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CCCE RESPONSE TO 2025 NYC CHARTER REVISION COMMISSION
BALLOT PROPOSALS 2-4

INTRODUCTION

The Collective for Community Culture and the Environment (CCCE) is an
interdisciplinary network of professional women with expertise in
architecture, planning, zoning, housing, community development, research,
policy, and sustainable development. The Collective is New York City-based,
with projects throughout the tri-state area.

Like most groups of New Yorkers, Collective members have diverse opinions
about the three housing-themed initiatives on the upcoming November ballot
- specifically Ballot Questions 2, 3, and 4. Because of this diversity of
opinion, this statement is not an endorsement for or against any one of these
three ballot questions. Instead, it is offered in the spirit of public awareness
and the hope that our observations and reflections will help voters make
informed choices.

New York City has an affordable housing crisis, brought about by insufficient
development of truly affordable housing stretching over decades, by real
estate’s focus on developing market-rate and luxury housing that provides a
maximum return on investment, and by real estate speculation in targeted
neighborhoods across the city, which drives up rents, displaces longtime
residents, and encourages gentrification. The members of CCCE fully
support all efforts to develop new housing that is affordable to moderate,
low-income, and very low-income households, while also preserving existing
affordable housing options and tenant protections that allow all New
Yorkers, regardless of income, to continue living in this city.

The November 2025 ballot proposals put forward by Mayor Eric Adams'
Charter Revision Commission include three amendments to the City's land
use review and approval process that are being characterized as measures to
increase the supply of affordable housing in New York City.

However, the ballot questions sidestep issues relating to both local and
comprehensive planning. They focus solely on housing without considering
broader planning issues, such as transportation, education, open space,
flooding, and vulnerability to storm surges and sea level rise.

The measures also reduce or eliminate some forms of review currently
available to local communities in the land use process and impact their
ability to exert influence by removing final approval by the New York City
Council.

While member deference has held up affordable housing development in
some council districts, it has also allowed local councilmembers in other
districts to negotiate better affordable housing outcomes and community
benefits.

It is critical to take a close look at Ballot Questions 2, 3 and 4 to consider
them in light of both community-based and citywide comprehensive planning
that would provide context and balance local and citywide needs.
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BALLOT QUESTION 2: FAST TRACK AFFORDABLE HOUSING TO BUILD
MORE AFFORDABLE HOUSING ACROSS THE CITY

Would create two new fast-track mechanisms: (1) a Fast Track Zoning Action;
and (2) an Affordable Housing Fast Track

1- Fast Track Zoning Action: A new zoning action, administered by the Board

of Standards and Appeals (BSA), to fast-track the public review process for
publicly financed 100% affordable housing development by Housing
Development Fund Companies (HDFCs).

Would only require Community Board review, with final review and approval
by the BSA. Eliminates Borough President review, City Planning Commission,
and City Council review and approval.

According to the Charter Revision Commission Report:

e This option would only be available to HDFCs and only for publicly
financed 100% affordable housing projects.

e |t would only be available in zoning districts that already permit
residential uses.

e An HDFC would need to demonstrate that a project is consistent
with neighborhood character and that relief will promote affordable
housing development to be eligible for the Fast Track Zoning Action.

e Homes developed via a Fast Track Zoning Action would remain
affordable for the length of their regulatory agreement, generally
40-60 years, or any successor agreement.

DISCUSSION

Development of 100% affordable housing cooperatives by Housing
Development Fund Corporations (HDFCs), would provide affordable
homeownership opportunities for low- and moderate-income New Yorkers
and clearly help to alleviate the problem for that sector of the population.

However, HDFC cooperatives, which are financed by the Department of
Housing Preservation and Development (HPD) and governed by a regulatory
agreement (with income, resale and subletting restrictions), do not
guarantee long-term affordability. Once an HDFC co-op has repaid its debt
and is released from its obligations under the regulatory agreement, which
may occur as early as 30 years, it may choose to become market-rate rather
than create a successor agreement.

Fast Track Zoning Action removes review by elected officials and the City
Planning Commission and hands final approval, after Community Board
review, to the BSA, whose members are appointed by the mayor. As it is
currently structured, the body lacks the staff and the experience to evaluate
housing proposals or to adequately evaluate neighborhood conditions.
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2 - Affordable Housing Fast Track: A new public review procedure for
applications that deliver affordable housing in the 12 community districts
that had the lowest rate of affordable housing permitting in the previous five
years, building on the City’s recently adopted Fair Housing Framework as
well as existing processes within the BSA.

Would require concurrent review by the Community Board and Borough
President, with final review and approval by the City Planning Commission.
Eliminates review and approval by the City Council.

According to the Charter Revision Commission Report:

e This option would serve as an enforcement mechanism for the Fair
Housing Framework, aimed at increasing housing production in
parts of the city that fail to meet housing targets.

It would apply only in the 12 community districts that show the lowest rate of
affordable housing permitting in the previous five years. Those community
districts would remain subject to the Fast Track until the next five-year cycle
determines a new set of districts.

e Rezoning applications that are required to deliver affordable
housing under the Mandatory Inclusionary Housing program (MIH) in
these 12 districts would have the option of using the Affordable
Housing Fast Track.

e The ordinary process of land use review would remain in place for
the rest of the city. This amendment alters the review only for
proposals legally required to deliver affordable housing. It
otherwise leaves the City’s system of land use review unchanged.

e Environmental review and historic preservation procedures remain
unchanged.

e The City Planning Commission must find that an application is
adequately supported by transit, sewer and other infrastructure
before it is approved for Fast Track.

DISCUSSION

The identification of the 12 community districts is not connected to a
citywide planning framework for housing that comprehensively analyzes
supply, demand, and need. The process as described does not account for
how much affordable housing a district already has, only what has been
produced in the last five years. Nor would the process account for past
rezonings with MIH that increased residential floor area but resulted in a
minimal amount of affordable units.
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The Affordable Housing Fast Track relies heavily on market rate
development and MIH to produce affordable housing, unlike the Fast Track
Zoning Action, described above, which supports publicly financed 100%
affordable housing developed by HDFCs.

MIH, which may be applicable in certain districts, requires 20% to 30% of
residential floor area to be permanently affordable for low- and moderate-
income New Yorkers at a range of incomes, generally between 40% and 80%
of Area Median Income (AMI), in exchange for increased residential density.
The 2025 AMI for the New York City region (encompassing New York City, as
well as Putnam, Rockland, and Westchester Counties) is $145,800 for a
three-person family. While this may be reasonable for the city as a whole and
surrounding wealthy counties, it does not reflect local income levels and
affordability needs.

The expedited, 90-day review process being proposed for modest housing
increases under the Affordable Housing Fast Track effectively removes the
community-borough president-local council member leverage over projects.
It is also silent on the question of the level of affordability within the MIH
income bands-a point that is often negotiated by the council member with
the developer during the ULURP process. Giving the City Planning
Commission the power to make final decisions over MIH projects removes
the local lens from the equation, opening up questions of whether a citywide
decision-making body possesses the ability to make truly informed
decisions.

While fast tracking affordable housing development clearly responds to New
York City’s current affordable housing crisis, eliminating the role of the New
York City Council in reviewing and approving affordable housing applications
removes one of the only ways in which local communities, who play an
advisory role, can work with their local council member in

negotiating deeper affordability levels with a developer, or ensuring that
siting of housing projects is compatible with adjacent uses. It also creates a
disturbing precedent for future amendments to the New York City Charter
that negate civic engagement and local opinion in other land use decisions in
favor of expediency.

It is not clear from the ballot proposal what form of environmental review
would be conducted with the Affordable Housing Fast Track - whether this
would require preparation of an Environmental Assessment Statement and a
Negative Declaration.
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BALLOT QUESTION 3: SIMPLIFY REVIEW OF MODEST HOUSING AND
INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECTS

Creates a new land use review process, the Expedited Land Use Review
Procedure (ELURP) for modest housing proposals that increase residential
capacity by no more than 30% or allow housing with a standard height no
taller than 45 feet; for acquisition, disposition, and City Map changes related
to affordable housing; and for infrastructure and resiliency projects, such as
raising the grade of a street to prevent flooding, or building solar panels on
public land. The Commission’s rationale is that this proposal opens up
opportunities for smaller builders, nonprofit developers, and minority and
women-owned business enterprises who do not have the capacity to
undertake the lengthy and costly ULURP process, which favors larger, well-
capitalized firms.

Would require concurrent review by the Community Board and Borough
President, followed by City Planning Commission review and final vote.
Eliminates review and final approval by the City Council, except for projects
requiring City Council review under state law, in which case City Council
review would replace review by the City Planning Commission.

According to the Charter Revision Commission Report:

e This option would apply only to the development of affordable
housing, disposition of city-owned land for affordable housing
development, and minor infrastructure and resiliency projects. More
significant changes would continue to go through ULURP, including
review by the City Council, as they do today.

e Categories eligible for ELURP would include modest multifamily
developments (up to 45’ in height and a maximum FAR of 2) in low-
density areas; and modest increases in residential capacity (30% or
less) in medium- and high-density areas.

e All sites subject to ELURP would be required to deliver permanently
affordable housing to use their full development potential. ELURP
map changes would generally trigger MIH requirements. In those
instances where MIH cannot be required, sites would need to deliver
permanently affordable housing to use their full development
potential under the City’s Universal Affordability Preference
program.

e Inlow-density districts, zoning map changes that increase
residential capacity to any district with a standard height limit of 45
feet would be eligible for ELURP.

e ELURP could not be used to rezone from a district with height limits
(“contextual districts”) to a district without height limits (non-
contextual districts”).
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e Environmental review, historic district and landmarks protections,
and construction and safety standards would remain unchanged.

e No application requiring an EIS would be eligible for ELURP. “...if a
project by its size or nature requires an environmental impact
statement (EIS) under state and local law, it will remain subject to
ULURP in order to receive more extensive public and environmental
review.”

e No proposal would be “as of right” and exempt from public review.
DISCUSSION

Both the proposed Affordable Housing Fast Track in Ballot Question 2 and
the proposed ELURP in Ballot Question 3, rely to a large extent on
development of affordable housing by the private sector, under the
Mandatory Inclusionary Housing program, which requires 20% to 30% of
residential floor area, in areas where zoning changes significantly increase
permitted residential density, to be permanently affordable for low- and
moderate-income New Yorkers. We note that HDFCs and other nonprofits
are also private entities, but they are covered in Part 1 of Question 2 and
typically do not fall under MIH requirements. MIH has resulted in substantial
market rate development in certain parts of the city but has not had a great
track record in terms of increasing affordable housing supply or providing
deeply affordable housing.

While the benefits of ELURP for certain dispositions, acquisitions, map
changes related to affordable housing, and minor infrastructure projects are
relatively clear, it is unclear to what extent ELURP would further affordable
housing development in exchange for “modest” increases in density,
particularly in medium- and high-density areas.

It is also not clear how the proposed ELURP would relate to the Universal
Affordability Preference (UAP) program in the recently adopted City of Yes
for Housing Opportunity text amendment. While development sites in areas
zoned for MIH must include permanently affordable housing, the UAP
program is voluntary.

UAP allows buildings to be at least 20% larger, so long as the increased
residential capacity is used for affordable housing, in order to take full
advantage of a site’s development potential. The permanent affordability
requirement would presumably not apply in those instances where
developers choose not to take advantage of the full permitted increased
residential floor area.

Some observers have concluded that Ballot Question #3 does not require
affordable housing at all. As a process, ELURP does not in itself require
affordability. Rather, it would expedite land use review for zoning map
changes that increase residential capacity up to 30% in exchange for
affordability. ELURP would serve to facilitate affordable housing
development under MIH and UAP, but only if developers take full advantage
of a site’s development potential.
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Without further information, including specific examples, and without
greater transparency, it is impossible for voters to make an informed
judgment on the proposed ballot measure.

Consideration should be given to the consequences of increased residential
capacity, both under ELURP and the Affordable Housing Fast Track, in terms
of the potential loss of existing rent-stabilized housing through site
assemblages, already prevalent in high-density districts such as Manhattan’s
Upper West Side and Upper East Side.

BALLOT QUESTION 4: ESTABLISH AN AFFORDABLE HOUSING APPEALS
BOARD WITH COUNCIL, BOROUGH, AND CITYWIDE REPRESENTATION

This proposal would modify ULURP, for applications that create affordable
housing, by removing the Mayor’s existing veto power as well as the City
Council’s power to override that veto, and replacing them with a three-
person board comprising the Borough President of the affected borough, the
Speaker of the City Council, and the Mayor, or their designees.

The existing Uniform Land Use Review Procedure (ULURP) would remain the
same - from community board review through City Council review and final
vote. However, the Affordable Housing Appeals Board would have the power
to reverse the Council’s disapproval of an action creating affordable housing,
or individual modifications made by the Council, effectively curtailing the
informal practice of “member deference.”

According to the Charter Review Commission Report :

e This proposal would provide greater weight to citywide and
boroughwide perspectives than currently exists.

e The Appeals Board would only come into play for applications that
create affordable housing.

° Review by the Appeals Board would only cover land use actions
affecting a single borough, not citywide actions or those affecting
more than one borough.

e Review by the Appeals Board would be initiated by an appeal from
an applicant or because two members of the Appeals Board have
opted to “call up” a City Council action.

e The Appeals Board could take no action unless two of the three
elected officials agree.

e The Appeals Board would not have the power to craft new
modifications.
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DISCUSSION

Establishment of an Affordable Housing Appeals Board effectively limits the
City Council’s final decision-making power with regard to affordable housing
applications that must go through ULURP, primarily to address the purported
chilling effect of "member deference” in zoning and land use decisions and
promote equitable distribution of affordable housing throughout the city.

While this and other proposed charter amendments treat the issue of council
member deference as a policy that is written in stone, this practice is not a
law or even policy. In September, 2025, the City Council voted to approve a
project in the Bronx (Just Home) for formerly incarcerated people despite the
local Council Member’s objections, demonstrating that concern for
increasing the supply of needed housing can outweigh deference to what
might be more parochial concerns.

Contrary to perceived notions of member deference, local council members
often use their position to achieve more for local communities. In 2021,
during the Gowanus rezoning, then Councilmember Brad Lander was able to
leverage his role in the land use approval process to secure significant
commitments from the city and the developers for existing residents,
including on-site stormwater management, funding for NYCHA repairs,
protections for local artists, and increased affordability-all of which were
concerns coming from district constituents. Then Councilmember Lander
spearheaded a local planning process in advance of the rezoning to ensure
that constituents had a voice in the process, and then was able to ensure that
their concerns were met in the final project outcomes.

CONCLUSION

While the Affordable Housing Appeals Board eliminates the mayor’s veto of
a City Council vote to disapprove, there are other ways that the ballot
measures consolidate the mayor’s control over land use. For example, the
Fast Track Zoning Action moves publicly funded affordable housing into the
purview of the Board of Standards and Appeals (BSA). BSA members are all
appointed by the mayor, unlike the City Planning Commission whose
members are jointly appointed by the mayor, the public advocate, and
borough presidents. Removing the review and decision-making authority of a
democratically elected City Council with regard to land use and handing it
over to unelected city officials and commissioners reduces the transparency
and accountability of decisions impacting neighborhoods for decades to
come.

The ballot measures as drafted would trigger significant reductions in the
power of communities to exert leverage over local decisions. These
reductions are presumably aimed at those community boards which oppose
affordable housing or even higher density on principle and which have been
able to thwart such proposals in the past. The Affordable Housing Fast Track
- for community districts that show the lowest rate of affordable housing
permitting in the previous five years shrinks the process to simultaneous
reviews by the affected community board and borough president, followed
by City Planning Commission review and final vote. In practice this will mean
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that a borough president’s review and recommendations will no longer build
on the perspectives and experiences of the local community board as
documented in recommendation reports and public testimony, a nexus that
has always provided at least some opportunity for the two advisory votes
(from the community board and the borough president) to be amplified within
the process and gain some traction at the City Planning Commission review.
This nexus has given communities leverage to demand, in some cases, more
affordability at levels needed in the community, or a mix of unit sizes that is
relevant to communities, or other considerations of the broader local
planning context that are critical to the vote of the local council member (as
in the case of the Gowanus rezoning).

In closing, the three housing-related ballot questions that will be put to New
York City voters in the November 2025 elections are imprecise and
somewhat misleading. The Charter Revision Commission Final Report does
not provide sufficient clarity for voters to carefully consider the implications
of each ballot question and make an informed decision. It also provides no
examples to illustrate potential outcomes.

Expediting affordable housing development sounds great as a response to
the affordable housing crises and will obviously garner a positive response
from New Yorkers struggling to pay their rent or find housing that they can
afford. But the devil is in the details.

Measures to increase housing supply, particularly affordable housing, would
benefit from a clear understanding and consideration of local context as well
as citywide needs, not only in terms of housing but also with regard to all
forms of infrastructure and urban systems.

If the Charter change proposals are passed by the electorate, some of the
issues we have discussed will need to be addressed in the implementation
details of these changes.

If the proposals are rejected, then new alternative approaches for supporting
the provision and protection of affordable housing must be

developed. These should include Community and Comprehensive planning
initiatives that effectively respond to the problems that the proposed
Charter changes are identifying.

This brief report was written in order to raise awareness of the potential
consequences of the ballot measures, especially in light of their impacts on
local participation in land use decision-making. CCCE will contribute a longer
white paper on how to bring about a more effective and just planning process
in NYC that balances democratic participation with both local and citywide
needs, that is aimed at informing the next mayoral transition team.



