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Speaker Adams, Chair Restler, and Members of the Committee on Governmental 

Operations, State and Federal Legislation.  I am submitting this testimony as mayor 

of the City of New York to express my concerns regarding Intro. 908, which would 

require the advice and consent of the City Council for 21 city commissioners. 

 

As you know, the mayor of New York City has had sole authority to appoint 

Commissioners and agency heads since 1884 – for 140 years – and for good 

reason. In March 1884, then Governor Grover Cleveland signed a bill into law 

placing the responsibility to appoint agency heads solely with the mayor. Governor 

Cleveland issued a signing statement emphasizing that the principles of good 

government required this change because New Yorkers are best served by vesting 

the power of appointment only in the mayor who is “elected by all of the people in 

the municipality,” not by dividing or sharing that power with legislators who are 

“responsible only to their constituents in their respective districts.” Cleveland further 

wrote: "If the chief executive of the city is to be held responsible for its order and 

good government, he should not be hampered by any interference with his selection 

of subordinate administrative officers…” and “[t]he plea should never be heard that 

a bad nomination had been made because it was the only one that could secure 

confirmation.” 

 

The real world impacts this legislation, if enacted, would have on every New Yorker 

across the five boroughs would be vast, and once you think about the proposal you 

are quick to conclude that it would be undoubtedly bad for New Yorkers.  

Any uncertainty or delay in appointing agency leadership creates the real possibility 

for harm from delayed service delivery. From emergency management to senior 

services, to health care continuity, to garbage collection and construction safety – 

this bill risks diminishing the City’s ability to manage and respond to the service 

needs that we all hear from the public everyday. Right now, we regularly experience 

significant delays in scheduling confirmation hearings for the relatively small 

number of nominees to even be considered by the City Council. As we have seen 

many times, major events have challenged the City such that administrative and 

political delays could have major, negative impact on the delivery of service and 



confidence of New Yorkers in their government. You only need to look back to the 

prior administration when the Health commissioner resigned in the midst of the fight 

against COVID. Imagine taking several weeks or months for a new commissioner 

to take their place, and the impacts of that vacuum of leadership would have for the 

staff of the agency, and New Yorkers at-large. 

On top of those risks, the politicization of the appointment process can have many 

harmful implications for New York City’s professional governance. While the City 

is able to attract some of the best talent to lead our agencies, there are significant 

sacrifices those individuals make in order to serve New Yorkers, whether that is in 

the form of salary or work-life balance. Adding the uncertainty and potential for 

public spectacle of an “advice and consent” process to the list of sacrifices would 

seriously hamper the city’s ability to attract and retain good talent. We have a clear 

example of how this process can be corrupted by politics when we look to our 

nation’s capital and see a process that is weaponized and politicized to score cheap 

political points and is a disservice to the American people. This legislation would 

have the same effect on New Yorkers. 

Prior to 1884, the City experimented with a system where the city’s legislators – 

known as the Board of Aldermen – confirmed the mayor’s appointments. To put it 

plainly, the system proved to be bad government, primarily because it induced a lack 

of accountability. When there is no one clearly in charge, and therefore no one who 

can clearly shoulder blame, New Yorkers lose faith in government. This is precisely 

why the Aldermen system of confirming mayoral appointments was abandoned. In 

short, it was tried and failed and the City moved decisively away from it in order to 

bring more accountability to city government and services. 

  

The mayor’s power to appoint agency heads has remained intact since 1884. In fact, 

multiple charter review commissions have reinforced that this mayoral authority is 

critical both to the mayor’s ability to govern and to the people’s ability to hold the 

mayor accountable at the polls. In 1975, for example, the Commission found: “It is 

the mayor whom the public holds accountable for City programs and services. With 

this responsibility must come authority to select those individuals who are to carry 

out executive policy.  The role of the City’s legislative bodies should be to evaluate 

and report on the performance of the mayor’s appointees.” 

   

There are only two exceptions in all of New York City government for which the 

City Council has advice and consent for non board or commission agency head 

appointments – for Commissioner of the Department of Investigations and the 

Corporation Counsel. The charter commissions said that those exceptions were made 



because of the very unique nature of those positions. The DOI Commissioner is 

responsible for conducting investigations citywide, including “as directed by the 

mayor or the council.”  Additionally, the Council’s recent charter commission 

distinguished the position of the Corporation Counsel, because that position 

represents not just the city agencies, but also the City Council and Comptroller.  As 

such, for those two positions, exceptions were made in recognition of the uniqueness 

of the posts.  

 

Lastly, the Council already has significant checks on the mayor’s power, including 

budget, land use, and oversight. The Council regularly holds oversight hearings, 

approves of the budgets, and legislates reporting requirements from City agencies. 

If there ever are shortcomings from any agency, the Council then holds those who 

have been appointed to do these jobs accountable. If for whatever reason the Council 

feels that information they are seeking is not being produced, they also have the 

authority to subpoena the administration to compel us to comply or face legal 

sanctions by a court. In other words, oversight from the Council already exists.  

Expanding that oversight to having final say on the mayor’s choice of who they want 

to lead agencies to carry out the polices that city voters elected them to carry out 

would be a disservice to New Yorkers for the reasons outlined throughout this 

testimony. 

 

I would ask that the Council reflect on the experience and judgment of past 

Governors, Mayors, Charter Revision Commissions and others who have all come 

to the same conclusion: this proposal is misguided. I urge you to reject this proposal, 

if brought to a vote. I thank you for the opportunity to share my concerns with Intro. 

908. I know that both the Administration and the Council have a shared commitment 

to good governance that is both reflective and responsive to the needs of all New 

Yorkers – one that is rooted in accountability and transparency to ensure public trust 

and to advance the public good.  



TESTIMONY OF PUBLIC ADVOCATE JUMAANE D. WILLIAMS
TO THE NEW YORK CITY COUNCIL COMMITTEES ON GOVERNMENT

OPERATIONS, STATE AND FEDERAL LEGISLATION

Good morning,

My name is Jumaane D. Williams, and I am the Public Advocate for the City of New York. I
thank Chair Restler and the members of the Committee on Government Operations, State and
Federal Legislation for holding this important hearing today.

Our city finds itself at the center of multiple crises: housing affordability, immigration, rising
childcare costs, failing infrastructure amidst heightened natural hazards. New York has one the
strongest mayoralties in the country but we have seen the problems that system presents across
many administrations. The proposal set forth by Speaker Adams would make the appointments
of specific city Commissioners subject to the advice and consent of the New York City Council,
making the process more transparent overall and eliminating the possibility of political
patronage. This is not about any one administration but rather ensuring that the Commissioners
in charge of our most critical agencies are uniquely qualified for their appointments and ready to
serve New Yorkers in their respective capacities.

Our city is the outlier here – not only on federal and state levels, but in many municipalities,
legislative approval of executive appointees is already the standard. It is also important to note
that Council approval is already required for dozens of board positions as well as certain
Commissioner positions including but not limited to the Department of Investigation and the
Taxi and Limousine Commission. Since the beginning of the Adams administration, the City
Council has approved a total of 35 appointees. I would argue the Council’s proposal for oversight
on just 21 of 80 overall Commissioner appointees isn’t enough. I would propose adding
additional leadership positions to this list, including police commissioner and education
chancellor, positions that are charged with the protection of our most vulnerable New Yorkers.

A genuine balance of power between the legislative and executive branches would improve
government for all New Yorkers. I support the Council in their efforts to increase oversight,
transparency, and accountability by strengthening their role in providing advice and consent.
Thank you.



C. Virginia Fields 
New York, NY 10030 

cvirginiafields@gmail.com 
 

 
 May 30, 2024 

 
Honorable Adrienne Adams 
Speaker 
New York City Council 
City Hall 
New York, NY 10007 
 
Dear Speaker Adams, 
 
I am writing, as a concerned New Yorker and former member of the New York City Council  

from1989-1998 and Manhattan Borough President from 1998-2005, to express opposition  

to  Int. No. 908 that seeks to “amend the New York  City Charter in relations to  

requiring council advice and consent for certain commissioners.”  

Approval of this legislation would increase advice and consent to  cover twenty-one  

Agencies, in addition to the eleven appointments, which are already subject  to council  

advice and consent; specifically, commissioner of investigation, corporation counsel,  

members of the board of the art commission, board of health, board of standards and  

appeal, city planning commission, civil service commission, landmarks preservation, tax  

commission, taxi and limousine commission, and public members of the environmental  

control board. If enacted, the bill would give the council advice and consent  for thirty-one  

of the New York City government appointments which represents a momentous change in  

the  process. 

Serving in elected o[ice  as a City Council Member and Borough President, I experienced  

(and still today) appreciate the extraordinarily complex nature of leading and managing this  

city. To do so, a mayor needs to be given the latitude to select and appoint a wide range of  

the agencies’ leadership especially related to the day-to-day operations. Making such 

appointments in a timely manner are required  for the continuous delivery of e[icient and  



e[ective services to New Yorkers.  

The Charter  Revision of 1989, year that I was elected as a member of the City  

Council dramatically changed the balance of power that elevated the  

council and Speaker to a powerful legislative body with many opportunities to make  

land use decisions,  develop policies, negotiate and approve budgets, investigate and  

monitor agencies, leading and speaking on behalf of New York City residents, and  

making a di[erence.  

Throughout the country, at every level of government, we are seeing  

continuous tensions between the legislative and executive branches of government. 

 As opposed to having an expanded advice and consent fight, it is important to do the  

frequently dreary work of listening to each other and sorting opinions to find  

compromise that works for the benefit of all New Yorkers.  

Respectfully Submitted, 

 

 

 

 







Hon. Helen D. Foster 

 

Bronx, New York 10452 

 

May 29, 2024 

 

Adrienne Adams 

Speaker of the New York City Council 

City Hall 

New York, NY 10007 

 

Dear Speaker Adams,  

I am writing in my capacity as a New Yorker and a former City Councilmember to express my strong 

opposition to Introduction 908 of 2024, that would require the advice and consent of the New York City 

Council for 21 city agency commissioners, introduced on May 23, 2024 and scheduled for a hearing in 

the Committee on Governmental Operations, State & Federal Legislation on May 29, 2024.  It is my 

understanding that the goal of this bill is for greater transparency and oversight; however, this is not the 

way to achieve this. This bill would result in devastating impacts on government operations and cross 

the clearly established lines for the role of the executive and the legislature.  

In reviewing the legislation, I believe it is of the utmost importance to remember that the mayor has 
had the sole power to appoint agency heads for 140 years.   
 
The city’s charter places the enormous responsibility of selecting agency heads to the mayor because, 
quite simply, the mayor is voted on by the entire city. The voters decide who they wish to lead and 
shape the goals of agencies that serve the entire city. The mayor is held accountable to all New Yorkers 
because the buck stops there. Councilmembers, on the other hand, are elected by a tiny fraction of New 
Yorkers, and often based on very local issues, and only represent small pockets of the city. 
Councilmembers often have competing goals, and that mindset will lead to persistent obstacles in the 
selections of agency heads, lack of clear priorities and direction for agency workers, and ultimately poor 
services for the city they serve. This is not an effective way for our city to function. 
 
I urge you to consider the potential harm this legislation could cause with gaps in agency administration 

and service delivery. Agencies don’t have the luxury of protracted leadership vacuums. Garbage must be 

picked up, streets must be plowed, health experts must have the ability to act quickly and provide 

guidance to the public. The list of basic government services that would be impacted goes on and on. I 

am urging you to not to put this up for a vote. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. I trust that you will represent the best interests of our 

community as you consider your decision. 

Sincerely, 

 

Helen D. Foster 











Testimony before the City Council 
City of New York 

Intro 908 
 

May 29, 2024 
 

 

My name is Mitchell Silver. I was NYC Parks Commissioner from 2014 to 

2021. I am testifying in opposition to Intro 908.  

 

Expanding advice and consent to dozens of commissioner appointments 

will politicize positions and discourage talented people from seeking them. 

 

The interviewing process for commissioners is extensive and evaluates 

leadership qualities, knowledge, and expertise. 

 

The DOI vetting process for commissioners is deep and thorough. The 

mayor and the public should rest assured that a candidate being 

considered for commissioner must undergo rigorous scrutiny by 

experienced investigators, ensuring the highest standards of integrity and 

competence.  

 

This advice and consent process can take months. It would be troubling to 

have a prolonged process at the start of every administration or when 

crucial openings affect the public. The process could potentially involve 

weeks, if not months, of hearings preventing administrations from having 

agency heads deliver for New Yorkers. 

 



 

The charter gives the mayor enormous responsibility for selecting agency 

heads. The mayor, who is voted on by the citywide, shapes the goals of 

agencies that serve the entire city, and he or she should be held 

accountable to all New Yorkers. 

 

New York City urgently needs a streamlined process when making 

appointments to key positions of NYC’s administration. The city's last need 

is another level of bureaucracy, which could delay crucial decisions and 

hinder the smooth functioning of the city. 

 

When a new mayor takes office, that person must have a clear, go-to 

leader for that agency. The agencies need to know who is in charge so 

they can continue their important work on day one.  

 
In closing, expanding advice and consent to dozens of commissioner 

appointments will politicize positions and discourage talented people from 

seeking them. 

 
If City Council advice and consent had been a practice in 2014 when the 

transition team approached me, I would have declined the offer of my name 

for consideration as the next NYC Parks Commissioner.  

 

Thank you. 
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CITIZENS UNION OF THE CITY OF NEW YORK 

Testimony before the City Council Committee on Governmental Operations, 

State & Federal Legislation 

City Hall – May 29, 2024 
 

Introduction 908-2024 (Adams) 

A Local Law to amend the New York city charter, in relation to requiring council advice and 

consent for certain commissioners 
 

Summary of provisions 

Intro 908-2024 (Adams) would amend the City Charter to require the advice and consent of the City 

Council for 21 commissioner appointments.1 The mayor would have 60 days to present a nomination 

before the Council, and if the Council rejects such nomination, the mayor will have 60 more days to 

present another nomination. A deputy commissioner would be acting commissioner until a new 

commissioner is confirmed to head the relevant agency. The bill requires the mayor to “make all 

reasonable efforts” to get a commissioner confirmed within 120 days. The bill does not mandate the 

Council to take action within a certain timeframe or limit the number of times nominations and 

rejections can occur. Because this bill “abolishes, transfers or curtails”2 the power of an elective officer, 

state law mandates that it be presented as a ballot question in a voter referendum.  

Summary of Citizens Union’s position 

• Substantial changes to the City’s system of checks and balances, like the ones proposed by Intro 
908-2024, should be given substantial time for deliberation, research, consideration, and public 
input. 

• The City Council should not rush through this Charter amendment process, and it should allow 
for more time, committee meetings, and public hearings to fully consider the implications of this 
proposal.  

• Neither should Mayor Adams rush through his own efforts to amend the City Charter through a 
recently formed Charter Revision Commission. 

 
1 The bill would expand advice and consent to the commissioners of buildings, children’s services, citywide administrative 
services, consumer and worker protection, cultural affairs, design and construction, emergency management, environmental 
protection, finance, health and mental hygiene, homeless services, housing preservation and development, information 
technology and telecommunications, parks and recreation, sanitation, small business services, social services, transportation, 
veterans’ services, and youth and community development, and the commissioner for the aging. 
2 Municipal Home Rule Law §23(2)(f) 
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• Given the short time allotted to review this proposed bill, Citizens Union could not fully consider 
the merits of this proposal and take a position on it.  

• However, we believe the list of commissioners in the bill deserves more scrutiny and a case-by-
case review, as it includes disparate agencies of different sizes and functions, and it is unclear 
why some were included and others excluded.  

• The Corporation Counsel is subject to advice and consent because that officer represents both 
the Mayor and Council, and the Commissioner of Investigation is subject to advice and consent 
because they must be sufficiently independent to conduct oversight of City Government. The 
commissioners proposed in the bill do not necessarily fall into one of these categories.  

• Citizens Union does support making the Police Commissioner subject to the advice and consent 
of the Council because of the unique role it serves and the status of the NYPD in City 
Government, but that officer is omitted from the bill. Most of the commissioners proposed in 
the bill do not fall into that category.  

 

Details of position 

Citizens Union is a nonpartisan good government group dedicated to political reform and accountability 
in New York City and State governments. For over a century, Citizens Union has been involved in various 
efforts to restructure City Government and amend the City Charter, and we have traditionally supported 
expanding the City Council’s oversight powers, increasing its investigative capabilities, and strengthening 
the review of appointments before the Council.3 We therefore have a keen interest in any proposed 
changes that could impact the balance of powers between the legislative and executive branches of New 
York City Government. 

COMMENTS ON THE LEGISLATIVE PROCESS  

Citizens Union believes substantial changes to the structure of City Government and its system of checks 
and balances, like the ones proposed by Intro 908-2024, should be given substantial time for 
deliberation, research, consideration, and public input.  

Previous expansions of the Council’s advice and consent powers were achieved through charter revision 
commissions (CRC). In 1989, a mayoral-appointed CRC proposed giving the Council the power to approve 
the Commissioner of Investigations. In 2019, a council-appointed CRC proposed giving the Council the 
power to approve the Corporation Counsel. A charter revision commission is not the only way to achieve 
substantial revisions of the City Charter, but it does provide the time and resources for extended study of 
issues, including comparative research, discussion, and public input.  

Intro 908-2024 was introduced on Thursday last week, less than a week before this public hearing. We 
urge the Council not to rush through this Charter amendment process, and to allow for more time, 
committee meetings, and public hearings to fully consider the implications of this proposal.  

 
3 See for example, Letter from good government groups to Council Speaker Adrieene Adams: Conduct a Meaningful Public 
Hearing Before Appointing the Next Board of Elections Commissioner, December 19, 2022 https://citizensunion.org/wp-
content/uploads/2022/12/Group-Letter-to-City-Council-on-BOE-commissioner-Appointment-Dec-2022.pdf  

https://citizensunion.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/12/Group-Letter-to-City-Council-on-BOE-commissioner-Appointment-Dec-2022.pdf
https://citizensunion.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/12/Group-Letter-to-City-Council-on-BOE-commissioner-Appointment-Dec-2022.pdf
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By the same token, we also urge Mayor Adams not to speed up his own efforts to amend the City 
Charter through a recently formed Charter Revision Commission4. The advantage of a blue-ribbon 
charter revision commission is its ability to conduct a comprehensive review of the Charter through a 
lengthy and thorough process, and previous commissions were given plenty of time to complete their 
work.5 As currently set up, the mayor’s Charter Revision Commission would only have three months 
during the summer to recruit professional staff, thoroughly review the Charter, seek meaningful public 
input, and draft proposals before a September 2024 deadline. 

The competing efforts to amend the Charter are reminiscent of political battles over ballot questions 
between then-mayor Rudy Giuliani and then-Speaker Peter Vallone,6 and during the Bloomberg 
administration.7 As Citizens Union stated in those instances, revising the City Charter (whether through 
a commission or legislative action) should be conducted deliberately and judiciously by engaging a 
broad spectrum of experts and ordinary New Yorkers. It would be in the City’s interest if both co-equal 
branches of City Government avoid misusing the City’s foundational document to score tactical political 
wins. 

COMMENTS ON THE CONTENT OF THE PROPOSAL  

Given the short time allotted to review this proposed bill, Citizens Union could not fully consider the 
merits of this proposal and the impact it would have on City Government. However, we believe the list 
of commissioners included in the bill deserves more scrutiny.  

Advice and consent by legislative bodies can serve as a useful tool to bring talented leaders to top 
positions in a transparent process that provides consensus and accountability. City councils and mayoral 
administrations have often worked well together to ensure qualified and agreeable candidates are 
confirmed in the roles where advice and consent were required. 

However, advice and consent can also be politicized to further the immediate interests of one branch of 
government over the other, regardless of the identity of a candidate or the needs of the public office. We 
have seen this play out in Washington, D.C. in recent years. 

The right approach depends on the circumstances of the position. The Commissioner of Investigation is 
subject to advice and consent because they must be sufficiently independent to conduct oversight of 
City Government. Citizens Union supported making the Corporation Counsel subject to Council advice 
and consent because that officer represents both the Mayor and Council. Citizens Union has also 
supported Council advice and consent be extended to cover the Police Commissioner because of the 
unique role it serves and the status of the NYPD in City Government. The officials proposed for 
confirmation in the bill do not fall into either category. 

 
4 May 21, 2024 Press Release, Mayor Adams Announces New Charter Revision Commission https://www.nyc.gov/office-of-the-
mayor/news/401-24/mayor-adams-new-charter-revision-commission  
5 The 2021 Racial Justice Commission was appointed in March 2021 and put a question on the ballot in November of 2022. The 
2019 Council CRC held its first meeting in July 2018 and worked for more than a year. The 2018 mayoral CRC was appointed in 
April of that year. The 2010 mayoral CRC was appointed in March of that year. 
6 Andy Newman, The New York Times, Sept. 3, 1998, Giuliani and Vallone Battle Over Charter Lawsuit 
https://www.nytimes.com/1998/09/03/nyregion/giuliani-and-vallone-battle-over-charter-lawsuit.html  
7 Michael Cooper, The New York Times, Oct. 21 2003, Appeals Court Blocks Vote On Lowering City Class Sizes 
https://www.nytimes.com/2003/10/21/nyregion/appeals-court-blocks-vote-on-lowering-city-class-sizes.html  

https://www.nyc.gov/office-of-the-mayor/news/401-24/mayor-adams-new-charter-revision-commission
https://www.nyc.gov/office-of-the-mayor/news/401-24/mayor-adams-new-charter-revision-commission
https://www.nytimes.com/1998/09/03/nyregion/giuliani-and-vallone-battle-over-charter-lawsuit.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2003/10/21/nyregion/appeals-court-blocks-vote-on-lowering-city-class-sizes.html


 

Page 4 
 

Intro 908-2024 proposes to expand advice and consent to 21 commissioners heading disparate agencies. 
They include some of the largest and some of the smallest agencies in City Government, as well as 
agencies that mainly provide services to citizens and those that mainly support other parts of 
government. It is unclear why some agencies are included in the list and others are excluded.  

Citizens Union believes a case-by-case review and scrutiny of the list of commissioners should be 
conducted. 

One clear omission from the list is the Police Commissioner. Because of the importance of the Police 
Commissioner and the impact of the NYPD on the daily lives of the City’s residents, CU had previously 
recommended that the appointment of the Police Commissioner be made subject to the advice and 
consent of the Council,8 and we repeat this recommendation here. A 2021 bill by Speaker Adrienne 
Adams (then chair of the Committee on Public Safety) proposed making such a change.9 We recommend 
this on the assumption that the Council, in evaluating the qualifications of nominees for Police 
Commissioner, will do so in a responsible manner and without the introduction of extraneous political 
considerations. 

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to address you today. For information and questions, please 

contact Ben Weinberg, Director of Public Policy, at bweinberg@citizensunion.org. 

 
8 Citizens Union Agenda for Police Reform – 2021 Issue Brief and Position https://citizensunion.org/wp-
content/uploads/2021/03/citizens-union-agenda-for-police-reform-part-1-governance-and-accountability-mar-2021.pdf  
9 A Local Law to amend the New York city charter, in relation to requiring advice and consent of the council for the police 
commissioner, Pub. L. No. Int 2209-2021. https://legistar.council.nyc.gov/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=4771042&GUID=510F929A-
DDB6-4C8C-9F28-93069BD24873&Options=&Search=  

mailto:bweinberg@citizensunion.org
https://citizensunion.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/03/CITIZENS-UNION-AGENDA-FOR-POLICE-REFORM-PART-1-GOVERNANCE-AND-ACCOUNTABILITY-MAR-2021.pdf
https://citizensunion.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/03/CITIZENS-UNION-AGENDA-FOR-POLICE-REFORM-PART-1-GOVERNANCE-AND-ACCOUNTABILITY-MAR-2021.pdf
https://legistar.council.nyc.gov/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=4771042&GUID=510F929A-DDB6-4C8C-9F28-93069BD24873&Options=&Search=
https://legistar.council.nyc.gov/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=4771042&GUID=510F929A-DDB6-4C8C-9F28-93069BD24873&Options=&Search=


WRITTEN TESTIMONY ON BEHALF OF COMMON CAUSE NEW YORK
before the New York City Council Committee on Governmental Operations,

State & Federal Legislation

Oversight Hearing re Int 0908-2024
May 29, 2024

Finding the right balance of power between separate branches of government is an
iterative process in a democracy. The last major redistribution of power in local
government was in 1989 when the Council expanded from 35 to 51 members and the
Board of Estimate was abolished which fundamentally transformed city governance.1

New York City’s current governance structure has long been considered a “strong”
mayor-council arrangement. The Mayor has broad authority to run the city, appoint
commissioners, prepare the budget and has veto power over legislation.2 With the
establishment of centralized management for the public school system, the largest
public school system in the country, power was further consolidated in the mayoralty in
2002.

The appointment-confirmation oversight structure creates another check and balance
between branches of government. In New York City, currently, the Council has the power
of ‘advice and consent’3 for the approval of a limited number of city commission
members or city agency heads. Advice and consent powers invest the Council with the
authority to approve these mayoral appointments by majority vote after a public hearing.
In our view, Int 908 seeks to reasonably expand the number of positions subject to
advice and consent to include most major city agencies with a few exceptions.

This is not without precedent. New York City has previously expanded the positions
subject to advice and consent of the Council. As recently as the 2019 NYC Charter
Revision Commission, when nearly 80% of voters4 ratified the expansion by including

4 NYC Election Results, Ballot Proposal #3 Citywide Ethics & Governance, November 2019.
3 This is the New York City specific charter language to describe the appointment-confirmation process.
2 A veto can be overridden by the City Council.
1 Final Report of the New York City Charter Revision Commission, March 1990.

https://www.vote.nyc/sites/default/files/pdf/election_results/2019/20191105General%20Election/00050300000Citywide%20ETHICS%20AND%20GOVERNANCE%20Citywide%20Recap.pdf
https://www.nyc.gov/assets/charter/downloads/pdf/1989_final_post-election_report.pdf


New York City’s Corporation Counsel, the City’s chief lawyer, to the list of advice and
consent appointments.

One need not look far to find a similar balancing act of power through an
appointment-confirmation process in government. The New York State Senate has
similar oversight power over state agency department heads.5 The U.S. Constitution has
similar provisions endowing the U.S. Senate with similar authority over nominations for
heads of federal agencies.6 Other large cities like Los Angeles7 and San Francisco8 have
similar provisions, albeit with different approval procedures,9 in their city charters.

Any chance to give the public an opportunity to observe government functioning, a
public confirmation hearing on mayoral appointments in this instance, is a step in the
right direction. Too often, decisions are made behind closed doors and if the Council is
going to expand its oversight function any additional public hearings are welcome.
Many of the proposed city agency heads impact the day-to-day lives of millions of New
Yorkers including the Commissioners for the Administration of Children's Services
(ACS), the Department of Health and Mental Hygiene (DOHMH), the Department of
Homeless Services (DHS), and the Department of Youth and Community Development
(DYCD).

While we are broadly supportive of this bill, we believe the bill should be modified to
shorten time frames for nomination hearings in the case of a vacancy. The Council
should either amend the bill to 30 days to hold a hearing with a maximum of 60 days to
approve or 45 days to hold a hearing and with a maximum of 90 days to approve.

9 Both cities rely on a two-thirds majority vote to reject a nomination as opposed to an affirmative vote.
8 San Francisco City Charter
7 Los Angeles City Charter
6 U.S. Senate, Nominations
5 New York State Constitution

https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/san_francisco/latest/sf_charter/0-0-0-104
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/los_angeles/latest/laac/0-0-0-576
https://www.senate.gov/about/powers-procedures/nominations.htm#:~:text=The%20United%20States%20Constitution%20provides,are%20not%20herein%20otherwise%20provided
https://dos.ny.gov/system/files/documents/2024/05/constitution-5-8-24.pdf




















Gregg Bishop 
 

Brooklyn, NY 11201 
 

May 29, 2024 

Adrienne Adams 
Speaker of the New York City Council 
City Hall 
New York, NY 10007 

Dear Speaker Adams, 

I am writing to express my strong opposition to Introduction (Intro) 908, currently under 
consideration by the New York City Council. As a concerned citizen, former commissioner of 
New York City Small Business Services from 2015-2020, and adjunct professor at the Marxe 
School of Public and International Affairs at Baruch College, I believe this legislation poses 
significant risks and drawbacks that will adversely impact our community by impacting 
governmental operations. 

I spent my entire 13-year career at Small Business Services – first as an Assistant Commissioner 
and then promoted to Deputy Commissioner and ultimately Commissioner. I have witnessed the 
impact transition has on agencies. Agencies must have a commissioner named quickly in any 
administration transition, as it directly impacts the agency's productivity. Having experienced the 
transition of two commissioners at SBS, I can speak firsthand that not having a commissioner in 
place quickly directly impacts service delivery, responding to council requests, execution of the 
strategy of an agency, and, most importantly, agency culture and morale. To put it bluntly – the 
work stops until leadership is in place. 

Intro 908 will undoubtedly delay the naming of a commissioner by months at best; at worst, New 
York City government could reflect the chaos we have seen in Washington, including Sen. 
Tommy Tuberville's recent refusal to advance the promotion of military officers. Intro 908 
allows the council to hold up appointments for possible political reasons, including issues 
unrelated to the agency's operation. This is dangerous and would hurt the very communities they 
represent. 

Secondly, the council can already extend oversight to an agency head. I have testified and was 
held accountable by numerous council members to ensure the delivery of services and the 
creation of policy. 

I’m happy to have a private conversation with you and your team to discuss my opposition to 
Intro 908 in more detail. I urge you to consider alternative approaches that address the issues at 
hand without harming our community. 



In conclusion, I strongly encourage you to oppose Intro 908. The potential negative 
consequences far outweigh any purported benefits. New York deserves a good, functional 
government, not the chaos we see in Washington, D.C. I appreciate your attention to this matter. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Sincerely, 

 

Gregg Bishop 
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