes only.

Table 22 shows ETRs by sales-based market value after incorporating either of the partial homestead exemption options and 
the circuit breaker. 

Table 22:	 Impact of Incorporating a Partial Homestead Exemption and Circuit Breaker on ETRs, 
by Sales-Based Market Value Category, Fiscal Year 2021 

Sales-Based 
Market Value 

Category

All Parcels Primary Resident Owner Parcels Only

Number 
of 

Parcels

Fiscal 
Year 

2021 ETR

Post Reform

Number 
of 

Parcels

Fiscal 
Year 

2021 ETR

Post Reform

20% Flat 
Rate 

Exemption

30% 
Graduated 

Marginal Rate 
Exemption

20% Flat 
Rate 

Exemption

30% 
Graduated 

Marginal Rate 
Exemption

Median Median Median Median Median Median

Less Than $100K 11,818 $1.22 $0.93 $0.94 3,609 $1.47 $0.43 $0.35

$100K to $150K 23,868 $0.85 $0.53 $0.45 9,736 $1.14 $0.52 $0.44

$150K to $200K 30,707 $1.00 $0.72 $0.65 17,339 $1.00 $0.58 $0.50

$200K to $250K 38,681 $1.01 $0.73 $0.65 25,219 $0.94 $0.62 $0.54

$250K to $300K 42,338 $0.95 $0.73 $0.65 28,374 $0.88 $0.64 $0.56

$300K to $400K 94,318 $0.87 $0.73 $0.65 65,132 $0.81 $0.67 $0.59

$400K to $500K 114,460 $0.89 $0.69 $0.61 83,188 $0.87 $0.69 $0.61

$500K to $750K 349,352 $0.89 $0.71 $0.66 258,549 $0.88 $0.70 $0.64

$750K to $1M 231,910 $0.84 $0.72 $0.68 166,882 $0.83 $0.72 $0.67

$1M to $2.5M 336,374 $0.72 $0.75 $0.77 214,510 $0.72 $0.73 $0.72

$2.5M to $5M 59,427 $0.63 $0.94 $0.96 33,916 $0.62 $0.90 $0.93

$5M to $7.5M 14,181 $0.64 $0.94 $0.96 6,741 $0.59 $0.94 $0.96

$7.5M to $10M 5,492 $0.59 $0.94 $0.96 2,348 $0.54 $0.94 $0.96

$10M or More 5,739 $0.52 $0.94 $0.96 2,116 $0.46 $0.94 $0.96

Total 1,358,665 $0.84 $0.74 $0.68 917,659 $0.83 $0.71 $0.65

Source:	 New York City Department of Finance, Division of Tax Policy Analytical File 
Notes:	 Restricted to taxable billable non-easement properties  

A parcel is defined as a unit for coops and as a tax lot for all other property types (with tax lot defined as unique combination of 
borough, block and lot identifiers, or a “BBL”)..
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Under the current system ETRs are highest for the lowest-valued properties and decline as sales-based market value increases. 
In Fiscal Year 2021, under the current system, the median ETR for primary resident owner parcels valued at less than $100,000 
is $1.47, while parcels over $10 million have a median ETR of $0.46. Under a model with a 20 percent flat rate exemption, 
those ETRs are $0.43 and $0.94, respectively. Under a model with a 30 percent graduated marginal rate exemption, the ETRs 
are $0.35 and $0.96, respectively.

Under either partial homestead exemption option, as sales-based market values increases, so would the median ETR. Only for 
primary resident owner parcels with a sales-based market value above $2.5 million would the median ETR be higher under a 
reformed system than under the current system. 

Under a system with the graduated marginal rate exemption, the median ETRs would be lower for primary resident owner 
parcels with a sales-based market value of up to $2.5 million compared to a system with the flat rate exemption. This is 
because the graduated marginal rate exemption has a higher benefit percentage for the first $500,000 of a parcel’s sales-
based market value. Conversely, median ETRs for parcels valued at over $2.5 million would be slightly higher (between $0.02-
$0.03) under a system with a graduated marginal rate exemption compared to a flat rate exemption. 

Table 23 shows ETRs by primary resident owner income after incorporating either of the partial homestead exemption options 
and the circuit breaker.

Table 23: 	 Impact of Incorporating a Partial Homestead Exemption and Circuit Breaker on ETRs, 
by Primary Resident Owner Income Category, Fiscal Year 2021

Income Category

Primary Resident Owner Parcels Only

Number of 
Parcels

Fiscal Year 2021 
ETR

Post Reform
20% Flat Rate 

Exemption
30% Graduated Marginal 

Rate Exemption
Median Median Median

$0 to $25k 72,708 $0.70 $0.18 $0.17
$25k to $50k 123,942 $0.75 $0.46 $0.45
$50k to $75k 151,262 $0.82 $0.69 $0.62
$75k to $100k 132,444 $0.84 $0.71 $0.66
$100k to $150k 164,331 $0.86 $0.72 $0.67
$150k to $200k 91,810 $0.89 $0.73 $0.68
$200k to $300k 86,166 $0.88 $0.74 $0.71
$300k to $400k 26,891 $0.85 $0.75 $0.72
$400k to $500k 14,422 $0.83 $0.84 $0.86
$500k to $1M 31,282 $0.81 $0.94 $0.96
$1M to $2.5M 15,055 $0.76 $0.94 $0.96
$2.5M to $5M 4,525 $0.70 $0.94 $0.96
$5M to $10M 1,768 $0.70 $0.94 $0.96
$10M or More 1,053 $0.66 $0.94 $0.96

All 917,659 $0.83 $0.71 $0.65

Source:	 New York City Department of Finance, Division of Tax Policy Analytical File 
Notes:	 Restricted to taxable billable non-easement properties.  

A parcel is defined as a unit for coops and as a tax lot for all other property types (with tax lot defined as unique combination 
of borough, block and lot identifiers, or a “BBL”)..

Under the current system, in Fiscal Year 2021, the highest median ETRs were seen for those with incomes between $75,000 
and $400,000. With both the homestead exemption and the circuit breaker programs, those with the lowest incomes would 
have the lowest median ETRs, and as primary resident owner income increases, so would the median ETR. 

For primary resident owners with income less than $400,000, the median ETR would decrease after implementing the 
Commission’s recommendations. The median decreases by income categories range from $0.10 to $0.53 depending on 
primary resident owner income and partial homestead exemption option.
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Under both homestead exemption models, more than half of all primary resident owners with incomes above $500,000 
would pay the same ETR ($0.94 under the flat rate exemption and $0.96 under the graduated marginal rate exemption). 

The Commission’s recommendations would increase vertical equity, resulting in a fairer system that retains the principle of 
the ability to pay by helping ensure taxpayers can afford their property tax bills.  

Table 24 shows the impact of incorporating either of the partial homestead exemption options and the circuit breaker into 
the models on ETRs by borough. 

Overall, citywide, the Fiscal Year 2021 median ETR under the current system is $0.84 for all parcels and $0.83 for primary 
resident owners only. If only the four structural reform recommendations were included, these median ETRs would decrease 
to $0.80 and $0.78, respectively. 

However, as shown in Table 24, the citywide median ETR decreases further when the owner relief programs are included. 
The 20 percent flat rate exemption would result in a citywide median ETR for primary resident owners of $0.71. The 30 
percent graduated marginal rate exemption would decrease the citywide median ETR for primary resident owners to $0.65.

Table 24: 	 Impact of Incorporating a Partial Homestead Exemption and Circuit Breaker on ETRs, 
by Borough, Fiscal Year 2021

Borough

All Parcels

Number 
of 

Parcels

Fiscal Year 2021 ETR
Post Reform

20% Flat Rate Exemption 30% Graduated Marginal Rate 
Exemption

25th 
Percentile Median 75th 

Percentile
25th 

Percentile Median 75th 
Percentile

25th 
Percentile Median 75th 

Percentile

Manhattan 310,562 $0.71 $0.98 $1.24 $0.73 $0.75 $0.94 $0.68 $0.79 $0.96

Bronx 119,536 $0.60 $0.89 $1.05 $0.50 $0.71 $0.91 $0.44 $0.65 $0.92

Brooklyn 359,457 $0.36 $0.63 $0.86 $0.58 $0.74 $0.94 $0.54 $0.69 $0.96

Queens 442,816 $0.68 $0.84 $0.99 $0.60 $0.72 $0.91 $0.54 $0.67 $0.93

Staten Island 126,294 $0.82 $0.96 $1.07 $0.66 $0.71 $0.75 $0.59 $0.65 $0.71

All 1,358,665 $0.60 $0.84 $1.03 $0.64 $0.74 $0.94 $0.58 $0.68 $0.96

Borough

Primary Resident Owner Parcels Only

Number 
of 

Parcels

Fiscal Year 2021 ETR
Post Reform

20% Flat Rate Exemption 30% Graduated Marginal Rate 
Exemption

25th 
Percentile Median 75th 

Percentile
25th 

Percentile Median 75th 
Percentile

25th 
Percentile Median 75th 

Percentile

Manhattan 199,481 $0.69 $0.93 $1.16 $0.71 $0.75 $0.75 $0.66 $0.71 $0.81

Bronx 74,080 $0.70 $0.89 $1.03 $0.51 $0.69 $0.74 $0.45 $0.62 $0.67

Brooklyn 228,721 $0.37 $0.64 $0.84 $0.43 $0.70 $0.75 $0.42 $0.65 $0.71

Queens 316,304 $0.66 $0.83 $0.96 $0.51 $0.69 $0.73 $0.47 $0.63 $0.67

Staten Island 99,073 $0.82 $0.95 $1.06 $0.61 $0.70 $0.73 $0.56 $0.63 $0.67

All 917,659 $0.60 $0.83 $1.00 $0.57 $0.71 $0.75 $0.52 $0.65 $0.70

Source:	 New York City Department of Finance, Division of Tax Policy Analytical File 
Notes:	 Restricted to taxable billable non-easement properties.  

A parcel is defined as a unit for coops and as a tax lot for all other property types (with tax lot defined as unique combination of 
borough, block and lot identifiers, or a “BBL”)..
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Four out of the five boroughs would see a decrease 
in the median ETR for primary resident owners of 
over $0.10 under either of the partial homestead 
exemption options. Staten Island would see the larg-
est decrease in the median ETR, declining from $0.95 
under the current system to $0.70 under a system 
with a 20 percent flat rate exemption and to $0.63 
under a system with a 30 percent graduated rate 
exemption. 

Brooklyn is the only borough that would see an 
increase in the median ETR for primary resident 
owners. Since Brooklyn’s currrent Fiscal Year ETR is 
significantly below the median citywide ETR under 
the current system, it would be difficult to achieve 
an even lower ETR after reform. Under a system with 
a 20 percent flat rate exemption and circuit breaker, 
the median ETR would increase from $0.64 (current) 
to $0.70. 

The median Brooklyn ETR after layering on owner 
relief programs is lower than the ETRs resulting from 
the structural reforms only. Under a 20 percent flat 
rate exemption, the Brooklyn ETR is 8 percent lower, 
and under a 30 percent graduated exemption, the 
Brooklyn ETR is 13 percent lower. 

With a 30 percent marginal rate exemption and cir-
cuit breaker, the median ETR for primary residents 
only would be essentially unchanged but would still 
be 17 percent lower than the ETRs resulting from the 
structural reforms only. 

Additionally, after including either of the homestead 
exemption options and the circuit breaker, the 75th 
percentile ETR in Brooklyn would decrease for pri-
mary resident owners. Currently, the 75th percentile 
ETR is $0.84, which would decrease to $0.75 under 
a system with a 20 percent flat rate exemption and 
to $0.71 under a system with a 30 percent graduated 
rate exemption. 

By including primary resident owner relief in the pro-
posed new system, the Commission’s recommenda-
tions are not only rewarding primary resident own-
ership by reducing the tax burden for these owners, 
they are also adhering to the ability-to-pay principle 
that the Commission deems vital. 

E VA L U AT I O N :

The four structural reform recommendations of the 
Commission greatly improve equity and create the 
framework for a simpler, more transparent system. 
The Commission’s analysis and the testimony by 
tax-burdened residents led it to conclude that tar-
geted owner relief programs, for those with low 
and fixed incomes, would further improve equity. 
Such targeted relief exists across the country and has 
formed the basis of long-standing exemptions and 
abatements embraced by New Yorkers.

The Commission has determined that the partial 
homestead exemption options and the circuit breaker 
will make the property tax system fairer since they 
help to ensure that low- to moderate-income primary 
resident owners have tax bills that they are better 
able to pay. These programs also will reward primary 
resident ownership. 

The Commission recognizes that there are numerous 
policy options for designing the partial homestead 
exemption and circuit breaker. The options that have 
been presented in this final report and the accompa-
nying ETR analysis by sales-based market value and 
primary resident owner income categories show that 
the reformed property tax system would remove the 
regressivity that has plagued the current system.
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Additional Recommendations

P R O P O S E D  R E P L A C E M E N T  O F  T H E 
C L A S S  S H A R E  S Y S T E M

7.	 The Commission recommends eliminating 
the current class share system and replacing 
it with a system that freezes relative tax rates 
for five-year periods. Under the new system, 
while the Mayor and the City Council can 
adjust tax rates, the tax rates for all classes 
may only be altered on a proportional basis 
within each five-year period. There would 
no longer be changes in tax rates driven by 
market value shares, as under the current 
system. Every five years the City would con-
duct a mandated study to analyze whether 
adjustments are needed in order to maintain 
consistency in the share of taxes relative to 
the fair market value borne by each tax class.

Very few people understand the current class shares 
system used for determining and apportioning the 
tax levy. Therefore, the Commission is recommending 
structural changes as to how tax class levies are deter-
mined; such changes would make the determination 
of the tax rates simple, transparent, and understand-
able to legislators and taxpayers alike.

Currently, taxes are recalculated each year through a 
three-step process: determining the levy, apportion-
ing the levy, and determining the tax rates. Here is 
the current procedure, with recommended changes.

Determining the Levy:

The City’s annual budget process, as specified in the 
New York City Charter, sets the overall New York City 
property tax rate. The Mayor estimates the non-prop-
erty tax revenue, and the City Council sets the over-
all average property tax rate to raise the amount of 
property tax revenue necessary to balance the budget; 
the overall average tax rate (12.283 percent) has not 
changed since 2009. In Fiscal Year 2021, a total levy 
of $33.4 billion was generated by multiplying the 
overall average tax rate times the citywide taxable 
billable assessed value of $271.7 billion. 

Apportioning the Levy: 

Currently, once the total tax levy has been deter-
mined, it is apportioned among the four tax classes 
using a number of calculations to adjust class shares 
to reflect annual changes in the relative market share 
of each tax class compared to its share in Fiscal Year 
1990 (when the base year was last put in place by 
State law).  

To protect against abrupt class share shifts, State law 
specifies that any class’s share of the total cannot 
grow more than 5 percent from the prior year. In 
most years since Fiscal Year 1990, market value has 
grown for tax classes 1 and 2 at a faster rate than 
for tax classes 3 and 4, but the 5 percent growth cap 
has constrained the growth in the shares for classes 
1 and 2. 

$33.4B $271.7B 12.283%FY2021 TOTAL LEVY    
CITYWIDE TAXABLE
BILLABLE ASSESSED VALUE

OVERALL
AVERAGE TAX RATE = x
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The State Legislature has lowered the 5 percent class share cap 24 times between Fiscal Year 1993 and Fiscal Year 2021, 
further limiting levy increases on residential properties. Table 25 shows the resulting cumulative reduction in class 1’s levy of 
more than $4.4 billion.

Table 25: 	Class Share Caps Adopted and Tax Levy Shifted Between Classes by Lowering Cap 
Below Five Percent, Fiscal Year 1993. Fiscal Year 2021 

Fiscal Year Class Share Cap
Tax Levy Shift ($M): Actual Class Share Cap Compared to 5 Percent Cap
class 1 Class 2 Class 3 Class 4

1993 2.00% $20 ($70) $48 $2 

1994 5.00% $9 ($44) $0 $36 

1995 2.75% ($12) ($100) ($10) $122 

1996 2.75% ($33) ($122) ($21) $177 

1997 2.50% ($52) ($36) ($35) $122 

1998 2.50% ($20) $1 ($52) $71 

1999 2.50% ($39) ($0) ($70) $108 

2000 2.50% ($18) $1 ($92) $109 

2001 2.00% ($8) $0 ($30) $38 

2002 2.00% ($42) ($0) $5 $37 

2003 2.00% ($94) ($0) $22 $73 

2004 2.00% ($164) ($0) $17 $147 

2005 5.00% ($178) ($1) $32 $146 

2006 2.00% ($261) ($145) $78 $327 

2007 2.00% ($349) ($63) $106 $306 

2008 0.00% ($474) $24 $115 $335 

2009 0.00% ($666) ($178) $316 $529 

2010 0.00% ($617) ($225) $348 $494 

2011 2.50% ($430) ($6) $265 $170 

2012 2.50% ($277) ($2) $123 $156 

2013 1.50% ($175) $87 $185 ($97)

2014 1.00% ($103) $67 $168 ($132)

2015 5.00% $0 $0 $0  $0 

2016 5.00% $0 $0 $0 $0 

2017 5.00% $0 $0 $0 $0 

2018 0.00% ($183) ($8) $112 $79 

2019 0.50% ($263) ($70) $172 $161 

2020 0.00% ($461) ($239) $340 $360 

2021 0.50% ($570) ($189) $394 $365 

Total ($4,427) ($890) $1,802 $3,515 

Note:	 Five percent cap assumes the excess burden was distributed using the same percentages as the distribution of the implemented cap 
for the same year. Dollar amounts are nominal values (not adjusted for inflation).
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Under the Commission’s recommendations, this 
method of apportioning the total levy to each tax 
class would be eliminated, as would the use of NYS 
Office of Real Property Tax Services (ORPTS) valuation 
in the levy apportionment process. The 5 percent 
cap on class share growth would also be eliminated, 
enabling the levy to be more closely tied to changes to 
market values in the newly reconfigured tax classes. 
Taken together, these changes would lead to a more 
straightforward, transparent, and fairer distribution 
of the tax burden among the classes.

Determining the Rate:

Currently, once each class’s share of the levy has been 
determined, each tax class’s rate can be calculated by 
dividing each class’s total levy by the class’s taxable 
billable assessed value20. 

Although the overall average tax rate has remained 
constant, the individual tax rate varies each year. 
Usually, class 1’s tax rate increases because its levy 
increases faster than its taxable billable assessed 
value. This is primarily the result of class 1’s sales-
based market valuation and its assessed value growth 
caps. 

Further confusion comes from the fact that under the 
current system individual class tax rates are not avail-
able until after the City adopts its budget and may 
be further delayed if State legislation is pending that 
would alter the class share 5 percent growth cap. As 
a result, the actual tax rates for property owners are 
usually not available in time for the first set of tax bills 
of any fiscal year, requiring constant mid-year tax bill 
adjustments. These changes are both unpredictable 
and difficult to explain to taxpayers. Therefore, the 
Commission recommends replacing the current rate 
calculation. 

Proposed New Tax Rate Setting Process

The Commission views that the current conceptual 
underpinning of tying the tax classes together should 
be maintained. Under reform, the relationship would 
rely on a simple fixed ratio between the tax rates, 
rather than the complex and opaque class shares 
system.

Initially, the rates would be determined such that 
the share of the total levy in each of the tax classes 
(including the new residential tax class) would remain 
the same as the last year under the current system. 
Then, the rates used in the first year of the transi-
tion would be fixed for five-year periods, unless the 
City makes a deliberate policy decision to adjust 
them. Any rate changes would have to be applied 
to all classes proportionately. For example, if the City 
decided to lower the tax rates by 10 percent, then all 
classes would see their rates lowered by 10 percent. 
Any decision to change the rate would be made prior 
to the beginning of the fiscal year when the budget is 
adopted and therefore mid-year tax bill adjustments 
would not occur. These changes would make the tax 
rate setting process clearer, more straightforward, 
and much more predictable. 

The stability of the fixed ratios between tax rates 
would bring clarity and simplicity to the system. The 
mandated study every five years will evaluate these 
fixed ratios and whether they are reflective of evolv-
ing economic conditions. Each of the classes have dif-
fering valuation methods which may react to evolv-
ing economic conditions differently and could cause 
unintended drifts away from the current relative ETRs 
between classes.

To avoid this type of drift in the future, the Commission 
recommends that the City conduct a sales-ratio study 
every five years in order to review the ETRs among the 
four classes and adjust the ratios among the class rates 
as needed. The study would examine the relationship 
of the estimated market values of each class using a 
common sales-based valuation approach, instead of 
the different methodologies used to value the indi-
vidual parcels in different tax classes. The sales-based 
approach would be appropriate to provide aggregate 
market value estimates for large income-producing 
properties, even if not precise enough for parcel-level 
valuation of such properties.

20	Note that each tax class’s taxable billable assessed value may grow at a different rate than its market value (which determines levy 
share), as taxable billable assessed value depends on assessment increase caps or transitional phase-ins, as well as on exemptions.



53 THE ROAD TO REFORM: A Blueprint for Modernizing and Simplifying New York City’s Property Tax System

TREATMENT OF LARGE RENTALS, UTILITY 
AND COMMERCIAL PROPERTIES

8.	 The Commission recommends that for prop-
erties not in the new residential class (rental 
buildings with more than 10 units, commercial 
parcels, and utilities), current valuation meth-
ods be maintained. There will be separate tax 
classes for rental buildings with more than 
10 units, commercial parcels, and utilities. As 
noted in recommendation 3, the Commission 
recommends removing fractional assessments 
for all these tax classes.

In its preliminary report, the Commission recom-
mended that current valuation methods should be 
maintained for properties not in the new residential 
class: rental buildings with more than 10 units, util-
ities, and commercial properties. The Commission 
concluded that the recommendation should remain 
in place for the following reasons: 

	� The current valuation methods for these prop-
erty types conform to International Association 
of Assessing Officers (IAAO) standards for 
horizontal and vertical equity;

	� The high ratio of commercial to residential ETR 
is due to the preferential treatment of resi-
dential properties, rather than excessively high 
commercial taxation.

	� The City’s commercial real estate market is 
presently in flux due to the COVID-19 pandemic 
and the long-term impact of remote work 
policies, shifts to online shopping in the retail 
sector, and the slowdown in tourism and busi-
ness travel on hotels as compared to pre-pan-
demic levels.

Valuation Method

Currently, large rental properties (those with more than 
10 units) and commercial properties are valued using 
a net income capitalization approach. This approach 
divides a property’s net income by a ‘capitalization 
rate,’ generally designed to approximate an investor’s 
expected annual rate of return on an income-produc-
ing property, in order to arrive at its value. Current City 
law requires almost all income-producing properties 

(assessed value greater than $40,000) to file an annual 
Real Property Income and Expense (RPIE) statement 
each year, from which DOF derives net operating 
income. Since these fillings are lagged21, DOF adjusts 
the reported income data in order to project forward. 

DOF also develops statistical models to adjust for 
lower reported income resulting from factors such as 
excessive vacancy, owner occupancy, and below-mar-
ket leases, and to generally align reported expenses 
to what is considered normal and acceptable for sim-
ilar buildings. The final net operating income used for 
valuation purposes reflects historical data and trends 
in order to stabilize values. For properties that do 
not file an RPIE statement22, statistical models select 
income and expense data from comparable buildings 
based upon physical features and geography, with 
income adjustment based on any differences in these 
characteristics.

Special franchise utility parcels are currently valued by 
ORPTS, and non-special franchise utility parcels are 
valued by DOF using cost indices.

Valuing these types of properties at their “best use” 
could improve transparency by resulting in tax values 
closer to sales values. However, the best use method 
would not reflect current lease structures for many 
properties and would add speculative assumptions 
to the mass valuation process. Capturing expected 
income, rather than earned income, may involve 
speculation (e.g., owners intending to convert or ren-
ovate a building and anticipated profits from increases 
in resale value) and courts prefer capitalizing current 
income based on current use. DOF’s capitalization 
rates, then, are a function of income and explicitly 
avoid using market capitalization rates (which incor-
porate speculative purchases and/or expectations of 
appreciation). 

The Commission defers to court preferences on valu-
ation methods for large rentals and commercial par-
cels that indicate that the use of anticipated future 
expected income to value income-producing prop-
erties is speculative. The mass appraisal DOF con-
ducts for commercial properties is consistent with the 
court’s preference and is premised on the property’s 
actual condition on the taxable status date of each 
Fiscal Year.

21	For example, 2018 RPIE statements provided the data used to estimate market values for January 2020, which determined taxes for Fiscal 
Year 2021.

22 	Information on penalties for non-filers can be found here: https://www1.nyc.gov/site/finance/taxes/property-rpie.page
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Comparison with Other Jurisdictions

The annual Lincoln Land Institute of Land Policy and Minnesota Center for Fiscal Excellence report on property 
tax burden compares ETRs of homestead, apartment, and commercial properties in New York as well as across 
52 other cities23. Table 26 below shows the results of their 2020 study (columns 1, 2, 4, 5) as well as from the 
Commission’s own analysis of ETRs of every City parcel (columns 3, 6). Lower ranks indicate higher ETRs. 

The figures presented below differ somewhat from previous studies of New York City’s ETRs, which did not use 
sales-based market values for all parcels. Studies relying on DOF values24, rather than using sales-based market 
values for all parcels, considerably overstate the disparity in ETRs between class 1 and the other tax classes. 
When ETRs are computed using sales-based market values for all parcels, as done by the Commission, those 
differences shrink dramatically.

Table 26:	 Estimated Tax Burden for Residential and Commercial Properties in NYC Compared 
to Other Cities, 2020

Effective Tax Rate per $100 Ratio of Effective Tax Rates Between Property 
Types (Relative to Homestead)

Lincoln Study New York City 
Median ETR per 
$100 of Sales-
Based Market 

Value

Lincoln Study New York City ETR 
Ratio (Median 
ETR Relative 
to Median 

Homestead ETR)

Average ETR 
in 53 Cities 

Studied

ETR in New 
York City

Average 
ETR Ratio 

in 53 Cities 
Studied

ETR Ratio 
in New York 

City

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Homestead $1.30 $0.53 (49th) $0.82 - - -

Commercial $1.88 $1.43 (35th) $1.38 1.77 3.23 (6th) 1.67

Apartment $1.61 $1.29 (34th) $1.53 1.33 2.55 (2nd) 1.86

Sources: 	Columns 1, 2, 4 and 5: Lincoln Institute of Land Policy and Minnesota Center for Fiscal Excellence 50-State Property Tax Comparison 
Study for Taxes Paid in 2020, June 2021 (Appendix Tables 2b, 3a, 5a, 6a, 6b). Columns 3 and 6: New York City Department of Finance, 
Division of Tax Policy Analytical File. homestead, commercial, and apartment are defined, respectively, as: 1-3 family homes, Class 4 
commercial properties, and large rentals.

Notes:	 Effective Tax Rates in Columns 1 and 2 are estimated for: a homestead property with the median value in each city and after 
accounting for assessment growth caps; a $1M commercial property with an additional $200K of fixtures; and a $600K apartment 
property with an additional $30K of fixtures. The Effective Tax Rate ratios in Columns 4 and 5 do not include the value of the 
additional fixtures for commercial and apartment because the value of a homeowner’s household goods are not taxable. 

The ETRs for New York City apartments and commercial ranked 34th and 35th, respectively, out of the 53 cities studied 
(column 2), indicating relatively low ETRs. The ETRs (also column 2) were $1.29 and $1.43, respectively. The ETRs from the 
Commission’s analysis were $1.53 and $1.38, respectively. ETRs for commercial and apartment properties are below the 
average of the 53 cities (columns 1 and 2).

New York City ranks highly when considering the ratio of ETRs of apartment and commercial to homestead, 2nd and 6th, 
respectively. The ratios (shown in column 5) were 2.55 and 3.23 respectively, which compares to 1.86 and 1.67 based on the 
Commission’s analysis.

23	https://www.lincolninst.edu/publications/other/50-state-property-tax-comparison-study-2020
24	NYU Furman Center Distribution of the Burden of New York City’s Property Tax, available at  

https://furmancenter.org/files/sotc/Distribution_of_the_Burden_of_New_York_Citys_Property_Tax_11.pdf
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This high ranking is driven by the preferential treat-
ment of homestead properties (New York City 
ranks 49th for homesteads, among the very lowest 
ETRs), which the Commission has highlighted in 
its preliminary report and in its structural change 
recommendations. 

ETRs for commercial properties and apartment prop-
erties are higher than for homestead properties in 
New York City, which is not an unusual practice: 46 
of the 53 cities in the Lincoln report have commer-
cial ETRs higher than homestead ETRs, and 39 have 
apartment ETRs higher than homestead ETRs. 

Thus, the current method of valuation, which the 
Commission recommends retaining, is not produc-
ing wholesale excessive tax burden for these property 
types. 

Ending Fractional Assessments

In the interest of simplicity and in order to match the 
treatment applied to the new residential class, the 
Commission recommends removing the fractional 
assessments for large rental, utility, and commercial 
properties. As discussed in the section on the new 
residential class, the tax rate required to achieve the 
same level of revenue would be adjusted down-
ward to recognize the expansion of the taxable base 
in these tax classes. The removal of fraction assess-
ment can be achieved without affecting the tax lia-
bility, since everything, including the back pipeline of 
transitional market value growth, can be scaled from 
the current 45 percent assessment ratio to full DOF 
market value.

T R A N S I T I O N  T O  T H E  N E W  S Y S T E M

9.	 The Commission recommends that for the new 
residential class, phase-in to the new system should 
occur over five years. When a property transfers 
during the five-year transition period, it will be fully 
phased into the new system the fiscal year after the 
transfer. 

As set out in this report, the structural changes 
proposed by the Commission are substantial and 
wide-ranging, requiring some period of transition, or 
phase-in. Deciding the duration of such a transition 
period balances two opposing needs. A shorter tran-
sition provides relief sooner to property owners who 
have been disadvantaged under the current system 
and also achieves more quickly the Commission’s 
goals of a fairer, simpler, and more transparent system. 
A longer phase-in helps to reduce abrupt impacts to 
the real estate market and mitigates tax increases as 
a result of reform.

The Commission has deliberated extensively on the 
length of the phase-in and recommends a five-year 
transition period.

Transition Mechanism

In each year of the transition, a parcel’s final tax bill 
will be calculated via three components. its prior year 
bill, its annual phase-in due to reform, and its phase-in 
due to annual market value changes.

The annual phase-in due to reform is the differ-
ence between a parcel’s current tax bill and its tax 
bill under reform divided by the number of transition 
years (five). The phase-in due to annual market value 
changes accounts for the tax liability change due to 
changes in market value in each of the transition 
years.  

By the end of the five-year transition period, all par-
cels will be fully phased into the new system, and the 
five-year transition rule for market value changes will 
continue as a feature of the new system.
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Based on above, the tax bill for a parcel in any given year of the transition will be calculated as follows:

Final tax bill = prior year’s tax bill 
+ annual phase-in due to reform 
+ phase-in due to annual market value changes

In Example 7 shown below, the parcel’s tax bill in the year before reform is enacted was $3,500. After reform, the parcel’s 
tax liability would increase to $5,000. Therefore, in order to account for the impact of reform, the parcel’s annual phase-in 
due to reform equals ($5,000-$3,500) / 5 = $300. 

The example parcel is assumed to have consistently seen market value growth of 4 percent per year for the years prior to 
reform as well as during the transition period. Therefore, in Year 1 the parcel’s tax bill based on its sales-based market value 
would be $5,200. The difference between this liability and the corresponding bill of the prior year ($5,000) is the parcel’s 
phase-in due to annual market value changes, and equals $5,200-$5,000 = $200.

Therefore, in Year 1, the parcel’s tax bill equals:

Final tax bill = 
prior year’s tax bill 

+ annual phase-in due to reform 
+ phase-in due to annual market value changes

$4,000 = 
$3,500 
+$300 
+$200

Example 7:	 Example of How a Parcel’s Tax Bill Would Be Calculated in Each Year During  
the Transition Period–Tax Increase

Impact of Reform

Tax Before 
Reform

Tax Bill With 
No Transition 

Period

Total Tax to Be 
Phased-In Due 

to Reform

$3,500 $5,000 $1,500

Transition Over 5 Years

Prior Year 
Bill

Annual 
Phase-In 
Due to 

Reform*

Phase-In Due 
To Annual 

Market Value 
Changes**

Final Tax 
Bill***

Before Reform $3,500

Transition Year 1 $3,500 $300 $200 $4,000

Transition Year 2 $4,000 $300 $208 $4,508

Transition Year 3 $4,508 $300 $216 $5,024

Transition Year 4 $5,024 $300 $225 $5,549

Transition Year 5 $5,549 $300 $234 $6,083

*	 Equals total tax to be phased-in due to reform divided by the number of 
transition years (five).

**	 Assumes market value growth of 4 percent per year for the years prior to 
reform as well as during the transition period.

***	Final tax bill = prior year final tax bill + annual phase-in due to reform + 
phase-in due to annual market value changes.

For each year until the end of the transition, the parcel’s tax bill would incorporate the annual phase-in due to reform and 
the phase-in due to annual market value changes. By the last year of the transition period, the parcel’s tax bill would equal 
its tax bill under the Commission’s recommendations, with all market value changes that occurred during the transition 
period reflected. After five years, the example shows the parcel fully phased into the new system, with its final tax bill 
equals $6,083.
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The transition period would work similarly for parcels whose tax liability would be reduced under reform. In the example 
below, which also assumes 4 percent annual market value growth, the parcel’s tax bill in the year before reform was 
$5,000. Under the Commission’s recommended changes, the tax liability would decrease to $3,500. The parcel’s annual 
phase-in due to reform equals ($3,500-$5,000) / 5 = -$300. After five years and accounting for market value growth in the 
intervening period, the example shows the parcel fully phased into the new system, with its final tax bill equal to $4,258.

Example 8:	 Example of How a Parcel’s Tax Bill Would Be Calculated in Each Year During the 
Transition Period–Tax Decrease

Impact of Reform. Tax Decrease

Tax Before 
Reform

Tax Bill With 
No Transition 

Period

Total Tax to Be 
Phased-In Due 

to Reform

$5,000 $3,500 -$1,500

Transition Over 5 Years

Prior Year 
Tax Bill

Annual 
Phase-In 
Due to 

Reform*

Phase-In Due 
to Annual 

Market Value 
Changes**

Final Tax 
Bill***

Before Reform $5,000

Transition Year 1 $5,000 -$300 $140 $4,840

Transition Year 2 $4,840 -$300 $146 $4,686

Transition Year 3 $4,686 -$300 $151 $4,537

Transition Year 4 $4,537 -$300 $157 $4,395

Transition Year 5 $4,395 -$300 $164 $4,258

*	 Equals total tax to be phased-in due to reform divided by the number of 
transition years (five).

**	 Assumes market value growth of 4 percent per year for the years prior to 
reform as well as during the transition period.

***	Final tax bill = prior year final tax bill + annual phase-in due to reform + 
phase-in due to annual market value changes.

In each year of the transition, the example parcel would see a year-on-year decrease in its tax bill. Due to the 
Commission’s revenue neutrality mandate, any tax increases or decreases seen by parcels as a result of the Commission’s 
recommendations need to be transitioned in gradually. Additionally, as described in the preliminary report, the Commission 
recommends that if a property is transferred during the transition period, its tax will be set to equal its tax under the new 
system. Thus, upon sale, the property would be fully transitioned into the new system. Currently, New York City is one of only 
a handful of major jurisdictions that does not have an assessed value reset upon a sale of a property25.

25	See Lincoln Institute of Land Policy and Minnesota Center for Fiscal Excellence 50-State Property Tax Comparison Study, available at 
https://www.lincolninst.edu/sites/default/files/pubfiles/50-state-property-tax-comparison-for-2020-full_0.pdf
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The below example shows what would happen if the parcel illustrated in Example 7 had in fact transferred during the 
transition period. Here, the parcel transfers in year two of the transition period, meaning in year three, the parcel’s tax will 
be based on its billable market value ($5,624) and the parcel will be fully transitioned into the new system. 

The parcel’s tax bill for year three will include all the remaining tax liability phase-in due to reform, in this case $300 for 
each year of the three remaining transition years ($900), along with the annual phase-in due to market value changes 
between year 2 and year 3 ($216). 

A parcel that would see a tax decrease under reform would also transition directly to the lower bill in the year following a 
transfer.

Example 9:	 Example of How a Parcel’s Tax Bill Would Be Calculated in Each Year During the 
Transition Period. Parcel Has an Accelerated Phase-In Due to Transferring in Year 
Two–Tax Increase

Impact of Reform. Tax Decrease

Tax Before 
Reform

Tax Bill With 
No Transition 

Period

Total Tax to Be 
Phased-In Due 

to Reform

$3,500 $5,000 $1,500

Transition Over 3 Years with an Accelerated Transition Upon Sale

Prior Year 
Bill

Annual 
Phase-in 
Due to 

Reform*

Phase-In Due 
to Annual 

Market Value 
Changes**

Final 
Tax 

Bill***

Before Reform $3,500

Transition Year 1 $3,500 $300 $200 $4,000

Transition Year 2 $4,000 $300 $208 $4,508

Transition Year 3 $4,508 $900 $216 $5,624

*	 In Years 1 and 2, equals total tax to be phased-in due to reform divided 
by the number of transition years (five). In Year 3 it equals all remaining 
phase-in due to reform.

**	 Assumes market value growth of 4 percent per year for the years prior to 
reform as well as during the transition period.

***	Final tax bill = prior year final tax bill + annual phase-in due to reform + 
phase-in due to annual market value changes.
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1 0  Y E A R  R E V I E W  O F  T H E  
P R O P E R T Y  TA X  S Y S T E M

10.	The Commission recommends the City insti-
tute a mandatory comprehensive review of 
the property tax system every 10 years.

The existence of this Commission has been long over-
due; in the future, the City should not have to wait 
so long for a similar examination of the property tax 
system. First, the property tax is too important to be 
on auto-pilot. As the City’s largest single tax revenue 
source, it is funding roughly 30 percent26 of the City 
budget. Second, the owners of more than 1.1 mil-
lion parcels deserve to know their bills are fair and 
to understand how they are calculated. Third, as the 
City evolves and its tax base changes, those changes 
need to be recognized and absorbed to keep the tax 
system fair. 

For these reasons the Commission recommends that 
the City convene a group of experts to reevaluate 
the property tax system every 10 years to ensure that 
the system continues to serve the City and its people 
effectively, fairly, and transparently. 

This Commission focused its attention on the areas 
where it heard the most from the public and where 
experts most often noted the greatest inequalities: 
the treatment of smaller residential properties. It is 
important to learn from the past. When the current 
system was designed in the late 1970s, cooperative 
and condominiums represented a small share of 
the City property stock. At the time it made sense 
to group those properties with rental properties that 
were physically similar. However, the cooperative 
conversion boom of the 1980s and subsequent con-
dominium construction meant that these properties 
have become a much larger share of owner-occu-
pied homes. This has made the unequal treatment of 

those properties and other homeownership proper-
ties in the current class 1 increasingly untenable. 

In the future, a dynamic City property market will 
generate many changes. It is not the Commission’s 
role to guess, rather it is to put in place recommenda-
tions that guarantee the system can meet the future 
effectively. A mandated periodic review of the prop-
erty tax system will ensure this happens.

A D M I N I S T R AT I V E  I S S U E S

The Commission emphasizes that administrative 
issues are an essential element of the reform discus-
sion. Changing laws without the accompanying abil-
ity to administer them fairly and efficiently will not 
produce effective reform and will fail to meet the 
intended goal of ensuring public confidence. 

The significant changes to the property tax system 
proposed in this final report will require a sophisti-
cated administrative operation to implement them. 
DOF currently administers components of the 
Commission’s recommendations in various capacities: 
the comparable sales approach is applied to class 1 
properties; numerous exemption programs and pay-
ment plans rely on income eligibility verification, and 
market values changes are phased-in over five years 
for most class 2 and all class 4 properties. So, the agen-
cy’s experience in implementing current programs, as 
well as its technical expertise with the modeling that 
supported the Commission’s work, will undoubtedly 
support its administration of these reforms.

However, the sheer scale of these proposed system 
changes will require additional resources: to support 
the new valuation methods (i.e., use of a comparable 
sales approach) for coops and condos; to provide the 
necessary quality controls; and to determine eligibility 
for owner relief programs, to name only a few. 

26	https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/omb/downloads/pdf/fp11-21.pdf 
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The Commission anticipates, for example, particu-
lar needs in the area of tax appeals. Currently, very 
few class 1 owners appeal their values. In Fiscal Year 
2020, there were only 1,814 class 1 appeals to the Tax 
Commission27. Class 1 owners may only appeal their 
parcels’ value if “effective market value” is below the 
sales-based market value28. 

However, after reform, class 1 parcels would be taxed 
directly on their market value, and many more owners 
will be eligible to appeal their valuation. Further, 
with improved transparency under reform, such 
owners will see the direct link between their market 
value and their taxes. So, it should be expected that  
there will be a large increase in the number of appeals 
filed, and the City will need a customer-friendly 
system to handle these appeals in an efficient and 
equitable manner.

27	https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/taxcommission/downloads/pdf/annual_report20.pdf (page 12)
28	The effective market value is defined as assessed value divided by .06, the target assessment ratio.  Most class 1 parcels are well below 

the target 6 percent assessment ratio, due to the current assessed value caps. Owners of such properties cannot benefit from an appeal 
until the assessed values of the properties reach the target assessment ratio. Under current treatment, even when a property experiences 
a market value decrease, a property’s assessed value will continue to rise, subject to the annual or five-year caps, until it reaches the 
target assessment ratio.
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Appendix
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A P P E N D I X

Housing and Economic Development Tax Expenditure Programs, Fiscal Year 2021

Program
Number of 
Exemptions 

& Abatements

Exempt 
Assessed Value 

($ millions)

Tax 
Expenditure 
($ millions)

Housing Development  134,311  19,018.9  2,412.6 

J‑51 Program (Residential Alterations and Rehabilitation)   62,143  1,886.0  295.9 

J-51 Exemption  20,971  1,886.0  231.6 

J-51 Abatement  41,172  N/A  64.3 

Section 421-a (New Multiple Dwellings/ 
Affordable NY Housing Program)  64,778  13,952.3  1,711.5 

421-a, New Multiple Dwellings (Pre-2016)  64,523  12,706.0  1,560.4 

421-a, Affordable NY Housing Program (2016 & Later)  255  1,246.3  151.1 

HPD Division of Alternative Management  1,090  407.3  50.0 

Lower Manhattan Conversion Exemption  1,207  26.4  3.2 

Lower Manhattan Conversion Abatement  2,278  N/A  15.4 

420-c, Low-income Housing  2,259  2,747.0  318.9 

Class Two Cooperative and Condominium Partial Tax Abatement  315,967  N/A  654.7 

Major Capital Improvement (MCI) Cost Abatement  556  N/A  17.7 

Economic Development  8,070  5,118.4  915.0 

Industrial & Commercial Incentive Program  5,093  4,707.6  507.7 

Industrial and Commercial Abatement Program (ICAP)   2,457  N/A  347.4 

Madison Square Garden  1  410.8  43.9 

Commercial Expansion Program  519  N/A  16.0 

Class Two Cooperative and Condominium  
Partial Tax Abatement  315,967  654.7 

Other  15,552  309.3  52.7 

Cooper Union/Chrysler Building  4  309.2  28.3 

"Green Roof" Abatement 0  N/A  0.0 

Solar Electric Generating System Abatement  15,546  N/A  24.3 

Solar, Wind or Farm Waste Energy System Exemption  2  0.1  0.0 

Source:	 New York City Department of Finance, Tax Policy & Data Analytics Division (2021). Annual Report on Tax Expenditures, FY2021, Table 1 
https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/finance/downloads/pdf/reports/reports-tax-expenditure/ter_2021_final.pdf



64 THE ROAD TO REFORM: A Blueprint for Modernizing and Simplifying New York City’s Property Tax System

G L O S S A R Y  O F  T E R M S

Abatement. A reduction in real property tax liability 
through a credit rather than a reduction in taxable 
assessed value. The City has a number of abatement 
programs, including the J-51 housing rehabilitation 
abatement, the Senior Citizen Rent Increase 
Exemption, the Lower Manhattan Revitalization 
abatement, the Industrial and Commercial 
abatements and the Coop-Condo Tax Abatement.

Assessed Value (AV). A property’s assessed value is 
a percentage of its market value. 6 percent for class 
1 and 45 percent for all other classes.

Assessed Value Growth Caps. The limit on the 
amount that class 1 properties (six percent in a 
single year or 20 percent over five years) and small 
apartment buildings in class 2 (eight percent in a 
single year or 30 percent over five years) assessed 
values can increase. Value increases are due to 
new construction or renovations are not subject to 
growth caps.

Assessment Ratio. The ratio of assessed value to 
Department of Finance (DOF) market value.

Assessment Roll. The public record of all properties 
in a taxing jurisdiction and their assessed values.

Billable Assessed Value (BAV). The assessed 
value on which tax liability is based. For properties in 
classes 2 or 4, the billable assessed value is the lower 
of the actual or transitional assessed value.

Capitalization. The process by which anticipated 
future income and benefits are converted to a 
present value. 

Capitalization Rate. A rate of return used to 
produce the capital value of an income stream.

Class Levy. Total Levy multiplied by the Class Share. 

Class Share. The proportion of the tax levy 
allocated to a tax class.  

Comparable Sales Approach. The process by 
which a property’s market value is estimated based 
on the sales prices of similar (comparable) properties.

Condominium. A form of ownership that combines 
individual ownership of residential or 	
commercial units with joint ownership of common 
areas such as hallways, etc. 

Cooperative. A form of corporate ownership of real 
property whereby shareholders are entitled to use 
dwelling units or other units of space. 

Direct Capitalization Approach. Used by DOF 
to value large rental properties and commercial 
properties. Current adjusted net operating income 
is utilized to calculate the value of a property. This 
approach is generally accepted by the courts.

Discounted Cash Flow Approach. A method of 
valuation that converts multiple years of projected 
income into a present value by applying a discount 
rate.

Effective Tax Rate (ETR). The tax paid per $100 of 
a property’s sales-based market value.

Equalization. Changes in the value of a property as 
a result of market conditions.

Exemption. A provision of law that reduces taxable 
value or income.

Exempt Value. The amount or percentage of 
assessed value that is not subject to taxation. 
Property may be fully exempt or partially exempt.

Fiscal Year. A 12-month period used for financial 
reporting. The City’s fiscal year runs from July 	
1 to June 30.

Fractional Assessment. Assessment of real 
property at a percentage of market value (i.e., at less 
than 100 percent of market value).

Fully Exempt. A property is fully exempt if the 
taxable value of the exemption(s) it receives is equal 
to the taxable value of the property.

Income Capitalization Approach. A method of 
valuing real estate by discounting net operating 
income to arrive at a present worth estimate.
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Interquartile Range. The difference between the 
25th percentile value of a distribution and the 75th 
percentile value.

Marginal Rate Exemption Percentage. The 
exemption benefit percentage that applies to each 
range of sales-based market value, as sales-based 
market value increases.

Median. Denoting the value lying at the midpoint 
of a frequency distribution of values, such that there 
is an equal number of values above or below it.

Net Income Capitalization Approach. 
Methodology used by DOF to value large rentals and 
commercial properties (class 4). Current adjusted net 
operating income is utilized to calculate the value 
of a property. Income and expense data are used in 
statistical regression models to ensure value reported 
are within norms of comparable properties (with 
adjustments made if necessary).

New York State Real Property Tax Law (RPTL). 
The real property tax law that governs how property 
taxes are administered in New York State.

Official Department of Finance Value  
(DOF Value). The value that the Department of 
Finance determines a property should be assessed 
on, using methodologies specifically defined under 
New York State Law. 

Parcel. A piece of land under one ownership.

Phase-In. Assessed value changes due to 
equalization are phased-in over a five-year period 
for all class 4 properties and class 2 properties not 
subject to assessed value growth Caps. 20 percent 
of the change is phased-in every year.

Physical Changes. Additions to raw land 
that increase value, such as new construction, 
demolition, restoration of properties to the 
assessment roll, and properties moving from one tax 
class to another.

Primary Resident Owner. The owner of a parcel 
where at least one of the dwelling units is used as 
the owner’s full-time residence, with the owner 
maintaining a permanent and continuous physical 
presence.

Property Tax and Interest Deferral Program  
(PT AID). Owners who qualify can defer property 
tax payments and remain in their homes. The 
payment can be deferred for a fixed length of time 
for temporary hardship, or for a longer period due 
to chronic hardship.

Real Property Income and Expense (RPIE). A 
New York City mandated form used to derive net 
operating income that large rental properties and 
most other income producing properties with an 
assessed value of more than $40,000 must file 
annually. 

Sales-Based Market Value. The value of a 
property if it was sold in an open, competitive 
market. 

Section 581. The section of the Real Property Tax 
Law that requires New York City to value cooperative 
and condominium buildings as if they were rental 
properties.

Special Franchise. Cables, conduits, pipes, and 
other utility property located in or along the public 
right-of-way.

Tax Classes. Properties in New York City are divided 
into four classes, each treated differently under law.

	� Class 1: One-to three-unit, predominantly resi-
dential properties. Also includes certain vacant 
land and certain types of condominiums. 

	� Class 2: Residential property with 3+ units, 
including condos and co-ops 

	� Class 3: Utility company equipment and special 
franchise property 

	� Class 4: All other real property, including office 
buildings, factories, stores, hotels, and lofts 

Tax Dollar Value of Exemption. The exempt value 
times tax rate. The exempt value is actual assessed 
value (or a portion of actual assessed value for 
partially exempt properties). Actual assessed value 
is the product of the assessment ratio applied to 
market value. The reported tax dollar value does not 
include Payments-In-Lieu-of-Taxes (PILOTS), which 
reduce the net tax dollar value of the exemption 
for some parcels. For information on PILOTS, please 
refer to the NYC Annual Report on Tax Expenditures 
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for the current fiscal year, available at the following 
web address: http://www1.nyc.gov/site/finance/
taxes/annual-report-on-tax-expenditures.page

Tax Liability. The amount of tax for which a 
property owner is liable. 

Tax Lien. If a property tax bill is left unpaid for an 
extended period of time it may become a tax lien 
that may be sold in a tax lien sale.

Tax Rate. The amount, usually expressed in dollars 
per hundred of assessed value, applied to the tax 
base to determine tax liability. In New York City, an 
overall tax rate is established, as well as, one for 
each of the tax classes.

Taxable Billable Assessed Value (TBAV). 
The amount of assessed value remaining after 
application of any tax exemption.

Total Levy. The total taxable billable assessed value 
multiplied by the overall tax rate. 

Transitional Assessed Value. The assessed 
value, during the five-year phase-in of equalization 
changes, of all class 4 properties and cooperatives, 
condominiums and rental buildings with more than 
10 units in class 2.
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DEMOCRATIZE NY · NYC-DSA 
 

MEMORANDUM 

Proportional Representation for the New York City Council 
 

SUMMARY 
New York City faces a choice between competing visions of electoral reform. The "Unite NY" coalition is pushing 
for open primaries, a change we believe would weaken parties and increase the influence of outside money 
without solving the underlying problem of unrepresentative government. We propose to instead implement 
proportional representation (PR) for the City Council, building on New York's own successful precedent under 
Mayor La Guardia in the 1930s and 40s. To this end, we would favor a Charter-mandated PR implementation 
study. This memo lays out the case for PR, offers two implementable models,and argues that NYC adopting PR 
could catalyze urgently needed reform at the state and federal level.  
 

THE CAMPAIGN FOR OPEN PRIMARIES IN NEW YORK 

A growing coalition called "Unite NY" is pushing for open primaries in NYC elections. After Eric Adams' 2025 
Charter Commission decided against putting the referendum on the ballot at the last minute, the coalition sought 
to force the issue through a new charter commission. Recently, Unite NY announced it would sue Zohran 
Mamdani's charter commission and has gathered 45,000 petition signatures to bypass the charter commission 
process altogether. The most likely effects of open primaries are a moderating pull on politicians, further 
weakening of the parties, and greater influence of outside money and incumbency, since door-to-door canvassing 
power would be diluted and low information voters are more likely to be persuaded by ads or name recognition. 
Many experts therefore argue that open primaries are not a useful reform and could in fact cause harm to an 
already imperfect system.  
 

As we testified before the 2025 Charter Commission, we believe that rather than relying on opposition to the open 
primary proposal, the administration should lay out a positive vision for electoral reform grounded in the expert 
opinion of political scientists. Instead of further diminishing parties and eroding what little ideological diversity 
remains among politicians in the current system, we propose implementing a system of PR.  
 

BACKGROUND ON PROPORTIONAL REPRESENTATION (PR) 
The US relies on a first-past-the-post, single-member district election system that structurally disadvantages 
political and racial minorities. In single-member districts, a candidate can win 100% of the seat with only 50% (or 
less) of the vote. Single-member districts also enable gerrymandering, which allows for the manipulation of district 
boundaries to suppress minority voices. These structural features make our democracy unresponsive to voters, 
fueling political frustration. They also consistently advantage incumbent parties and the political right. For 
example, polling indicates that 18% of Americans identify as MAGA, yet the far-right currently holds almost all 
federal power. Meanwhile, 17% of Americans identify as democratic socialists, but democratic socialists will hold 
less than 2% of seats in Congress even after their recent primary victories. 
 

Supporters frame open primaries as a representative, progressive, and inclusive reform to this flawed system. But 
in reality, open primaries would exacerbate the current suppression of political minorities and stymie progressive 
candidates. First, if candidates only campaign to the full general electorate, they will be incentivized to take 
ideologically centrist positions. Furthermore, under the proposal three candidates would advance from the primary 
into a general election runoff decided by RCV, giving moderate candidates, who can pick up rankings from both 
progressive and conservative voters, an advantage. Finally, analysis of other states’ adoption of open primaries 
has not found any impact on turnout.  
 

The truly progressive alternative is proportional representation. Rather than collapsing an electorate that is 30% 
progressive, 40% moderate, and 30% conservative into a single moderate representative per district, proportional 
systems aim to reflect that heterogeneity directly, electing roughly 30% progressive, 40% moderate, and 30% 
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https://southdakotasearchlight.com/2024/10/10/open-primaries-south-dakota-ballot-amendment-h-voter-turnout-impact/
https://www.ppic.org/wp-content/uploads/content/pubs/report/R_514EMR.pdf
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conservative representatives. Political scientists broadly favor proportional systems and consequently few 
democracies still rely on first-past-the-post. Moreover, changing the system is realistic: New York City itself 
elected the City Council with proportional representation in a very successful period during the 1930s and 1940s. 
 

PRECEDENT IN NEW YORK CITY 1936 - 1947 
Under Mayor Fiorello La Guardia, the New York City Council was elected using proportional representation. The 
Council was formed to replace an outdated “Board of Aldermen,” elected via a first-past-the-post system. Instead 
of single-member districts, council members were elected from multi-member districts, leading to a more 
proportional system. The results were immediate and transformative, delivering progressive legislation, including 
the Vladeck housing law, one of the first public housing programs in the country. Voter engagement surged; as 
many as 750,000 New Yorkers tuned into radio broadcasts of council sessions. When it became clear that New 
Yorkers, given a real choice, voted for progressives, the political establishment moved to repeal the system. After 
several failed attempts, Democrats and Republicans united to repeal proportional representation in 1947, driven 
by a campaign based on the Red Scare. The council returned to single-member districts, and has remained there 
ever since. 
 

MODELS TO CONSIDER FOR AN IMPLEMENTATION STUDY IN NEW YORK CITY 
We propose to study two different electoral reforms, either of which would substantially increase proportionality in 
the New York City Council and establish more meaningful electoral participation for currently independent voters. 
A Charter-commissioned implementation study with input from political scientists, voting rights experts, election 
administrators, public financing experts, community organizations, and affected voters should weigh these options 
for a possible implementation in 2029. 
 

Model 1: Multi-Member Districts 
This model replaces single-member districts with multi-member districts in which multiple councilmembers are 
elected proportionally via ranked-choice voting. It is similar to the system used in New York City 1936-1947. Its 
main advantages are simplicity and strong historical precedent within the city. It is also a system that Portland, 
Oregon recently adopted. The primary challenge is that some neighborhoods may resist losing dedicated 
single-member local representation. There are a number of options for maintaining constituent services, as 
identified by political scientists.  
 

Model 2: Mixed-Member Proportional System 
In a mixed-member system, voters cast two votes: one for a local district representative (as in the current system), 
and one for a party list that receives seats proportionally city-wide. This system preserves the system of direct 
neighborhood representation by councillors while adding proportionality through the list seats. It also structurally 
encourages the formation of new parties—a critical condition for a healthy democracy. The main tradeoff for such 
a system is greater complexity. Moreover, the city council would have to be expanded. 
 

CONCLUSION FOR LOCAL ELECTORAL REFORM 
The New York City electoral system does not represent the political preferences of New Yorkers adequately. This 
growing disconnect has created demand for reform and opened the door to a variety of proposals, including open 
primaries. Its supporters argue that open primaries would broaden participation, while we expect this will weaken 
party labels and make it more difficult for voters to be represented by candidates they prefer based on ideological 
positions. The charter commission has an opportunity to address misrepresentation at its root instead of just 
opposing open primaries. By creating a path towards PR, New York City can build a City Council that more 
accurately represents the diversity of political views across the electorate, strengthening democratic legitimacy, 
and providing voters with clearer, more meaningful representation. As a first step we suggest a Charter mandated, 
public PR implementation study under leadership of political scientists and experts in electoral reform. 
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Public Comment July 21, 2026

RE: Reform Green Building Standards in City Charter

Dear Chair Gaspard and Members of the Commission on Government 
Efficiency,

The American Institute of Architects New York Chapter (AIANY) writes to 
propose reforms to the New York City Charter in relation to Chapter 9, Section 
244.1, Green Building Standards. AIANY is the leading design non-profit 
representing 5,000 architects and design professionals committed to 
positively impacting the physical and social qualities of our city. 

As charged by Mayor Mamdani, the goal of the Commission is to identify 
opportunities within the City Charter to improve how the city functions and 
drive public excellence, reduce administrative burden, and expedite the 
delivery of capital projects. Layers and layers of rules, regulations, and 
bureaucracy have made New York City an incredibly difficult environment to 
operate in. One opportunity to reduce the number of hurdles for projects to 
comply with overlapping requirements is to amend the Green Building 
Standards section. 

Chapter 9 (Capital Projects and Budgets) of the City Charter includes a section 
defining green building standards. Green Building Standards are robustly 
regulated by construction codes, zoning resolution, agency design guidelines, 
agency contract requirements, state and local laws, and executive orders - in 
addition to the City Charter. AIANY recommends the Charter be amended to 
eliminate this section of the Charter and instead include language directing 
city agencies to enact green building standards that address the whole life 
cycle of carbon. This will enable the Charter to still provide the framework for 
green building standards, without creating another hurdle for city agencies to 
navigate as they keep up with a rapidly evolving, innovative environment. 
Rather than relying on future Charter Commissions for revisions to green 
building standards, other mechanisms - such as rulemaking and local laws - 
are more appropriate vehicles for reforms that can be done in a more timely 
and consistent manner. 

The specification for whole life cycle carbon is particularly important. Today, 
the Charter only includes language on operation carbon, the emissions 
generated from the use of the building. This does not factor in the carbon 
investment of construction and building materials, known as embodied 
carbon - the greenhouse gas emissions generated by the manufacturing, 
transportation, installation, maintenance, and disposal of construction 
materials used in the built environment. A holistic approach to defining green 
building requirements is crucial to fully encapsulate the carbon emissions 
generated from the built environment. Many agencies have already taken 
steps to tackle embodied carbon, but a directive from the Charter would be a 
critical next step to enact a comprehensive, citywide strategy. 
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Sincerely, 
Jesse Lazar
Executive Director, American Institute of Architects New York Chapter 

Attachment(s)

AIANY Recommendation to COGE on G…

Date Submitted July 21, 2026 5:37pm

Topic Unnecessary Bureaucracy

Department of Buildings (DOB) Issues

Real Estate and Development Procurement Reform

Charter Related Yes

Topic Simplified Building and Construction

Subtopic Green building standards
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Mayor’s COGE will live or die on modernizing New York’s 
civil service 
The administration's ambitions — universal childcare, expanded housing, faster permitting — 
will succeed or fail on a question almost no one is talking about: whether the city can hire, train, 
and retain the workforce that does the work. 

By Brendan Hellweg and Youssef Kalad 

When the blizzard hit New York in February, Mayor Mamdani improvised. He nearly doubled 
emergency snow-shoveler pay, asked any New Yorker with a shovel to walk into a sanitation 
garage, and got the sidewalks cleared. Then the shovelers waited weeks to be paid — the city's 
back-office machinery couldn't handle the emergency initiative. 

Last week, the mayor launched the Commission on Government Efficiency, or COGE, with a 
promise to make city government "work smarter, faster, and more effectively for working 
people." Here’s how to achieve that aim: fix how the city hires, pays, and manages its people. 
That is the gap between what New York wants to do and what its civil service can actually 
execute. And it is the gap on which the Mamdani administration's agenda will rise or fall. 

Universal childcare runs through caseworkers. A serious housing agenda runs through 
permitting staff and code enforcement. Public safety, climate resilience, transit reliability, the 
basic dignity of a city that works — all of it runs through people the city has to actually hire. 
State capacity, not state revenue, is the binding constraint on what this administration can 
accomplish. 

By that measure, the city is in trouble. In the week after the election, 50,000 New Yorkers 
applied for City jobs through Mayor-elect Mamdani's transition portal. Within a month, more than 
80,000. By February, 31 had been hired into City Hall — a conversion rate of 0.04 percent. That 
is not a failure of the transition team. It is the system on the other side of the portal: a civil 
service designed in 1883 and never seriously rebuilt for the city that exists now. 

The same delivery gap shows up in the Mayor’s new budget itself, if you look at how the math 
was done. Much of the nearly $1.8 billion in "agency savings" the administration booked came 
from positions left unfilled. The City Council had already booked $800 million in "vacancy 
savings" while saying it intended to fill the jobs. Pension restructuring pushed workforce costs 
from 2032 out to 2037. And New York paid $2.9 billion in overtime last fiscal year, much of it 
driven by positions the city could not hire for.  

Each of these is the same maneuver: an empty desk treated as a saved dollar. None of them 
are. They are deferred services — inspectors who never visit, vouchers that take too long to 
process, business taxes that are never collected — and they compound year over year. 

https://www.thecityreporter.nyc/2026/02/27/snow-shoveler-pay-check-mamdani-blizzard-work/
https://www.thecityreporter.nyc/newsletter/31-hires-80000-applicants/
https://www.amny.com/politics/nyc-government-job-vacancies-budget-crisis/


Some of what is broken is hard to defend the longer you look. The city uses more than 3,000 
civil service titles. It maintains active classifications for Bookbinder's Seamstress, Carriage 
Upholsterer, and Director of Puppetry. It has none for software engineer, data scientist, UX 
designer, or product manager.  

The current "Computer Associate" notice describes responsibilities for "telecommunications 
hardware" and "mainframe computer operations," --- office tasks only marginally more modern 
than typewriter repair. The median wait time to learn if you passed your civil service exam runs 
more than 140 days; the full cycle from exam to start date: 14 to 15 months. Talent walks away 
long before the offer arrives. So does the agenda those hires were supposed to deliver. 

Three moves can begin to close the gap. Update the classification structure so job duties 
support twenty-first-century work, in language hiring managers and applicants can both read. 
Benchmark compensation continuously against the real labor market, with data made public. 
Speed up the hiring cycle. The state's NY HELPS program, which temporarily suspended 
exams for hard-to-fill titles, has cleared the path for more than 50,000 hires in two years — proof 
that bottlenecks move when the will exists.  

Large California counties, from Santa Clara to Orange, are leveraging AI to do this work at a 
speed their old systems couldn't match. The Mayor’s COGE taskforce could pursue real 
reforms, including requiring agency heads to conduct job and compensation reviews on a 
consistent basis or reducing bottlenecks by allowing agency heads to allocate positions to 
existing titles independently. This is New York after all: the nation's largest municipal workforce 
has every reason to lead, not follow. 

Personnel, as the saying goes, is policy. For Mayor Mamdani to deliver the agenda he was 
elected on — and the legacy he hopes to leave — he should take that to heart. The lasting 
project he can champion is building the civil service the city actually needs to execute its 
ambitions. It will not generate the press of a rent freeze or a childcare announcement. It is what 
makes those announcements persist as permanent government capacity. 

 

Brendan Hellweg is co-founder of Holly, a workforce modernization platform used by local 
governments serving more than 10 million Americans, and a former civil servant in the City of 
Baltimore. Youssef Kalad is a Grid Fellow at Tech:NYC, an investor in early-stage startups in 
New York City, and a former civil servant at the state and local level in New York. 

 

https://data.cityofnewyork.us/City-Government/NYC-Civil-Service-Titles/nzjr-3966/data_preview
https://data.cityofnewyork.us/City-Government/NYC-Civil-Service-Titles/nzjr-3966/data_preview
https://www.nyc.gov/assets/dcas/downloads/pdf/noes/20255050000.pdf
https://nysfocus.com/2026/02/11/mamdani-civil-service-exams-hiring
https://www.nyc.gov/mayors-office/news/2026/05/mayor-mamdani-announces-commission-on-government-efficiency-to-m






 

 

 
 
 
 
July 22, 2026 
 
Re: Support for Streamlining Permitting 

Dear Chair Gaspard, Executive Director Cheng, and Members of the Commission: 

The Building Owners and Managers Association of New York (BOMA NY) represents the commercial real estate 

industry across the five boroughs of New York City — the largest industry in our market area, contributing 

approximately $27 billion to the New York economy annually. BOMA members own and manage approximately 529 

million square feet of office space, including some of the world's most prestigious properties. Our membership 

includes building owners, professional property management firms, and the contractors and service providers — in 

construction, elevator maintenance, cleaning, and beyond — who keep New York City's commercial buildings 

running. 

BOMA NY welcomes the opportunity to comment on the Commission's Preliminary Staff Report, released July 2, 

2026, and we write specifically in support of the Commission's proposals to Accelerate Permitting & Contracting. 

Our members interact daily with the patchwork of agency approvals required to maintain, renovate, and modernize 

commercial buildings, and we can attest firsthand to the costs — in time, money, and lost productivity — created by 

the City's current fragmented permitting structure. 

Support for a Centralized, One-Stop Permitting System 

BOMA NY strongly supports the Commission's proposal to create a centralized permitting system spanning the 

agencies involved in construction, renovation, and infrastructure approvals. As the Commission's report notes, a 

single commercial or affordable housing project can require dozens of separate permits and procedures across more 

than a dozen agencies. Our members experience this same fragmentation on tenant fit-outs, façade and Local Law 

compliance work, elevator modernization, and building system upgrades, which routinely require sequential, 

uncoordinated sign-off from the Department of Buildings (DOB), the Department of Environmental Protection (DEP), 

the Fire Department (FDNY), and others. A single point of intake and tracking — with real accountability for timelines 

— would meaningfully reduce delay and cost for building owners without compromising safety review. 

Support for Empowered, Accountable Decision-Makers 

We support the Commission's interest in designating DOB deputies, or comparable empowered officials in other 

agencies, to issue final determinations. Too often, our members experience delay not because a project is under 

substantive review, but because no single official is empowered to close out a determination. Moving away from the 

borough-based review structure DOB has used for over a century, in favor of a model with clear, accountable 

decision-makers, would directly address a top complaint from our membership. 

Firm, Enforceable Response-Time Standards 



 

 

Timelines matter as much as structure. In BOMA NY's 2024 comments to DEP on proposed amendments to the City's 

asbestos regulations, we raised concerns that remain relevant to the Commission's permitting work today. We urged 

DEP to review variance submittals in full and issue all objections at once, rather than piecemeal, since a one-

objection-at-a-time approach creates open-ended delay and directly affects project start dates and cost overruns. 

We also proposed a 48-hour standard for agency responses to requests to add materials to a permitted job, and a 

24-hour maximum for review and approval when a project is paused pending agency action. We ask the Commission 

to consider embedding similar firm, published response-time standards — with consequences for missed deadlines 

— into any centralized permitting model it advances, across DOB, DEP, FDNY, and other permitting agencies. 

Predictability, not just speed, is what allows our members to plan projects and contracts responsibly. 

Support for Consolidating Waterfront Permitting Under DOB 

BOMA NY supports the Commission's interest in consolidating construction waterfront permitting under DOB, rather 

than the current model requiring separate approval from the Department of Small Business Services. Prior charter 

revision commissions have explored this consolidation, and our members with waterfront-adjacent properties 

would benefit from a single agency of record for these approvals. 

Reducing Duplicative Reporting Requirements 

The Commission's report notes that nearly 1,500 new reporting requirements have been enacted since 2011. BOMA 

NY supports a systematic review of these requirements to eliminate those that no longer serve a clear public 

purpose, freeing agency staff to focus on substantive project review rather than paperwork processing — and 

reducing the parallel compliance burden this creates for building owners and managers. 

Conclusion 

BOMA NY commends the Commission for the depth of its outreach and the seriousness of its preliminary findings. 

Modernizing how the City permits construction, renovation, and building system work is essential to keeping New 

York's commercial building stock safe, competitive, and well-maintained. We remain ready to work with COGE, and 

to provide further data, testimony, or technical input as the Commission refines these proposals ahead of any 

recommendation to voters in November. Thank you for your consideration. 

Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to reach out to BOMA Executive Director Lori 

Raphael ) or our public affairs firm, Yoswein New York at  or via email to 

Kate Cucco ).   

Respectfully submitted, 

Lori Raphael  

Executive Director 

 

 
 

     























 
Comments re: Commission on Government Efficiency Preliminary Report 

Communications Workers of America District 1 
July 22, 2026 

 
Members of the Charter Board Revision Commission, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments regarding the preliminary report. We applaud 
your efforts to make city government more efficient, and we appreciate your willingness to hear 
from stakeholders about the ways in which we engage with these processes and opportunities for 
improvement.  
 
As a labor union that represents New York City government employees, we are heavily invested 
in the City’s procurement process. It is our strong belief that a critical way to make city 
government more efficient is by bringing jobs in-house and having a directly-employed 
workforce accountable to the City. In cases where the City must contract out work, the City 
should use the full breadth of its procurement power in order to protect the City’s interests - 
ensuring the highest-quality and most efficient work - by including strong labor language. 
Procurement reform and the use of labor requirements and standards are a vital piece of ensuring 
an efficient government. Simply, any conversation regarding efficiency must include discussion 
of labor requirements.  
 
Communications Workers of America District 1 represents 145,000 workers in 200 CWA local 
unions in New York, New Jersey, New England, and eastern Canada. CWA members work in 
telecommunications, health care, higher education, manufacturing, broadcast and cable 
television, commercial printing and newspapers, state, local, and county government. District 1 
represents 65,000 members in New York State. 
 
In New York City, CWA Locals 1180,1181, 1182, and 1183 represent over 10,000 city 
government employees. CWA 1180 represents administrative supervisors in every New York 
City agency. 
 
Unfortunately, a significant portion of jobs that CWA 1180 used to represent have been 
outsourced. 3-1-1 calls used to be made by CWA 1180 members; now, that work is performed by 
non-union contracted workers. Work that used to be done within city agencies including 
NYCHA, Health and Hospitals, Housing Preservation and Development, and more is now 
performed by external non-union contractors. As the Commission explores ways to streamline its 
procurement process, we encourage an analysis of where the City can insource work that is 
currently contracted out. 



 
Opportunities for Insourcing 
 
CWA has identified two examples below that we found in our initial research, but we encourage 
the City to perform an in-depth analysis of where work that has been contracted out can be 
brought in-house. 
 

1.​ End the NYC 311 contract with King Teleservices, LLC. King is now a subsidiary of the 
multinational call center operator Continuum Global Solutions and has served as the 
City's outsourced vendor for NYC 311 overflow calls for over two decades, with 
contracts reportedly totaling in the tens of millions of dollars. As of 2024, DoITT's own 
testimony1 to the City Council confirmed the vendor is used daily, not merely during call 
surges, indicating the City relies on this outsourced service as a permanent fixture of 311 
operations. Bringing this work in-house would eliminate the contractor's markup rates, 
redirecting that spending toward directly employed, accountable City staff. 

2.​ Bring back in-house the professional service and human service work supporting 
low-income renters outsourced to Nan McKay & Associates at NYCHA and NY Housing 
Preservation and Development. NYCHA's Leased Housing Department has outsourced 
Section 8 unit inspections and case management, core administrative work covering over 
85,000 units and 25,000 property owners, to Nan McKay & Associates, a 
California-based consulting firm, through a government-to-government contract. This 
work overlaps substantially with duties NYCHA already staffs in-house through civil 
service titles like Housing Assistant. The arrangement is especially worth scrutinizing 
given Nan McKay's track record elsewhere: the firm paid $3.7 million in a 2024 False 
Claims Act settlement over failed cybersecurity requirements on a New York State rental 
assistance system that suffered a major data breach shortly after launch, and SEIU 
members working at the Marin Housing Authority in California organized against Nan 
McKay contracts on the grounds that they undermine union jobs and harm the voucher 
holders the programs are meant to serve. 

3.​ Expand upon the Department of Consumer and Worker Protection’s compliance review 
of temporary staffing agencies,2 which often collect illegal upfront fees, and create a plan 
to decrease reliance on these agencies.  

 

2 https://citylimits.org/nyc-cracks-down-on-employment-agency, where possible, require labor peace 
agreements and/or high-road-violations-following-city-limits-investigation/   

1  
https://legistar.council.nyc.gov/MeetingDetail.aspx?ID=1188491&GUID=194667D3-602F-4240-A9D7-
B797CFA47EA4&Search= 

https://www.justice.gov/usao-ndny/pr/consulting-companies-pay-113-million-failing-comply-cybersecurity-requirements
https://www.justice.gov/usao-ndny/pr/consulting-companies-pay-113-million-failing-comply-cybersecurity-requirements
https://www.seiu1021.org/article/coalition-including-marin-housing-authority-employees-successfully-pushes-board-not-approve
https://www.seiu1021.org/article/coalition-including-marin-housing-authority-employees-successfully-pushes-board-not-approve
https://legistar.council.nyc.gov/MeetingDetail.aspx?ID=1188491&GUID=194667D3-602F-4240-A9D7-B797CFA47EA4&Search=
https://legistar.council.nyc.gov/MeetingDetail.aspx?ID=1188491&GUID=194667D3-602F-4240-A9D7-B797CFA47EA4&Search=


 
We know the City has already made insourcing a priority, as Executive Order 12 requires city 
agencies to identify opportunities for insourcing. We hope the City continues these efforts to 
achieve our shared goal. 
 
Require Labor Peace Agreements in Procurement Contracts  
 
We understand the Commission is exploring three areas to ease procurement: “(1) less paperwork 
to reduce burdens for small businesses, non-profits, and other entities doing business with the 
City; (2) faster process to expedite procurements; and (3) fewer reporting requirements to free up 
staff time that would be better spent on substantive reviews.” While the report focuses on the 
procurement process itself, the Commission should also consider what efficiency looks like once 
the work begins. It is in the City’s best interest to ensure both the uninterrupted flow of services 
and the highest-quality services. When high road labor standards are made a condition of the 
contract, employers can expect lower turnover and training costs, fewer work stoppages, 
improved worker health and safety, and higher quality work performed by highly-skilled 
workers. Where agencies must contract out work, the City should require labor peace agreements 
where possible and/or require high road labor standards in external contracts.   
 
Thank you for your opportunity to comment on this important issue. We look forward to working 
with the Commission further. 
 
  
 









City has waged a fight over our history to win the highest labor standards and worker protections 
in the nation through organizing at our workplaces and political action in our communities and 
legislative halls. While we are proud of this achievement, we, as unions, must also continue our 
work so that every worker not yet represented by a union can enjoy economic justice.  
 
As the COGE Committee meets to finalize its reports, we want to ensure that the administration 
continues to lead the nation by example in building a pro-worker economy and politics. We expect 
that the goal of ensuring strong labor standards is prevalent in every aspect of this report. Too often 
in corporate parlance we see that efficiency and good governance are pitted at odds with workers’ 
rights. But as Reuther also said 80 years ago, “Labor is not fighting for a larger slice of the national 
pie. Labor is fighting for a larger pie.” We can build a growing and dynamic economy not despite 
of but because we affirmatively put the working class at the center of our economic development. 
 
The first seven months of your administration have shown a firm commitment to building a city 
that works for working people. This COGE report is another opportunity to solidify that 
commitment. We believe it is imperative that the administration, through the COGE report and 
beyond, takes affirmative steps to protect and extend pro-worker procurement, gold-standard labor 
standards, fair pay, union security rights, and robust health and safety standards. The UAW has 
advocated for pro-worker and pro-union procurement policies in conversations with various city 
administrations to protect union jobs and counter corporate offshoring that fuels a race to the 
bottom for American workers. Such a procurement policy, for instance, should also uphold just 
supply-chain standards and family-sustaining wages.  
 
While we cannot deny that government inefficiencies and red tape that slow down progress hurt 
working class Americans, it is also true that shortcuts can result in catastrophic and exploitative 
conditions for working class New Yorkers, which also erodes faith in government.  
 
UAW remains a committed partner to working with the administration on achieving all these goals, 
and we are hopeful that the final COGE report continues to reflect these values. We urge the 
administration to produce a report that reflects these values and continues to work diligently with 
the labor movement and workers’ rights organizations thereafter.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Brandon Mancilla, Director 
UAW Region 9A 
 
 
 
BM:cg 
opeiu494afl-cio 







 
Comments re: Commission on Government Efficiency Preliminary Report 

Communications Workers of America District 1 
July 22, 2026 

 
Members of the Charter Board Revision Commission, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments regarding the preliminary report. We applaud 
your efforts to make city government more efficient, and we appreciate your willingness to hear 
from stakeholders about the ways in which we engage with these processes and opportunities for 
improvement.  
 
As a labor union that represents New York City government employees, we are heavily invested 
in the City’s procurement process. It is our strong belief that a critical way to make city 
government more efficient is by bringing jobs in-house and having a directly-employed 
workforce accountable to the City. In cases where the City must contract out work, the City 
should use the full breadth of its procurement power in order to protect the City’s interests - 
ensuring the highest-quality and most efficient work - by including strong labor language. 
Procurement reform and the use of labor requirements and standards are a vital piece of ensuring 
an efficient government. Simply, any conversation regarding efficiency must include discussion 
of labor requirements.  
 
Communications Workers of America District 1 represents 145,000 workers in 200 CWA local 
unions in New York, New Jersey, New England, and eastern Canada. CWA members work in 
telecommunications, health care, higher education, manufacturing, broadcast and cable 
television, commercial printing and newspapers, state, local, and county government. District 1 
represents 65,000 members in New York State. 
 
In New York City, CWA Locals 1180,1181, 1182, and 1183 represent over 10,000 city 
government employees. CWA 1180 represents administrative supervisors in every New York 
City agency. 
 
Unfortunately, a significant portion of jobs that CWA 1180 used to represent have been 
outsourced. 3-1-1 calls used to be made by CWA 1180 members; now, that work is performed by 
non-union contracted workers. Work that used to be done within city agencies including 
NYCHA, Health and Hospitals, Housing Preservation and Development, and more is now 
performed by external non-union contractors. As the Commission explores ways to streamline its 
procurement process, we encourage an analysis of where the City can insource work that is 
currently contracted out. 



 
Opportunities for Insourcing 
 
CWA has identified two examples below that we found in our initial research, but we encourage 
the City to perform an in-depth analysis of where work that has been contracted out can be 
brought in-house. 
 

1.​ End the NYC 311 contract with King Teleservices, LLC. King is now a subsidiary of the 
multinational call center operator Continuum Global Solutions and has served as the 
City's outsourced vendor for NYC 311 overflow calls for over two decades, with 
contracts reportedly totaling in the tens of millions of dollars. As of 2024, DoITT's own 
testimony1 to the City Council confirmed the vendor is used daily, not merely during call 
surges, indicating the City relies on this outsourced service as a permanent fixture of 311 
operations. Bringing this work in-house would eliminate the contractor's markup rates, 
redirecting that spending toward directly employed, accountable City staff. 

2.​ Bring back in-house the professional service and human service work supporting 
low-income renters outsourced to Nan McKay & Associates at NYCHA and NY Housing 
Preservation and Development. NYCHA's Leased Housing Department has outsourced 
Section 8 unit inspections and case management, core administrative work covering over 
85,000 units and 25,000 property owners, to Nan McKay & Associates, a 
California-based consulting firm, through a government-to-government contract. This 
work overlaps substantially with duties NYCHA already staffs in-house through civil 
service titles like Housing Assistant. The arrangement is especially worth scrutinizing 
given Nan McKay's track record elsewhere: the firm paid $3.7 million in a 2024 False 
Claims Act settlement over failed cybersecurity requirements on a New York State rental 
assistance system that suffered a major data breach shortly after launch, and SEIU 
members working at the Marin Housing Authority in California organized against Nan 
McKay contracts on the grounds that they undermine union jobs and harm the voucher 
holders the programs are meant to serve. 

3.​ Expand upon the Department of Consumer and Worker Protection’s compliance review 
of temporary staffing agencies,2 which often collect illegal upfront fees, and create a plan 
to decrease reliance on these agencies.  

 

2 https://citylimits.org/nyc-cracks-down-on-employment-agency, where possible, require labor peace 
agreements and/or high-road-violations-following-city-limits-investigation/   

1  
https://legistar.council.nyc.gov/MeetingDetail.aspx?ID=1188491&GUID=194667D3-602F-4240-A9D7-
B797CFA47EA4&Search= 

https://www.justice.gov/usao-ndny/pr/consulting-companies-pay-113-million-failing-comply-cybersecurity-requirements
https://www.justice.gov/usao-ndny/pr/consulting-companies-pay-113-million-failing-comply-cybersecurity-requirements
https://www.seiu1021.org/article/coalition-including-marin-housing-authority-employees-successfully-pushes-board-not-approve
https://www.seiu1021.org/article/coalition-including-marin-housing-authority-employees-successfully-pushes-board-not-approve
https://legistar.council.nyc.gov/MeetingDetail.aspx?ID=1188491&GUID=194667D3-602F-4240-A9D7-B797CFA47EA4&Search=
https://legistar.council.nyc.gov/MeetingDetail.aspx?ID=1188491&GUID=194667D3-602F-4240-A9D7-B797CFA47EA4&Search=


 
We know the City has already made insourcing a priority, as Executive Order 12 requires city 
agencies to identify opportunities for insourcing. We hope the City continues these efforts to 
achieve our shared goal. 
 
Require Labor Peace Agreements in Procurement Contracts  
 
We understand the Commission is exploring three areas to ease procurement: “(1) less paperwork 
to reduce burdens for small businesses, non-profits, and other entities doing business with the 
City; (2) faster process to expedite procurements; and (3) fewer reporting requirements to free up 
staff time that would be better spent on substantive reviews.” While the report focuses on the 
procurement process itself, the Commission should also consider what efficiency looks like once 
the work begins. It is in the City’s best interest to ensure both the uninterrupted flow of services 
and the highest-quality services. When high road labor standards are made a condition of the 
contract, employers can expect lower turnover and training costs, fewer work stoppages, 
improved worker health and safety, and higher quality work performed by highly-skilled 
workers. Where agencies must contract out work, the City should require labor peace agreements 
where possible and/or require high road labor standards in external contracts.   
 
Thank you for your opportunity to comment on this important issue. We look forward to working 
with the Commission further. 
 
  
 



Name

Gustavo Frindt

Email

Public Comment As a public employee for 36 years I have seen the bureaucratic process 
become insurmountable at Capital Projects, where I work. There is an internal 
program used to track projects (Unifier) which is constantly in flux. The 
process and Capital division has been taken over by people whose sole 
business is creating more bureaucracy. They have taken over the process and 
in return slowed down internal progress. What they have done at some point 
has become counterproductive. The internal review process now has created a 
set of hurdles that inhibit progress. The design staff, those that do the work 
and drive the engine at Capital, are now constantly running into these 
obstacles created by these bureaucrats. The majority of us are licensed 
professionals in landscape architecture, engineering, architecture. Yet we are 
at the mercy of these non-professionals that continuously stop our progress 
for the sake of meeting these "steps" in Unifier. I suggest this system gets a 
hard look and hopefully the process is streamlined. I believe DDC 
(Department of Design and Construction) got rid of Unifier once they realized 
how cumbersome it is. I also suggest that the professional designers should 
be running the process. If you are not licensed, perhaps your role at Parks 
Capital should not be so prominent.
Yes, there are improvements from some.of the changes, it is not all bad. But 
we waste an insurmountable amount of productivity time dealing with this 
cumbersome and inadequate system. And I believe Parks pays a lot to Oracle 
for us to use this program.
Thank you for considering my comment.
Gus
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Comments on NYC Parks efficiency   22 July 2026 

I’m delighted that you asked for suggestions on improving efficiency.   I am a landscape 
architect and ecological restorationist who has worked at NYC Parks since 1989, under 
several mayors and parks commissioners.  Thank you for your consideration of these 
comments.  

 

Park funding 

The policy that directs funds from sports franchises on city parkland to the general fund, is 
a major source of inefficiency.   NYC Parks, particularly maintenance funding, is so 
underfunded that many capital projects look terrible after just a year or two.    The city  
spends huge amounts of money to build and plant greenspaces, which often decline 
rapidly  due to unrealistic expectations of who will maintain these living landscapes, and 
how much effort that could take.  The idea that public parkland can be managed using 
volunteer labor instead of adequately  funding Maintenance and Operations (as a person 
who has voluntarily helped maintain several of the parks I designed …for a while) is 
unsustainable as a long-range solution.  Volunteers are great, but they can’t keep it up 
forever- city parkland deserves to be maintained by paid, professional, knowledgeable 
crews, preferably assigned long-term to the same parks, so that they can be most effective.   
If even a few percentage points of the money generated by US Tennis Association, Yankee 
Stadium, Mets Stadium and  public golf courses went to Parks Maintenance,   the 
investment made in constructing parks and playgrounds would go much farther and better 
serve the public.  

 

Reducing NYC’s Carbon Footprint  

NYC has been kidding itself about reducing its carbon footprint.  Many of the city’s 
programs in this direction are  well-intentioned,  useful and celebrated in the media,  but 
appear to be insufficient and/or less effective than they could be.  For example  the Million 
Trees planting, while catchy,  has not actually resulted in an expanded tree canopy in the 
city, due to the number of trees lost via various methods.   Streetside Green Infrastructure 
installations, which get better and better,  can not keep pace with the vast amount of new  
hardscape construction .  From my informal observations, most new buildings do not 
include retention or infiltrations areas to offset the additional storm runoff they generate.    
New seawalls, buildings  and hardscape features require enormous amounts of concrete 
which has a very high carbon footprint.  The city’s shift toward electric vehicles, while 
noticeably generating much less air pollution, is hardly carbon neutra from a big-picture 
perspectivel, as the  increasing demand for electricity depends on  hugely environmentally 
destructive  hydroelectric dams in eastern Canada,  which consumed millions of acres of 
forest and wetlands  essential to the indigenous communities there.    

In the light of increasing numbers of dangerously hot days,  the health burden on vulnerable 
New Yorkers and the burden on energy and health emergency infrastructure ,  NYC should 



take a fresh look at its business/growth model, which is filling up almost any available open 
lots with concrete structures.  The city should be much more aggressive about conserving 
greenspaces, wetlands and waterway access. For example, Flushing Meadows Park ‘s 
living green space is diminished year by year as USTA expands parking,  paved tennis 
courts, roadways replacing gravel and more  stadia;  Many acres of sports fields were 
converted to artificial turf  with plastic grass that sheds microplastics and PFAS into the 
ground, adjacent waterways and athlete’s bodies.    

“Last mile” warehouses  should be reconsidered in zoning;  these  have an outsized impact 
on air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, and noise pollution compared to traditional 
warehouses due to higher volumes of product flow, larger square footage needed to house 
inventory, and 24/7 operations. (Newtown Cr. Alliance 7/22/26). 

 

Areas of extensive interagency review- SWPPP 

Review of parks capital design work by other agencies ranges from the helpful /cooperative 
to the trivially annoying  to the  compromise of public health, safety and welfare.   While 
interagency reviews / regulation by Public Design Commission,  Community Boards, Dept. 
of Environmental Conservation,  US Army Corps and  Dept. of Transportation can add time 
and expense to the process of getting a design into construction,  these pale by 
comparison with DEP’s SWPPP program.  

 

The SWPPP program,  well-intentioned to increase the proportion of storm water absorbed 
by  parkland,  has become an excessive,  burdensome and sometimes counterproductive 
requirement with minimal negotiating room.   So complex and time-consuming that Parks 
is now mostly outsourcing the SWPPP exercise to engineering consultants, the rules seem 
only to apply to park land for public park uses, while big buildings displace green or porous 
spaces with no mitigation.   Often DEP requires underground concrete retention structures 
in a misguided, one-agenda approach to increase calculated storm water retention.  In 
practice, however, this displaces park soil with all of the living microorganisms,  insects 
and soil-dwelling wildlife that help trees adapt to the stress of urban conditions;  they also 
reduce and fragment rooting space for trees,  decreasing their stability and potentially 
making them more vulnerable to toppling over and becoming safety hazards;  SWPPP 
involvement increases both design time/effort and cost, and increases the carbon footprint 
of these spaces by using more concrete and excavating/disposing of the soil.     

There are more holistic and sustainable ways for the city to reduce stormwater runoff. 

 

Privatization of park design  

In the mistaken belief that consultant design firms may do a better or faster job on a park 
design than in-house professional staff,  there is an increasing trend to choose  consultants 
instead of utilizing the qualified in-house professional staff.  I believe this originiated  when  



Mayor Bloomberg initiated a program to support local businesses, however it has recently 
become more pronounced.   

Hiring  consultants, over seen by in-house professionals, builds a lot of redundancy and 
extra staff time into the process of producing a final set of construction documents for bid.   
The time it takes in-house staff to  assist consultants in navigating Parks’s unique process, 
and correct in their designs based on institutional knowledge and best practices,  makes 
the process longer.   In the same time and for the same or less money, the in-house staff 
could have done it themselves while training a new designer shadowing them to do it as 
well.   The Parks in-house teams should be staffing up fully instead of sending more and 
more projects to consultants, while using consultants on  rare, specialized projects with no 
in-house  staff having the skills needed.   

 

In a related redundancy, EDC has been taking on certain Parks design, in conjunction with 
private commercial development agendas.  This is redundant because there are 2 
independent agencies with different objectives working on city park land.  “Emergency”  
waterfront projects  such as Lower East Side Resiliency Project, which are destructive of 
the benthic and  shoreline environment,  separate communities from the water’s edge,  
misleadingly claim illusions of safety from floods when in fact water will continue to collec 
in low areas and come up through the ground  during flood events;  some of the EDC 
waterfront projects have  huge carbon footprints,  and  try to rigidly stabilize  naturally 
flexible systems, in opposition to  the physics of how shores naturally move .   

 

Internal efficiency 

Opportunities to improve efficiency at Capital Projects include:  

-Finding ways to reuse lightly contaminanted soil, treating it as a resource  instead 
of trucking as a waste product  to landfills, such as leaving it in place, but covering it with 
thick vegetation to  prevent public exposure to it.   

-Reducing redundant middle management and orienting  those people toward 
project production.   

 

Thank you again.  

Marcha Johnson, PhD, ASLA  

 







 
 

 
 

Testimony for the Commission on Government Efficiency 
by Heather Lubov, Executive Director 

 
For 37 years, we at City Parks Foundation (CPF) have connected New Yorkers to their parks 
through free arts, sports, and environmental education. Through Partnerships for Parks and 
the Parks and Open Space Partners coalition, we support and convene hundreds of 
community groups and nonprofit partners across all five boroughs, from major conservancies 
to volunteer-run "friends of" groups. This breadth gives us a unique perspective on how New 
Yorkers experience working with the city to care for and activate public spaces, and the 
challenges they face negotiating license agreements, and managing insurance requirements, 
permitting, capital process hold-ups, and more. 
 
We respectfully request that COGE consider amending the charter to reflect that non-profit 
organizations that work on public property and have a mission to provide public benefit, 
should be treated differently from for-profit entities when creating agreements and licenses 
to operate on said public property.  Fundraising activities, for example, are planned to bring 
in revenue to pay for the cost of free programming, not for the organization itself to benefit. 
 
NYC Parks has a long history of partnering with nonprofits, and has had a very 
forward-thinking approach.  But even with our nearly 40-year working relationship, there are 
still challenges.  We would like to share two examples that demonstrate the continued 
suspicion and mistrust to which we are subjected. 
 
The Swedish Cottage Marionette Theater is a historic house in Central Park that we have 
co-managed with NYC Parks since 1996, when we jointly raised funds for its renovation. The 
improvements included a new event space that allowed us to host birthday parties for 
families for a small fee, which raised around $80K annually.  We used that money to hire 
part-time puppeteers to increase capacity by staffing our traveling PuppetMobile, which 
presents free puppet shows in parks in other parts of the City that have less programming. 
While we did have an MOU with NYC Parks when we first joined forces, it expired in 2003.  
About five years ago, we were told that because we did not have an active license 
agreement, we could no longer hold the birthday parties and generate the revenue for the 
PuppetMobile, a sum that totaled roughly $80K. As a result, we had to let go of the part-time 
puppeteers, dropping from 110 PuppetMobile performances and 22,000 audience members 
to just 43 shows and 3,720 audience members.  While raising philanthropic dollars seems 
perfectly acceptable for us, we just aren’t allowed to further diversify revenue, although both 
sources help pay for its operations.  Today, despite more than 30 years of this partnership, 
the Law Department continues to question whether or not we bring enough “value” to 
warrant a sole source license agreement, so we remain in limbo.  
 
Next is SummerStage, a 40-year old arts festival presenting 50+ free concerts across the city 
and for which we do have a license agreement.   Even though our shows are free, we pay 
market rates for artist fees and production, so that our shows, while free for audiences, are 
of equal quality to those you might see at any other festival or venue.  As prices keep rising, 
we need to identify creative revenue solutions, including offering Capital One, our long-time, 
dedicated sponsor, the “title” to the festival, meaning they would name the festival, e.g., The 
Capital One SummerStage Festival,” which is a very common way to bring in sponsorship 
dollars. Because the name “SummerStage” is official city property, and even though the 

 



 

money coming from the sponsor is being given to us exclusively to pay for free concerts that 
benefit the community, we had to create a special concessions agreement with NYC Parks.  
While being reviewed by the Law Department, the lack of ability to offer exclusivity and the 
intense scrutiny about the size and order of the various names and logos nearly killed the 
offer. Then we had to go to the FCRC, which did nothing beyond rubber-stamping the 
agreement that NYC Parks was recommending, but added yet another delay. It was only 
through the herculean efforts of NYC Parks staff and our government relations team that we 
did not lose the sponsorship, worth $750k to the festival annually.   
 
In both cases, why did the city Law Department and Budget Office treat with distrust a 
steadfast, nonprofit partner, rather than empower its own Parks Department to support and 
enable its non-city partners? The Parks Department has competent and knowledgeable 
lawyers on staff – though it could use more because of the workload - to identify appropriate 
partners and to negotiate an agreement in good faith.  We do not think the extra steps to 
which we were subjected yielded better results, and instead, have cost us and other similar 
nonprofit stewardship organizations thousands of dollars in needless legal fees to negotiate 
and then renegotiate with different layers of government. 
 
We ask that the Commission consider writing rules for the Charter and the Administrative 
Code that outline alternative ways to treat nonprofit partners.  We are not using city-owned 
property to profit.  We are providing a public service and are not benefiting. Please do not 
treat us as antagonists. More broadly, we encourage the Commission to look at any of the 
many provisions in the charter that guide the ways in which the city legally, contractually 
and financially interacts with established, decades-long nonprofit public space partners and 
ask: are these licensing, contracting, and concessions provisions treating those partners as 
trusted and vetted allies, or not?  Does it recognize that they are raising money as nonprofits, 
and not making money for profit, and that every procedural hurdle thrown at them results in 
less programming and services for parks, especially in light of inadequate public spending on 
parks? Do the provisions instead recognize, affirm, encourage and incentivize their efforts? 
The layers of review and the policies that have taken hold are not protecting anyone, they 
are depriving New Yorkers from the benefit of free programming.   





































Some thoughts and recommendations from Mike Hickey  
 
First off, let me congratulate The commission for all the hard work to get to this moment with five 
amendments to propose. I want to particularly acknowledge the leadership of Ann Cheng and 
the staff who I am sure have been working long hours to make this possible. 
 
I know that many friends and colleagues whom I’ve been speaking to over the course of the 
Commission’s actions will be weighing in with detailed commentary on the proposed 
amendments.  They are far more qualified to do so than me, and I won’t clutter the feedback 
channel with more generic observations about them.  
 
I will, however, offer two important caveats that look to what’s next.   
 
1. This work must continue beyond November 3, 2026 
 
I was one of those advocating from the start for much deeper structural reforms, particularly as 
they pertain to procurement and civil service.  While the Commission’s recommendations are 
laudable and useful, they are rather incremental.  I’m sure this was by design, and I’m not sure it 
was the wrong choice given the timeline and complexity of even the simplest of changes.   
 
The challenges facing city operations, however, are deep and deeply damaging.  They interfere 
with the most basic aspects of taking care of our city and our citizens, they debilitate trust in 
government’s ability to make progress and support change, and they curtail the potential of all of 
us at an almost unimaginable scale.   
 
I know of what I speak.  I ran a 350 person team at the DOE that supported our nearly 100,000 
students affected by homelessness, and I struggled every day alongside my colleagues to get 
kids to school, make sure they had food and clothing so that they weren’t stigmatized by living in 
overt poverty, and help schools and shelters work together to keep students and families stable 
and engaged in learning and growth.   
 
We were supposed to be funded and staffed to do so, but by far the hardest things to 
accomplish (even beyond the challenges of working with families affected by multiple traumas) 
involved our interactions with simply trying to buy services and supplies, and hire the positions 
we were promised.  Our own colleagues in the DOE’s finance and personnel teams were often 
at a loss of how to even explain the complex, kafkaesque processes we were forced to navigate 
over and over, let alone dedicate resources to helping us do so.  A friend of mine likened it to 
being a boxer in a ring that keeps getting knocked down over and over, and deciding to stand 
again through sheer stubbornness.   
 
To accept that these are the conditions government personnel must work under, and that our 
fellow citizens should tolerate to receive basic services and benefits, is to agree that 
government itself is fundamentally inept and deserves to be hollowed out, broken up, and 
busted down.  It’s really that bad.    



 
But in order to induce the transformation necessary, we need to build the capacity as a city to 
engage in tough conversations, make hard choices, accept more risk, empower more 
leadership, and hold onto a vision that goes well beyond incremental change.   
 
We need to build, authorize and empower leadership that can advance structural 
transformation.   
 
We are not there yet.   
 
2. The good news is, we have everything we need 
 
COGE has done remarkable work building on the already existing knowledge, research, and 
artifacts that all clearly are pointing us in the direction we need to go.  If anything, it’s almost 
done its job too well: there’s more than we’ve had time to sift through and fully understand, let 
alone shape into actionable approaches to change.   
 
We are also at a moment when COGE has catalyzed attention and ideas from experts and 
leaders that represent the deepest roots of our own communities, and also extend far beyond 
the borders of New York City.  This includes highly experienced partners who have been 
studying how to make government perform from the level of an individual staff member, to the 
function of an agency, to the alignment of information management systems cutting across all of 
city operations.  I’m pleased to count myself among them.   
 
COGE has captured the attention and imagination of people who are hopeful, and this is no 
small accomplishment.   
 
I would strongly recommend that we build on this momentum through four sequenced 
workstreams: 

a.​ Convene and gather. There are already hubs and spokes of leaders connected to the 
work of the Commission. These could be organized and brought together in various 
forms, as working groups and auxiliary teams, to begin sorting through the materials that 
have been gathered and developed in order to provide coherence and cohesion built 
around specific solution sets.  This could include sub-groups focused on various 
elements of procurement, civil service, permitting and licensure, and aspects of city-wide 
and agency-wide organizational structures and practices such as financial operations 
and contracting - just to name a few. 

b.​ Synthesize and frame. These partners, in collaboration with the City and other 
stakeholders, could begin organizing the content that's been accumulated and building a 
more navigable framework that could be used by administration officials, deputy mayors 
and commissioners, policy experts, advocates, and funders to understand and begin to 
build recommendations for change. This is not about creating a report or a series of 
findings. It's about creating a set of working tools that capture important concepts for 



change and allow people to bring those into conversation for the co-design of strategic 
approaches. 

c.​ Develop tactics.  As the working groups identify the points of intervention and the 
approaches they would like to use, they should also be identifying the tactical activities 
that would need to occur to advance change. That includes everything from, staff 
development and training, to redesigning or rebuilding legacy information management 
systems, to reconsidering existing procedural guidance, to seeking to transform 
regulatory barriers.  Each concept needs to be grounded in not just an understanding of 
how to drive change, but ideally examples of people who have accomplished those 
changes and how they did so. 

d.​ Prioritize. Perhaps most important and most difficult of all is the final step, which is to 
take all of those ideas for transformation and begin to assign some value to the 
presumed fiscal cost, political cost, and impact of implementation. Even if we're simply 
saying that those three categories are ranked high, medium, and low, we need a place to 
start that allows us to see which changes rise to the top in terms of speed of delivery and 
scale of result. We can't do everything everywhere all at once. We need informed 
perspectives grounded in practical experience that are making tough choices about the 
places where we invest our time and energy to build momentum for change. 

A final thought on what happens next 

I believe there is a hunger for change. I believe there is a hope that the Mamdani administration 
can accomplish more and take up a position of national leadership on public sector 
transformation.  I believe that this would attract resources and support not just locally, but 
nationally and even internationally.  I believe that successful transformation will actually 
generate the capacity and backing to drive larger and larger ambitions.   
 
But doing this means that somebody must be empowered to lead. If I could ask the 
Commission to undertake one final action, it would be to recommend the form of that next body.   
 
I know that I, and many others, stand ready to continue this work.   
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